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MAILING ADDRESS   P.O. Box 942850, Sacramento, CA 94250 
STREET ADDRESS  3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816 

 

JOHN CHIANG 
California State Controller 

Division of Accounting and Reporting 

 
April 28, 2014 

 
 
 
TO: CITY FISCAL OFFICERS 

COUNTY AUDITORS 
 
 

 RE: Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect (ICAN) Investigation Reports  
Claiming Instructions Number 2014-03R – Revised Forms 
 
Forms for the Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect (ICAN) Investigation Reports program 

for fiscal years 1999-00 through 2012-13 have been revised and are now available online at the State 
Controller’s Office’s (SCO) website: http://www.sco.ca.gov/ard_mancost.html. 

 
Due to the revision, here are two options to file the reimbursement claims: 
1. If reimbursement claims are not yet submitted, please use the revised forms. 
2. If reimbursement claims were already submitted using the old forms, claimants may 

resubmit using the revised forms.  If claimants choose not to resubmit, the SCO will make 
the necessary corrections on the submitted reimbursement claims. 

 
Costs incurred for compliance with this mandate are reimbursable for fiscal years 1999-00 

through 2012-13 and must be filed with the SCO by July 15, 2014.  Claims filed after July 15, 2014 
are subject to a 10% late penalty without limitation.  Claims filed more than one year after the 
filing date will not be accepted. 

 
 Please forward this notice to the person in your Business Office responsible for filing SB-90 

claims.  Questions regarding this program may be e-mailed to LRSDAR@sco.ca.gov or you may call 
the Local Reimbursements Section at (916) 324-5729. 

 
     Sincerely, 
 
     (Original Signed By) 
 
     JAY LAL, Manager 
     Local Reimbursements Section 
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OFFICE OF THE STATE CONTROLLER 

STATE MANDATED COSTS CLAIMING INSTRUCTIONS NO. 2014-03R 

INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT (ICAN) INVESTIGATION REPORTS 

LOCAL AGENCIES 

MARCH 17, 2014 

REVISED APRIL 28, 2014 

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 Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect 
(ICAN) Investigation Reports program. The Parameters and Guidelines (P’s & G’s) are included 
as an integral part of the claiming instructions.  

On December 19, 2007, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted a statement 
of decision finding that the test claim statute imposes a partially reimbursable state-mandated 
program upon local agencies within the meaning of Article XIII B, section 6 of the California 
Constitution and 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, as defined in GC sections 17511 and 17515, that incurs increased costs as a 
result of this mandate is eligible to claim for reimbursement. 

Reimbursement Claim Deadline 

Initial reimbursement claims must be filed within 120 days from the issuance date of the 
claiming instructions. Costs incurred for compliance with this mandate are reimbursable for the 
period 1999-00 through 2012-13 and must be filed with the SCO by July 15, 2014. 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). 
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• 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. 

Minimum Claim Cost 

GC section 17564, subdivision (a), provides that no claim may be filed pursuant to 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.  
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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 
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: December 6, 2013 
 

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 
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, and 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) 

Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports  
00-TC-22 

Period of reimbursement begins July 1, 1999,                                                                                
or later for specified activities added by subsequent statutes.  

I. SUMMARY OF THE MANDATE 
This program addresses statutory amendments to California’s mandatory child abuse reporting 
laws commonly referred to as ICAN.  A child abuse reporting law was first added to the Penal 
Code in 1963, and initially required medical professionals to report suspected child abuse to 
local law enforcement or child welfare authorities.  The law was 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,” or CANRA.  As part of this program, the Department of Justice (DOJ) maintains 
a Child Abuse Centralized Index, which, since 1965, maintains reports of child abuse statewide.  
A number of changes to the law have occurred, particularly with a reenactment in 1980, and 
substantive amendments in 1997 and 2000.   

The act, as amended, provides for reporting of suspected child abuse or neglect by certain 
individuals, identified by their profession as having frequent contact with children.  The act 
provides rules and procedures for local agencies, including law enforcement, receiving such 
reports.  The act provides for cross-reporting among law enforcement and other child protective 
agencies, and to licensing agencies and district attorneys’ offices.  The act requires reporting to 
the DOJ when a report of suspected child abuse is “not unfounded.”  The act requires an active 
investigation before a report can be forwarded to the DOJ.  As of January 1, 2012, the act no 
longer requires law enforcement agencies to report to the DOJ, and now requires reporting only 
of “substantiated” reports by other agencies.  The act imposes additional cross-reporting and 
recordkeeping duties in the event of a child’s death from abuse or neglect.  The act requires 
agencies and the DOJ to keep records of investigations for a minimum of 10 years, and to notify 

1 Renumbered at Penal Code section 11174.34 (Stats. 2004, ch. 842 (SB 1313)). 
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suspected child abusers that they have been listed in the Child Abuse Central Index.  The act 
imposes certain due process protections owed to persons listed in the index, and provides certain 
other situations in which a person would be notified of his or her listing in the index.   

On December 19, 2007, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted a statement 
of decision finding that the test claim statutes impose a partially reimbursable state-mandated 
program upon local agencies within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California 
Constitution and Government Code section 17514.  The Commission approved this test claim for 
the reimbursable activities described in section IV., as they are 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 attorneys’ offices, and county 
licensing agencies. 

II. ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS 
Any city, county, and city and county that incurs increased costs as a result of this mandate is 
eligible to claim reimbursement. 

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 County of 
Los Angeles filed the test claim on June 29, 2001, establishing eligibility for reimbursement for 
the 1999-2000 fiscal year.  Therefore, costs incurred on or after July 1, 1999 are reimbursable 
under this test claim, for statutes in effect before July 1, 1999, or later periods as specified for 
statutes effective after July 1, 1999.   

However, Penal Code section 11169 was amended in Statutes 2011, chapter 468 (AB 717), 
effective January 1, 2012, to repeal the mandate for law enforcement agencies to report to DOJ, 
and to require that all other affected departments in the local agencies report to DOJ only 
“substantiated” reports of suspected child abuse, and not “inconclusive” reports.  Thus, law 
enforcement agencies are eligible for reimbursement for the costs of completing investigations of 
suspected child abuse in order to determine whether a report of suspected child abuse is 
unfounded, inconclusive, or substantiated, for the purpose of forwarding those reports to DOJ 
from July 1, 1999 until December 31, 2011, when the mandate was repealed.  In addition, law 
enforcement agencies are eligible for reimbursement for the costs of notifying suspected abusers 
that they have been listed in the Child Abuse Central Index at the time that a report is submitted 
to DOJ from July 1, 1999 until December 31, 2011, when the mandate to forward reports to DOJ 
was repealed. 

For all other affected departments in the local agencies, the reimbursement period for forwarding 
reports that are “inconclusive” to DOJ is from July 1, 1999 until December 31, 2011, due to a 
subsequent change in Penal Code section 11169 by Statutes 2011, chapter 468 (AB 717).  On 
and after January 1, 2012, only forwarding reports to DOJ that are “substantiated” is 
reimbursable. 
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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. If 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.  (Government Code section 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 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. 

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. 

Claimants may use time studies to support salary and benefit costs when an activity is task-
repetitive.  Activities that require varying levels of effort are not appropriate for time studies.  
Claimants wishing to use time studies to support salary and benefit costs are required to comply 
with the State Controller’s Time-Study Guidelines before a time study is conducted.  Time study 
usage is subject to the review and audit conducted by the State Controller’s Office. 

The claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased costs for reimbursable 
activities identified below.  Increased cost is limited to the cost of an activity that the claimant is 
required to incur as a result of the mandate. 
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For each eligible claimant that incurs increased costs, the following activities are reimbursable: 

A. One-Time Activities 
1. Policies and Procedures 
City and county police or sheriff’s departments, county welfare departments, and county 
probation departments where designated by the county to receive mandated reports, may 
claim reimbursement for the increased costs to: 

a. Update Departmental policies and procedures necessary to comply with the 
reimbursable activities identified in IV B. (One-time costs only) 

b. Develop ICAN due process procedures reasonably necessary to comply with federal 
due process procedural protections under the 14th Amendment which need to be 
afforded suspects reported to the DOJ's Child Abuse Central Index [CACI]. (One-
time costs only) 

2. Training 
City and county police or sheriff’s departments, county welfare departments, and county 
probation departments where designated by the county to receive mandated reports, may 
claim reimbursement for the increased costs to: 

Develop and implement training for ICAN staff to implement State 
Department of Justice (DOJ) ICAN requirements. Reimbursable specialized 
ICAN training costs include those incurred to compensate instructors for their 
time in participating in training sessions and to provide necessary facilities, 
training materials and audio visual presentations. (One time per employee 
whose job responsibilities involve ICAN mandated activities) 

B. On-going Activities 
1. Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 
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: 

a. Distribute the child abuse reporting form adopted by DOJ (currently known as the 
“Suspected Child Abuse Report” Form SS 8572) to mandated reporters.2 

2. Reporting Between Local Departments 
a. Accepting and Referring Initial Child Abuse Reports when a Department Lacks 

Jurisdiction: 

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: 

Transfer a call electronically or immediately refer the case by telephone, fax, or 
electronic transmission, to an agency with proper jurisdiction, whenever the 

2 Penal Code section 11168, as added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071 and amended by Statutes 
2000, chapter 916.  
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department lacks subject matter or geographical jurisdiction over an incoming report 
of suspected child abuse or neglect.3   

b. Cross-Reporting of Suspected Child Abuse or Neglect from County Welfare and 
Probation Departments to the Law Enforcement Agency with Jurisdiction and the 
District Attorney’s Office: 

1) County probation departments shall: 

i. Report by telephone immediately, or as soon as practically possible, to the law 
enforcement agency having jurisdiction over the case, to the agency given the 
responsibility for investigation of cases under Section 300 of the Welfare and 
Institutions Code, and to the district attorney’s office every known or 
suspected instance of child abuse, as defined in Penal Code section 11165.6, 
except acts or omissions coming within subdivision (b) of section 11165.2, or 
reports made pursuant to section 11165.13 based on risk to a child which 
relates solely to the inability of the parent to provide the child with regular 
care due to the parent’s substance abuse, which shall be reported only to the 
county welfare department.  

ii. 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, 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.4 

2) County welfare departments shall: 

i. Report by telephone immediately, or as soon as practically possible, to the 
agency given the responsibility for investigation of cases under Section 300 of 
the Welfare and Institutions Code, and to the district attorney’s office every 
known or suspected instance of child abuse, as defined in Penal Code section 
11165.6, except acts or omissions coming within subdivision (b) of section 
11165.2, or reports made pursuant to section 11165.13 based on risk to a child 
which relates solely to the inability of the parent to provide the child with 
regular care due to the parent’s substance abuse, which shall be reported only 
to the county welfare department.  

Reimbursement is not required for making an initial report of child abuse 
and neglect from a county welfare department to the law enforcement 

3 Penal Code sections 11165.9 (Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 8 (AB 1241)). 
4 Penal Code section 11166 (h) (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 (i) by Statutes 2004, chapter 842 (SB 1313), and renumbered again at subdivision (j) 
by Statutes 2005, chapter 42 (AB 299).  
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agency having jurisdiction over the case, which was required under prior 
law to be made “without delay.”   

ii. Send a written report thereof within 36 hours of receiving the information 
concerning the incident to any agency, including the law enforcement agency 
having jurisdiction over the case, to which it is required to make a telephone 
report under Penal Code section 11166. 

As of January 1, 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.5  

c. 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.6 

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. 

5 Penal Code section 11166(h) (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 (i) by Statutes 2004, chapter 842 (SB 1313), and renumbered again at subdivision (j) 
by Statutes 2005, chapter 42 (AB 299). 
6 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). 
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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.7 

d. Receipt of Cross-Reports by District Attorney’s Office: 

District attorneys’ offices shall: 

Receive reports of every known or suspected instance of child abuse reported to law 
enforcement, county probation or county welfare departments, except acts or 
omissions of general neglect coming within Penal Code section 11165.2(b).8   

e. Reporting to Licensing Agencies: 

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) 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.9 

f. Additional Cross-Reporting in Cases of Child Death: 

1) City and county police or sheriff’s departments shall: 

Cross-report all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or 
neglect to the county child welfare agency.10 

7 Ibid. 
8 Penal Code section 11166 (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)). 
9 Penal Code section 11166.2 (Added by Stats. 1985, ch. 1598 § 4; amended by Stats. 1987, ch. 
531 § 5; Stats. 1988, ch. 269 § 3; Stats. 1990, ch. 650 § 1 (AB 2423); Stats. 2000, ch. 916 § 18 
(AB 1241)). 
10 Penal Code section 11166.9 (Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 23 (AB 1241)); Renumbered at Penal 
Code section 11174.34 (Stats. 2004, ch. 842 § 13 (SB 1313)). 
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2) County welfare departments shall: 

i. Cross-report all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or 
neglect to law enforcement.11 

ii. Create a record in the Child Welfare Services/Case Management System 
(CWS/CMS) on all cases of child death suspected to be related to child 
abuse or neglect.12 

iii. Enter information into the CWS/CMS upon notification that the death was 
subsequently determined not to be related to child abuse or neglect.13 

3. Reporting to the State Department of Justice  
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:14 

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.15  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.  

  

11 Penal Code section 11166.9 (Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 23 (AB 1241)); Renumbered at Penal 
Code section 11174.34 (Stats. 2004, ch. 842 § 13 (SB 1313)). 
12 Penal Code section 11166.9 (Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 23 (AB 1241)); Renumbered at Penal 
Code section 11174.34 (Stats. 2004, ch. 842 § 13 (SB 1313); Stats. 2010, ch. 618, § 10 (AB 
2791)). 
13 Penal Code section 11166.9 (Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 23 (AB 1241)); Renumbered at Penal 
Code section 11174.34 (Stats. 2004, ch. 842 § 13 (SB 1313)). 
14 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. 
15 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. 
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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, including the collection of physical evidence, the referral to a 
child abuse investigator, and the conduct of follow-up interviews. 

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.16 

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. 

b. Beginning January 1, 2012, county welfare departments, or county probation 
departments where designated by the county to receive mandated reports shall: 

  

16 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. 
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1) Complete an investigation 

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.17  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 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. 

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, as defined in Penal Code section 11165.12.  
Unfounded or inconclusive 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 

17 Penal Code section 11169(a) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 5 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 27 
(AB 1241); Stats. 2011, ch. 468, § 2 (AB 717)); Code of Regulations, Title 11, section 903; 
“Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583. 
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form approved by the Department of Justice and may be sent by fax or electronic 
transmission.18 

This activity includes costs of preparing and submitting an amended report to 
DOJ, when the submitting agency changes a prior finding of substantiated to a 
finding of inconclusive or unfounded, or from inconclusive or unfounded to 
substantiated, or when other information is necessary to maintain accuracy of the 
CACI.   

Reimbursement is not required for the costs of the investigation required to 
make the determination to file an amended report. 

4. Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 
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.19 

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. 

2) Make relevant information available, when received from the Department of 
Justice, to the child custodian, guardian ad litem appointed under section 326, or 
counsel appointed under section 317 or 318 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, 
or the appropriate licensing agency, if he or she is treating or investigating a case 
of known or suspected child abuse or severe neglect.20 

18 Penal Code section 11169(a) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 5 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 27 
(AB 1241); Stats. 2011, ch. 468, § 2 (AB 717)); Code of Regulations, Title 11, section 903; 
“Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583. 
19 Penal Code section 11169(c) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 5 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 
1241)). 
20 Penal Code section 11170 (Added by Stats. 1980, ch. 1071 § 4; amended by Stats. 1981, ch. 
435, § 5; Stats. 1982, ch. 162, § 3; Stats. 1984, ch. 1613, § 3; Stats. 1985, ch. 1598, § 8.5; Stats. 
1986, ch. 1496, § 3; Stats. 1987, ch. 82, § 4; Stats. 1989, ch. 153, § 2; Stats. 1990, ch. 1330 § 2 
(SB 2788); Stats. 1990, ch. 1363, § 15.7 (AB 3532); Stats. 1992, ch. 163, § 113 (AB 2641); 
Stats. 1992, ch. 1338, § 2 (SB 1184); Stats. 1993, ch. 219, § 221.1 (AB 1500); Stats. 1996, ch. 
1081, § 5 (AB 3354); Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 6 (SB 644); Stats. 1997, ch. 843, § 5 (AB 
753); Stats. 1997, ch. 844, § 2.5 (AB 1065); Stats. 1999, ch. 475, § 8 (SB 654); Stats. 2000, ch. 
916, 28 (AB 1241)). 
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3) Inform the mandated reporter of the results of the investigation and of 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.21 

4) Notify, in writing, the person listed in the Child Abuse Central Index that he or 
she is in the index, upon receipt of relevant information concerning child abuse or 
neglect investigation reports contained in the index from the Department of 
Justice when investigating a home for the placement of dependent children. The 
notification shall include the name of the reporting agency and the date of the 
report.22 

b. City and county police or sheriff’s departments, county probation departments if 
designated by the county to receive mandated reports, county welfare departments, 
county licensing agencies, and district attorney offices shall: 

Obtain the original investigative report from the agency that submitted the 
information to the CACI pursuant to Penal Code section 11169(a), and objectively 
review the report, when information regarding an individual suspected of child 
abuse or neglect, or an instance of suspected child abuse or neglect, is received 
from the CACI while performing existing duties pertaining to criminal 
investigation or prosecution, or licensing, or placement of a child.23 

Reimbursement for this activity does not include investigative activities 
conducted by the agency, either prior to or subsequent to receipt of the 
information that necessitates obtaining and reviewing the investigative 
report. 

c. City and county police or sheriff’s departments, county probation departments, and 
county welfare departments shall: 

Notify, in writing, the person listed in the Child Abuse Central Index that he or 
she is in the index, upon receipt of relevant information concerning child abuse or 
neglect reports contained in the index from the Department of Justice regarding 
placement with a responsible relative pursuant to Welfare and Institutions Code 
sections 281.5, 305, and 361.3. The notification shall include the location of the 
original investigative report and the submitting agency. The notification shall be 

21 Penal Code section 11170(b) (Added by Stats. 1980, ch. 1071 § 4; amended by Stats. 1981, ch. 
435, § 5; Stats. 1982, ch. 162, § 3; Stats. 1984, ch. 1613, § 3; Stats. 1985, ch. 1598, § 8.5; Stats. 
1986, ch. 1496, § 3; Stats. 1987, ch. 82, § 4; Stats. 1989, ch. 153, § 2; Stats. 1990, ch. 1330 § 2 
(SB 2788); Stats. 1990, ch. 1363, § 15.7 (AB 3532); Stats. 1992, ch. 163, § 113 (AB 2641); 
Stats. 1992, ch. 1338, § 2 (SB 1184); Stats. 1993, ch. 219, § 221.1 (AB 1500); Stats. 1996, ch. 
1081, § 5 (AB 3354); Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 6 (SB 644); Stats. 1997, ch. 843, § 5 (AB 
753); Stats. 1997, ch. 844, § 2.5 (AB 1065); Stats. 1999, ch. 475, § 8 (SB 654); Stats. 2000, ch. 
916, 28 (AB 1241)). 
22 Ibid. 
23 Penal Code section 11170(b)(6) (Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241)); now subdivision (b)(10), as 
amended by Statutes 2012, chapter 848 (AB 1707). 
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submitted to the person listed at the same time that all other parties are notified of 
the information, and no later than the actual judicial proceeding that determines 
placement.24 

5.  Record Retention 
a. City and county police or sheriff’s departments, and county probation departments if 

designated by the county to receive mandated reports shall: 

Retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports that result in a report filed with the 
Department of Justice for a minimum of eight years (a higher level of service above 
the two-year record retention requirement pursuant to Gov. Code §§ 26202 (cities) 
and 34090 (counties).)  If a subsequent report on the same suspected child abuser is 
received within the first 10-year period, the report shall be maintained for an 
additional 10 years.25 

This activity includes retaining copies of the Suspected Child Abuse Report form  
SS 8572, received from a mandated reporter, and the Child Abuse Summary Report 
form SS 8583, with the original investigative report. 

Reimbursement is not required for the first two years of record retention required 
under prior law, but only for the eight years following.  

b. County welfare departments shall: 

Retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports that result in a report filed with the 
Department of Justice for a minimum of seven years (a higher level of service above 
the three-year record retention requirement pursuant to Welf. & Inst. Code, § 10851.)  
If a subsequent report on the same suspected child abuser is received within the first 
10-year period, the report shall be maintained for an additional 10 years.26 

This activity includes retaining copies of the Suspected Child Abuse Report form  
SS 8572, received from a mandated reporter, and the Child Abuse Summary Report 
form SS 8583, with the original investigative report. 

Reimbursement is not required for the first three years of record retention required 
under prior law, but only for the seven years following. 

  

24 Penal Code section 11170(c) (Added by Stats. 1980, ch. 1071 § 4; amended by Stats. 1981, ch. 
435, § 5; Stats. 1982, ch. 162, § 3; Stats. 1984, ch. 1613, § 3; Stats. 1985, ch. 1598, § 8.5; Stats. 
1986, ch. 1496, § 3; Stats. 1987, ch. 82, § 4; Stats. 1989, ch. 153, § 2; Stats. 1990, ch. 1330 § 2 
(SB 2788); Stats. 1990, ch. 1363, § 15.7 (AB 3532); Stats. 1992, ch. 163, § 113 (AB 2641); 
Stats. 1992, ch. 1338, § 2 (SB 1184); Stats. 1993, ch. 219, § 221.1 (AB 1500); Stats. 1996, ch. 
1081, § 5 (AB 3354); Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 6 (SB 644); Stats. 1997, ch. 843, § 5 (AB 
753); Stats. 1997, ch. 844, § 2.5 (AB 1065); Stats. 1999, ch. 475, § 8 (SB 654); Stats. 2000, ch. 
916, 28 (AB 1241)). 
25 (Penal Code section 11169(h) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241); 
Stats. 2001, ch. 133(AB 102); Stats. 2004, ch. 842 (SB 1313); Stats. 2011, ch. 468 (AB 717)). 
26 (Penal Code section 11169(h) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241)). 
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6. Due Process Procedures Offered to Person Listed in CACI 
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: 

Provide due process reasonably necessary to comply with federal due process 
procedural protections under the 14th Amendment that must be afforded to 
individuals reported to the DOJ’s Child Abuse Central Index.  This activity includes a 
hearing before the agency that submitted the individual’s name to CACI.  This 
activity includes any due process procedures available to persons listed in the CACI 
prior to the enactment of Statutes 2011, chapter 468.   

Reimbursement is not required for a hearing meeting the requirements of due 
process if a court of competent jurisdiction has determined that child abuse has 
occurred, or while the allegation is pending before a court.27  

V. CLAIM PREPARATION AND SUBMISSION 
Each of the following cost elements must be identified for each reimbursable activity identified 
in Section IV, Reimbursable Activities, of this document.  Each claimed 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 the 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.  If the contractor bills for time and materials, report the number of hours spent 

27 (Penal Code section 11169(h) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241); 
Stats. 2011, ch. 468 (AB 717)); Humphries v. County of Los Angeles (9th Cir. 2009) 554 F.3d 
1170; San Diego Unified School District v. Commission on State Mandates (2004) 33 Cal.4th 
859.  
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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 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.  Submit contract consultant and attorney 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 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%. 

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 
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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) 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 chapter28 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. 

VII. OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS 
Any offsetting revenue 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 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. 

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 90 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), 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 

28 This refers to Title 2, division 4, part 7, chapter 4 of the Government Code. 

16 
Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22 

Parameters and Guidelines  

                                                 

248



Upon 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 
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 and 
the Controller shall 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), and California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1183.2. 

X. LEGAL AND FACTUAL BASIS FOR THE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 
The statements of decision adopted for the test claim and parameters and guidelines are legally 
binding on all parties and provide the legal and factual basis for the parameters and guidelines.  
The support for the legal and factual findings is found in the administrative record.  The 
administrative record is on file with the Commission.   

 

 

17 
Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22 

Parameters and Guidelines  
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Form FAM-27 (Revised 04/14)  

INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT (ICAN) 
INVESTIGATION REPORTS 

CLAIM FOR PAYMENT 
 

For State Controller Use Only PROGRAM 

358 

(19) Program Number 00358 
(20) Date Filed 
(21) LRS Input 

(01) Claimant Identification Number Reimbursement Claim Data 

(02) Claimant Name 
 

(22) FORM 1, (04) A. 1. (g)  

County of Location 
 (23) FORM 1, (04) A. 2. (g)  

Street Address or P.O. Box 
 

Suite (24) FORM 1, (04) B. 1. (g)  

City State Zip Code (25) FORM 1, (04.1) (g)  

  Type of Claim (26) FORM 1, (04) B. 2. f. 1) (g)  

 (03) (09) Reimbursement    (27) FORM 1, (04.2) (g)  

 (04) (10) Combined              (28) FORM 1, (04) B. 3. a. (g)  

 (05) (11) Amended               (29) FORM 1, (04) B. 3. b. (g)  

Fiscal Year of Cost (06) (12) (30) FORM 1, (04) B. 4. (g)  

Total Claimed Amount (07) (13) (31) FORM 1, (04) B. 5. (g)  

Less: 10% Late Penalty (refer to attached Instructions) (14) (32) FORM 1, (04) B. 6. (g)  

Less:  Prior Claim Payment Received (15) (33) FORM 1, (06)  

Net Claimed Amount (16) (34) FORM 1, (07)  

Due from State (08) (17) (35) FORM 1, (09)  

Due to State  (18) (36) FORM 1, (10)  

(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 

358 
INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT (ICAN) INVESTIGATION REPORTS     

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, or 
otherwise specified in the claiming instructions, following the fiscal year in which costs were incurred. Claims filed after the specified 
date 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) A.1.(g), means the information is located on Form 1, line (04) A.1., 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 e-mail 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 

358 
INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT (ICAN) INVESTIGATION 

REPORTS 
CLAIM SUMMARY 

FORM 

1 
(01) Claimant (02) Fiscal Year 

 

(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 

A. One-Time Activities  
1. Update departmental policies & procedures and 

develop ICAN due process procedures to 
comply with federal procedural protections under 
the 14th Amendment. 

       

2. Develop training to implement Department of 
Justice (DOJ) ICAN requirements.        

B. Ongoing Activities  

1. Distribute the Suspected Child Abuse Report 
Form (SS8572) to mandated reporters.        

2. Reporting Between Local Departments  

a. Accept and refer initial child abuse reports 
when a department lacks jurisdiction.        

b. Cross-reporting from County Welfare and 
Probation Departments to Law Enforcement 
Agency and District Attorney’s Office (DA). 

       

c. Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement 
Agency to the County Welfare and Institutions 
Code Section 300 Agency, County Welfare 
and the DA’s office. 

       

d. Receipt of cross-reports by DA’s office.        
e. Report by phone and send a written report to 

licensing agencies.        

(04.1) Subtotal B. 2. (a. through e.)        
f. Additional cross-reporting in cases of child 

death.   

 1)  City and county police or sheriff’s 
department cross-report all cases of child 
death to county child welfare agency. 

       

 2) County welfare department  
i. Cross-report all cases of child death to 

law enforcement.        

ii. Create a record in the Child Welfare 
Services/Case Management System 
(CWS/CMS).  

       

iii. Enter information in CWS/CMS if child 
death is not related to child abuse or 
neglect. 

       

(04.2) Subtotal B. 2. f. 2) (i. through iii.)        

Revised 04/14  Page 1 of 2 

20  /20  
 

252



 State Controller’s Office                    Local Mandated Cost Manual 

Revised 04/14    
 

PROGRAM 

358 
INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT (ICAN) INVESTIGATION 

REPORTS 
CLAIM SUMMARY 

FORM 

1 
(01) Claimant 

 

(02) Fiscal Year 
 

 

(03) Department 
 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(04) Reimbursable Activities (Continued) 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

Salaries Benefits 
Materials 

 and 
Supplies 

Contract 
Services 

Fixed 
Assets Travel Total 

B. Ongoing Activities (Continued) 
 

 
3. Reporting to DOJ – see Claim Summary 

Instructions, Item (4), for eligible claimants and 
period of reimbursements 

 

 

a. Complete an investigation for purposes of 
preparing a report. 

 

       

b. Prepare, submit, and/or amend report of every 
investigated case which is determined to be 
substantiated. 

 

       

4. Notify suspected child abuser that he or she has 
been reported to the Child Abuse Central Index 
(CACI) – see Claim Summary Instructions, Item 
(4) 3.a. for period of reimbursements of law 
enforcement agencies 

       

5. After required retention period, record retention is 
reimbursable for eight years for City and County 
Police or Sheriff’s Dept. and County Probation 
Dept. and seven years for County Welfare Dept. 

       

6. Provide due process procedures to persons 
reported to the DOJ CACI.        

(05) Total Direct Cost – see Claim Summary 
Instructions, Item (05), for additional instructions        

 

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)}]  

 
 
  
 

Page 2 of 2 

20  /20  
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PROGRAM 

358 
INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT (ICAN) INVESTIGATION 

REPORTS 
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. 

Eligible Claimants and Period of Reimbursements: 

3.a. From July 1, 1999 to December 31, 2011 – City & County Police or Sheriff’s Department, County 
Probation & Welfare Departments submit Child Abuse Investigation Report Form (SS8572) to 
DOJ. 

3.b. Beginning January 1, 2012 – County Welfare & Probation Departments submit Form SS8583 to 
DOJ. 

  Note: For activities (04) B. 3. a & b and (04) B. 6, please see the Parameter’s and Guidelines for non-
reimbursable activities. 

(04.1)  Enter the sum of lines B. 2. a. through B. 2. e. columns (a) through (g). 

(04.2)  Enter the sum of lines B. 2. f. 2) i. through B. 2. f. 2) iii. columns (a) through (g). 

(05)  Total columns (a) through (g), do NOT include line (04.1), columns (a) through (g) and line (04.2), 
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, which 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. 

254



  State Controller’s Office        Local Mandated Cost Manual 

 

PROGRAM 

358 
INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT (ICAN) INVESTIGATION 

REPORTS 
 ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

FORM 

2 
(01)  Claimant (02)                                                               Fiscal Year 

(03)  Reimbursable Activities:  Check only one box per form to identify the activity being claimed. 
A.  One-time Activities 

 1. Update departmental policies & procedures and 
develop ICAN due process procedures to comply 
with federal procedural protections under the 14th 
Amendment. 

 2. Develop training to implement Department of Justice 
(DOJ) ICAN requirements. 

B.  Ongoing Activities 
 1. Distribute the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 

(SS8572) to mandated reporters. 
 f. Additional cross-reporting in cases of child death.  

     2) County welfare department: 
 2. Reporting Between Local Departments   i. Cross-report all cases of child death to law 

enforcement. 
 a. Accept and refer initial child abuse reports when a 

department lacks jurisdiction. 
  ii. Create a record in the Child Welfare 

Services/Case Management System 
(CWS/CMS).   

 b. Cross-reporting from County Welfare and Probation 
Departments to Law Enforcement Agency and 
District Attorney’s Office (DA). 

  iii. Enter information in CWS/CMS if child death 
not related to child abuse or neglect. 

 c. Cross-reporting from Law Enforcement Agency to 
the County Welfare and Institutions Code Section 
300 Agency, County Welfare and the DA’s office. 

3.  Reporting to DOJ 

 a. Complete an investigation for purposes of 
preparing a report. 

 d. Receipt of cross-reports by the DA’s Office.  b. Prepare, submit, and/or amend report of every 
investigated case which is determined to be 
substantiated. 

 e. Report by phone and send a written report to 
licensing agencies. 

 4.  Notify suspected child abuser that he or she has been 
reported to the Child Abuse Central Index (CACI).  

 f. Additional cross-reporting in cases of child death.  5.  After required retention period, record retention is 
reimbursable for eight years for City and County Police 
or Sheriff’s Dept. and County Probation Dept. and 
seven years for County Welfare Dept. 

 1) City and county police or sheriff’s department 
cross-report all cases of child death to county 
child welfare agency. 

    6. Provide due process procedures to persons reported 
to the DOJ CACI. 

(04)  Description of Expenses Object Accounts 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) 

Employee Names, Job 
Classifications, Functions Performed 

and Description of Expenses 

Hourly 
Rate or 

Unit Cost 

Hours 
Worked or 
Quantity 

Salaries Benefits 
Materials 

and 
Supplies 

Contract 
Services 

Fixed 
Assets Travel 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

        

Revised 04/14                                                                                                                                         Page 1 of 2 

20___/20___ 
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PROGRAM 

358  
INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT (ICAN) INVESTIGATION 

REPORTS 
ACTIVITY COST DETAIL 

FORM 

2 
(01)  Claimant (02)                                                                 Fiscal Year 

(04)  Description of Expenses 
        (Continued) 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___       

Revised 04/14                                                                                                                                        Page 2 of 2 

20___/20___ 
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PROGRAM 

358 
INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT (ICAN) INVESTIGATION 

REPORTS 
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 shall be from the date of initial payment of the claim. Such documents must be made 
available to the SCO on request. 

 
Object/ 

Sub object 
Columns 

Submit  
supporting 
documents  

Accounts (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) (h) (i) with the 
claim 

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 

Name of 
Employee 

 
Purpose of 

Travel 

Hourly 
Rate Travel Time      

Cost = Hourly 
Rate x Travel 
Time + Travel 

Expenses 

 

 

(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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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 11/20/17

Claim Number: 17-0022-I-01

Matter: Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Reports (ICAN)

Claimant: City of Palmdale

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems,Inc.
 Claimant Representative

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

 achinncrs@aol.com
Anita Dagan, Manager, Local Reimbursement Section, State Controller's Office

 Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,
Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 324-4112
 Adagan@sco.ca.gov
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Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office
 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 kjohnston@cityofpalmdale.org
Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office

 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
 Phone: (916) 322-9891

 jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov
Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting

 1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
 Phone: (916) 455-3939

 andy@nichols-consulting.com
Christian Osmena, Department of Finance

 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
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Phone: (916) 445-0328
 christian.osmena@dof.ca.gov

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 Phone: (916) 327-6490
 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

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office
 Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 323-5849
 jspano@sco.ca.gov

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

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

Derk Symons, Staff Finance Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
 Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 Derk.Symons@dof.ca.gov
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 12/21/17

Claim Number: 17-0022-I-01

Matter: Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Reports (ICAN)

Claimant: City of Palmdale

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems,Inc.
 Claimant Representative

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

 achinncrs@aol.com
Anita Dagan, Manager, Local Reimbursement Section, State Controller's Office

 Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,
Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 324-4112
 Adagan@sco.ca.gov

304



2/23/2018 Mailing List

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 2/3

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 kjohnston@cityofpalmdale.org
Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office

 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
 Phone: (916) 322-9891

 jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov
Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting

 1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
 Phone: (916) 455-3939

 andy@nichols-consulting.com
Christian Osmena, Department of Finance

 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
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Phone: (916) 445-0328
 christian.osmena@dof.ca.gov

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Camille Shelton, Chief Legal Counsel, Commission on State Mandates
 980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

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

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office
 Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 323-5849
 jspano@sco.ca.gov

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

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

Derk Symons, Staff Finance Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
 Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 Derk.Symons@dof.ca.gov
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38300 Sierra Highway
Dear Ms. Halsey,

Palmdale, CA 93550-4798 Please accept our response to State Controller's February 22,2018 Comments

IAMES c. LEDFORD
Ma7'9¡

JUAN CARRILLO
Ma¡'o¡ P'o 7¿'n

LAURA BETTENCOURT
Councilmember

AUSTIN BISHOP
Couttcilmember

STEVEN D. HoFBAUER
Councilmember

Tel: 66t1267-5100 :

Fax 6611267-5722 i

TDD 6611267-5167

Auxiliary aids prouided for i
:
I
:

communication accessibility :

PALMDALE
a place to call home

March 20,2018

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

Re: Citv of Palmdale, lnteraoencv Child Abuse and Neolect lnvestiqation
Reports Proqram - lncorrect Reduction Claim, FY 99-99 throuoh FY 12-13

/SSUE I;
Time to "Complete an investigation to determine whether a report of
suspected child abuse or sever neglect is unfounded, substantiated, or
lnconclusive..." including report writing.

First, we would like to respond to the following statement made by the State
Controller Office's (SCOs) in their February 22,2017 response: "While amending
its claim in the summer oI 2015, the city added .39 hour time increment to the
second time study conducted by the LASD deputies in Sept 2013...The City
added this time increment because it felt that the report writing time documented
by LASD was insufficient."

This statement is not accurate. The City amended their claim to correct the fact
that they did not claim for the costs of preparing ALL child abuse reports due to a
misunderstanding of the instructions.

The City's original time billed was based on the results of two time studies which
indicated an average of 3.5 hours was spent by the Deputy to conduct the
preliminary investigation and prepare the written reports.

The SCO said they would only allow 2.45 hours instead and said they based this
using the City's second 2013 time study.

upon 72 I'rours not.ice and re1uest.

www cityof pølmdale org

LATE FILING

RECEIVED

Commission on
State Mandates

May 07, 2018
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The City pointed out during the audit that the 2013 time study was flawed in that
the time to prepare reports was not consistently recorded - only 3 of the 14
cases in the time study had included report writing time. (See Tab 2). The City
requested a conservative amount of time (30 minutes per case) be added to
those 11 incomplete investigations based upon the other time studies and
information available.

We believe this was a reasonable requested because 1) The SCO verified that
the Los Angeles Sheriff's Department documented all Child Abuse cases with a
written report; 2) the SCO interviews with command staff and deputies
collaborated the fact that ALL cases are documented with a report and that an
average of 33 minutes is spent in report writing; and 3) prior time studies
conducted by the City in 2011 indicated an average of 1.28 hours was spent
writing each report.

The City asked during the audit if another time study should be conducted to
support our contentions that report writing was not fairly reflected in the SCO's
allowed time. Child Abuse cases are still investigated and reports prepared in the
same manner and format that they were during the audited time period. The City
feels strongly that the time allowed by the SCO is an unfairly low representation
of actual time spent by the city on these eligible activities and that at least 30
minutes per case is a conservative and reasonable amount of time to write the
reports.

The City also believes that the longest case in their 2013 should not have been
removed from computation of the average time per case. These types of more
involved cases do occur and their lengthier investigation time should also be
factored into the average time per case. ïhe time logs accurately reflect actual
time spent by station Deputies on the preliminary investigative process to
determine if the case was founded, unfounded, or inconclusive and to prepare
the written report.

While it is the Department's policy to notify the Special Victims Unit (SVU) of any
cases involving potential sex crimes, the SVU investigative process is not
included in the City time study. An allegation of rape does not mean that it
occurred; and if it did occur, it must be determined in this investigation if the
parent or guardians were responsible. lt may not even be a case of child abuse.
The preliminary investigation conducted by stations deputies takes place to make
this determination. (see Tab 2)

The City also would like to clarify that Time Study 1 (conducted in 201 1) was
derived by reviewing the call history from the Sheriff's Computer Aided
Dispatched (CAD) tracking system. Each case was randomly selected and
actual time spent on scene was determined by subtracting departure time from
arrival time on scene. This actual, on-scene time spent per case on responding
to the initial call is in fact a conservative estimate of actual time spent to conduct
an investigation because this time wouldn't have any additional follow up
activities that may have been required such as in the instances when not all the
parties were present at the time of the officer's arrival. lt common that the deputy
must attempt to contact other parties after the initial call for service.

2



TSSUE 2: OVERHEAD

The SCO stated in the conclusion of their February 22, 2018 comments: "The
city did not incur any direct labor costs to which to apply the 10% indirect
cost rate."

The SCO's own statements refute their argument that the city did not incur any
direct labor costs to which apply the 10% rate: At the top of page 15 of Tab 2 in
their Feþruary 22,2018 letter they state: "The Cost Matrix provided by the LASD
show that the total purchase price for a 56 - hour Deputy position, 43% is for
salaries, 31% is for employee benefits , and 260/o is for other support costs."

"The city claimed direct contract service rates that included overhead
already built in,"

The city agrees that most overhead was already included in the Deputies hourly
rates billed, however the record shows that there were additional overhead
charges not included in those billed hourly rates. These costs are eligible per
Federal guidelines and claiming instructions and we believe we described these
costs in detail in our response.

State Mandate statutes require the reimbursement of actual costs incurred to
comply with the mandated program and the city believes it has shown that
additional overhead costs were incurred and therefore were incorrectly reduced
by the SCO.

"The city proposed an ICRP methodology that includes ineligible costs to
support its assertion that the city incurred additional indirect costs in
excess of the 10o/o rate claimed."

The SCO in their response noted that the land donated by the city to build the
Sheriff station was unallowable. Even if the value of donated land was excluded,
the other items were allowable based on federal guidelines and the city's
overhead costs would have still exceeded the 10% default rate.

The rates computed during the audit and in our lncorrect Reduction claim, were
intended as sample rates to show the default overhead rate of 10% is justified"
and reasonable. lf the SCO felt that calculation of actual rates were necessary -
they never reviewed our sample ICRPs and proposed an acceptable actual rate.
They simply disallowed the entire application of overhead.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these further comments and are happy
to provide any additional information.

Sincerely,

Ms. Karen Johnston
Finance Manager
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 5/1/18

Claim Number: 17-0022-I-01

Matter: Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Reports (ICAN)

Claimant: City of Palmdale

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems,Inc.
 Claimant Representative

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

 achinncrs@aol.com

58



5/8/2018 Mailing List

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 2/4

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office
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Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
 Phone: (916) 323-5849

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

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

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

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

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

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

 Maritza.Urquiza@dof.ca.gov
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1 
Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports (ICAN), 17-0022-I-01 

Draft Proposed Decision 

Hearing Date:  September 28, 2018 
J:\MANDATES\IRC\2017\0022 (Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Reports (ICAN))\Draft PD.docx 
 

ITEM ___ 
INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM 

DRAFT PROPOSED DECISION 
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, and 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) 

Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports (ICAN) 
Fiscal Years 1999-2000 through 2012-2013 

17-0022-I-01 
City of Palmdale, Claimant 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Overview 
This Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC) addresses reductions made by the State Controller’s 
Office (Controller) to reimbursement claims filed by the City of Palmdale (claimant) for costs 
incurred during fiscal years 1999-2000 through 2012-2013 (audit period) for the Interagency 
Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports (ICAN) program.   

The initial claiming period for this mandated program spans fiscal years 1999-2000 through 
2012-2013, and therefore the Controller permitted the claimant to use a time study to support its 
claims, due to the likely difficulty of obtaining source documentation for the early part of the 
reimbursement period.  The Controller reduced the claims for all fiscal years, finding that the 
time study used to calculate reimbursement for costs of investigating reports of suspected child 
abuse included within its sample one case that included unallowable activities.  With that case 
removed, the Controller adjusted the average time increment resulting from the time study from 
3.66 hours to 2.65 hours per case.  The claimant objected to that adjustment and proposed 

                                                 
1 Renumbered at Penal Code section 11174.34 (Stats. 2004, ch. 842 (SB 1313)). 
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2 
Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports (ICAN), 17-0022-I-01 

Draft Proposed Decision 

additional activities and time be included in the time study, but the Controller rejected those 
proposals. 

The Controller also reduced indirect costs claimed, because the claimant did not claim in 
accordance with the Parameters and Guidelines.  Specifically, the claimant calculated indirect 
costs using a ten percent default rate applied to its contract costs, while the Parameters and 
Guidelines only provide for the default rate to be applied to direct labor costs, excluding fringe 
benefits.  Because the claimant contracts with the County of Los Angeles for all law enforcement 
services, including this mandated program, it has no direct labor costs and the Controller found 
the ten percent default rate is unavailable.  Therefore, the Controller disallowed all indirect costs.  

Staff recommends the Commission deny this IRC, finding that reductions related to the 
claimant’s time study, and disallowance of indirect costs, as claimed, for all fiscal years were 
correct as a matter of law and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.  

Procedural History 
On December 6, 2007, the Commission adopted the Test Claim Decision.2  On  
December 12, 2013, the Commission adopted the Parameters and Guidelines.3  On  
April 28, 2014 the Controller issued claiming instructions for the initial claiming period.4  On 
July 3, 2014, the City of Palmdale filed its initial reimbursement claim.5  On December 19, 2014 
the Controller notified the claimant of an audit.6  On July 15, 2015 the claimant filed amended 
claims for fiscal years 1999-2000 through 2012-2013.7  On March 30, 2016 the Controller issued 
a draft audit report.8  On April 11, 2016, the claimant filed comments on the draft audit report.9  
On May 19, 2016, the Controller issued the Final Audit Report.10  The claimant filed the IRC on 
November 7, 2017.11  The Controller filed comments on the IRC on February 22, 2018.12  The 

                                                 
2 Exhibit X, Test Claim Decision, Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports, 
00-TC-22. 
3 Exhibit A, IRC, page 233 [Parameters and Guidelines]. 
4 Exhibit A, IRC, page 229 [Controller’s Claiming Instructions, Cover Letter]. 
5 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 30. 
6 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 6. 
7 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 299-380 [Claim Documentation, Amended Claim Forms]. 
8 Exhibit A, IRC, page 265 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, page 4]. 
9 Exhibit A, IRC, page 292 [Claimant’s Comments on the Draft Audit Report]. 
10 Exhibit A, IRC, page 259 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, Cover Letter]. 
11 Exhibit A, IRC. 
12 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC. 
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claimant filed late rebuttal comments on May 7, 2018.13  Commission staff issued the Draft 
Proposed Decision on July 23, 2018.14   

Commission Responsibilities 
Government Code section 17561(d) authorizes the Controller to audit the claims filed by local 
agencies and school districts and to reduce any claim for reimbursement of state-mandated costs 
if the Controller determines that the claim is excessive or unreasonable. 

Government Code section 17551(d) requires the Commission to hear and decide a claim that the 
Controller has incorrectly reduced payments to the local agency or school district.  If the 
Commission determines that a reimbursement claim has been incorrectly reduced, section 1185.9 
of the Commission’s regulations requires the Commission to send the decision to the Controller 
and request that the costs in the claim be reinstated. 

The Commission must review questions of law, including interpretation of parameters and 
guidelines, de novo, without consideration of legal conclusions made by the Controller in the 
context of an audit.  The Commission is vested with exclusive authority to adjudicate disputes 
over the existence of state-mandated programs within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of 
the California Constitution.15  The Commission must also interpret the Government Code and 
implementing regulations in accordance with the broader constitution and statutory scheme.  In 
making its decisions, the Commission must strictly construe article XIII B, section 6 and not 
apply it as an “equitable remedy to cure the perceived unfairness resulting from political 
decisions on funding priorities.”16 

With regard to the Controller’s audit decisions, the Commission must determine whether they 
were arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.  This standard is similar to 
the standard used by the courts when reviewing an alleged abuse of discretion of a state 
agency.17 

The Commission must also review the Controller’s audit in light of the fact that the initial burden 
of providing evidence for a claim of reimbursement lies with the claimant.18  In addition, 
sections 1185.1(f)(3) and 1185.2(d) and (e) of the Commission’s regulations require that any 
assertions of fact by the parties to an IRC must be supported by documentary evidence.  The 

                                                 
13 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments. 
14 Exhibit D, Draft Proposed Decision. 
15 Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 54 Cal.3d 326, 331-334; Government Code sections 
17551, 17552. 
16 County of Sonoma v. Commission on State Mandates (2000), 84 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1281, 
citing City of San Jose v. State of California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 1817. 
17 Johnston v. Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District (2002) 100 
Cal.App.4th 973, 983-984; American Bd. of Cosmetic Surgery, Inc. v. Medical Bd. of California 
(2008) 162 Cal.App.4th 534, 547. 
18 Gilbert v. City of Sunnyvale (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1274-1275. 
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Commission’s ultimate findings of fact must be supported by substantial evidence in the 
record.19 

Claims 
The following chart provides a brief summary of the claims and issues raised and staff’s 
recommendation. 

Subject Description Staff Recommendation 
Was the IRC timely filed? Section 1185.1 of the 

Commission’s regulations 
required IRCs to be filed no 
later than three years after the 
Controller’s final audit 
report, or other notice of 
adjustment that complies 
with Government Code 
section 17558.5(c). 

The IRC was timely filed.   

The Controller’s Final Audit 
Report was issued  
May 19, 2016, and the IRC 
was filed November 7, 2017, 
less than three years from the 
date of the Controller’s Final 
Audit Report. 

Does the Commission have 
jurisdiction over the 
claimant’s assertion that 
certain preliminary 
investigative activities that 
were not specifically claimed 
or disallowed should be 
subject to reimbursement? 

The claimant argued for 
additional activities and time 
to augment the results of the 
time study, and filed 
amended reimbursement 
claims, alleging that certain 
preliminary investigative 
activities, such as making 
phone calls to schedule 
interviews, were not 
accounted for in the time 
study.20    

The revised time study 
documentation supporting the 
amended claims, however, 
does not specifically identify 
additional time for 
preliminary investigative 
activities.   In addition, as 
indicated in the Final Audit 

No, the Commission does not 
have jurisdiction over this 
issue because it is not the 
subject of a reduction.   
These activities were neither 
specifically claimed nor 
specifically disallowed, they 
are not the subject of a 
reduction and the 
Commission does not have 
jurisdiction over these issues 
raised in the IRC because its 
jurisdiction is limited to a 
claim by a local government 
that “the Controller has 
incorrectly reduced payments 
to the local agency.”21  There 
can be no reduction of a cost 
that was never the subject of 
a reimbursement claim. 

                                                 
19 Government Code section 17559(b), which provides that a claimant or the state may 
commence a proceeding in accordance with the provisions of section 1094.5 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure to set aside a decision of the Commission on the ground that the Commission’s 
decision is not supported by substantial evidence in the record. 
20 See Exhibit A, IRC, pages 3 [IRC Narrative]; 285 [Final Audit Report, page 24]. 
21 Government Code section 17551(d), emphasis added. 
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Report, the only reductions 
taken by the Controller 
related to the exclusion of the 
one investigation that went 
beyond the scope of the 
mandate, and the rejection of 
the additional report writing 
time claimed.   

Were the Controller’s 
reductions to the claimant’s 
time study and amended 
claims correct as matter of 
law, and not arbitrary, 
capricious, or entirely lacking 
in evidentiary support? 

The Controller determined 
that one of the fourteen 
investigations sampled for 
the time study included 
unallowable activities, and 
excluded it from the average 
time increment calculation 
for that reason.  The 
Controller also rejected an 
additional thirty minutes of 
report writing time that the 
claimant submitted in its 
amended claims, finding that 
the activities and time 
requested were already 
included in the time study. 

The reduction was correct as 
a matter of law, and not 
arbitrary, capricious, or 
entirely lacking in evidentiary 
support.   
The evidence in the record 
supports the Controller’s 
determination that one 
investigation included 
unallowable activities and the 
Controller therefore correctly 
excluded that investigation 
from the time study sample.  
The Controller then found 
that the additional activities 
and time proposed by the 
claimant were already 
included in the time study, 
and the claimant has not 
provided substantial evidence 
in the record to rebut that 
determination; therefore the 
Controller’s adjustment to the 
time study and the resulting 
reduction is correct and not 
arbitrary.  

Was the Controller’s 
reduction of indirect costs, as 
claimed, correct as matter of 
law, and not arbitrary, 
capricious, or entirely lacking 
in evidentiary support? 

The Controller disallowed all 
indirect costs, as claimed, 
because the claimant 
contracts for all law 
enforcement services within 
the city, and the Parameters 
and Guidelines do not permit 
claiming indirect costs using 
a ten percent flat rate applied 
to contract costs. 

The reduction was correct as 
a matter of law, and not 
arbitrary, capricious, or 
entirely lacking in evidentiary 
support.   
The claimant has the burden 
to establish its actual costs, 
both direct and indirect, and 
indirect costs must be 
claimed in accordance with 
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the Parameters and 
Guidelines and claiming 
instructions.  The claimant 
failed to comply with the 
Parameters and Guidelines, 
and therefore the Controller’s 
reduction was correct as a 
matter of law and not 
arbitrary, capricious, or 
entirely lacking in evidentiary 
support. 

Staff Analysis 
 The Claimant Timely Filed this IRC Within Three Years from the Date Claimant 

First Received from the 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). 

To be timely filed, an IRC must be filed with the Commission no later than three years 
“following the date a claimant first receives 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.”22  Here, the final audit report is dated  
May 19, 2016.23  The IRC was filed with the Commission on November 7, 2017.24  Less than 
three years having elapsed between the issuance of the Final Audit Report and the filing of the 
IRC, this IRC was filed within the period prescribed in Code of Regulations, title 2, section 
1185.1(c). 

 The Commission Does Not Have Jurisdiction over the Claimant’s Assertion in 
Response to the Audit that Certain Preliminary Investigative Activities that Were 
Not Specifically Claimed or Disallowed in the Initial or Amended Reimbursement 
Claims Should Be Subject to Reimbursement Because These Activities and Costs 
Are Not the Subject of a Reduction. 

The claimant argued for additional activities and time to augment the results of the time study, 
and filed amended reimbursement claims, alleging that certain preliminary investigative 
activities, such as making phone calls to schedule interviews, were not accounted for in the time 
study.25    

                                                 
22 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1185.1(c) (Register 2016, No. 38). 
23 Exhibit A, IRC, page 259 [Controller’s Final Audit Report]. 
24 Exhibit A, IRC, page 1. 
25 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 3 [IRC Narrative]; 285 [Final Audit Report, p. 24]. 

8



7 
Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports (ICAN), 17-0022-I-01 

Draft Proposed Decision 

The revised time study documentation supporting the amended claims, however, does not 
specifically identify additional time for preliminary investigative activities.  In addition, the 
evidence in the record does not show that at any point these preliminary activities were ever 
specifically claimed, or specifically disallowed, either in the original time study and 
reimbursement claims, or in the amended reimbursement claims filed July 15, 2015.  As 
indicated in the Final Audit Report, the only reductions taken by the Controller related to the 
exclusion of the one investigation that went beyond the scope of the mandate, and the rejection 
of the additional report writing time claimed.   

Pursuant to Government Code section 17551, the Commission only has jurisdiction over 
reductions taken in the context of an audit.  Therefore the Commission does not have jurisdiction 
to consider these issues in the context of an IRC.    

 The Controller’s Reduction in Finding 2, Which Resulted from an Adjustment to 
the Average Time Increment in Claimant's Time Study, Is Correct as a Matter of 
Law and Not Arbitrary, Capricious, or Entirely Lacking in Evidentiary Support. 

The initial claiming period for this mandated program spans fiscal years 1999-2000 through 
2012-2013, and therefore the Controller permitted the claimant to use a time study to support its 
claims, due to the likely difficulty of obtaining source documentation for the early part of the 
reimbursement period.  The first of two time studies conducted by the claimant was not 
contemporaneous, and was therefore rejected, but the Controller accepted the claimant’s second 
time study, except that it included an investigation “with unallowable hours that accounted for 
activities following the determination of a substantiated status of child abuse.”26  The claimant 
filed amended claims, dated July 15, 2015, which included the one investigation that the 
Controller had determined was unallowable, as well as an additional thirty minutes of report 
writing time for eleven of the fourteen investigations, which the claimant asserted had been 
inadvertently omitted.27  The claimant had also argued, during audit fieldwork, that the average 
time increment should be increased to reflect certain preliminary investigative activities,28 but 
the amended claims failed to identify additional time that should be added to the time study to 
account for those activities.    

The Controller rejected the request for additional report writing time, concluding that report 
writing was already accounted for in the average time increment, and excluded the unallowable 
investigation from the time study sample, resulting in a 2.65 hour average time increment.  Thus, 
the reductions at issue relating to the time study include: 

• Exclusion from the time study sample of an investigation that included 
unallowable activities conducted subsequent to the determination that the 
report of suspected child abuse was substantiated; and 

• Rejection of the claimant’s proposed additional time for report writing. 

                                                 
26 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
27 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 299-380 [Amended Claim Forms]; Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments 
on the IRC, page 169 [Additional Time Added to Time Study #2]. 
28 Exhibit A, IRC, page 285 [Final Audit Report, p. 24]. 
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1. The Controller’s reduction of costs based on the exclusion of one investigation from 
the claimant’s time study that included activities that are beyond the scope of the 
mandate is correct as a matter of law, and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking 
in evidentiary support. 

The Controller reduced reimbursement based on excluding from the claimant’s time study a 
single investigation that included unallowable activities occurring subsequent to the 
determination whether the case was substantiated, inconclusive, or unfounded.  The Controller 
concluded “[t]he average time per case, using the second time study results (less the unallowable 
hours of one case), totaled 2.65 hours.”29  The Controller conducted a time survey with the 
deputies, which yielded a range of 2.29 to 2.71 hours.30  Since the 2.65 hours resulting from the 
time study fell within that range, the Controller determined that the time study result was 
reasonable, and accepted the 2.65-hour average time increment.31  

The claimant argues that even though that investigation was an outlier in terms of the time spent 
by deputies performing the mandate, it should be included in the time study sample because it 
reflects the fact that some cases require more time and resources than others.32  

Staff finds that the reduction of costs based on the exclusion of one investigation from the 
claimant’s time study is correct as a matter of law, and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely 
lacking in evidentiary support. 

The Commission’s Decision adopting the Parameters and Guidelines reasoned that the 
requirement to investigate reports of suspected child abuse or neglect derives from the reporting 
requirement to DOJ; it is not a reimbursable state mandate to investigate reports of child abuse or 
neglect for purposes of prosecuting crimes.33  The Decision also analyzed at length the idea that 
the express goal of the Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Act (CANRA) is to protect children 
from abuse or neglect, not to investigate and prosecute criminal child abuse, sexual assault, 
neglect, or other crimes.34  The Parameters and Guidelines therefore include an express 
disclaimer that reimbursement is not required for:  “Investigative activities undertaken 
subsequent to the determination whether a report of suspected child abuse is substantiated, 
inconclusive, or unfounded…including the collection of physical evidence, the referral to a child 
abuse investigator, and the conduct of follow-up interviews.”35  

                                                 
29 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
30 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
31 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
32 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 34 [email discussion between the 
claimant’s representatives and the Controller’s audit staff]. 
33 Exhibit X, Statement of Decision and Parameters and Guidelines, Interagency Child Abuse 
and Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22, page 25. 
34 Exhibit X, Statement of Decision and Parameters and Guidelines, Interagency Child Abuse 
and Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22, page 34. 
35 Exhibit A, IRC, page 241 [Parameters and Guidelines, p. 9]. 
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Here, the Controller determined that one of the fourteen investigations sampled for the time 
study included activities occurring after the determination the report of child abuse was not 
unfounded.36  The evidence in the record shows that this determination was based on 
conversations with the deputies at the Palmdale station.37  Following those discussions, the 
Controller correctly determined that any further investigation subsequent to that determination is 
beyond the scope of the mandate, in accordance with the Parameters and Guidelines.  Therefore, 
the Controller excluded that investigation from the sample used for the time study, and 
recalculated the average time increment based on the other thirteen investigations sampled.38   

Then, as noted above, the Controller verified the reasonableness of the time study results after 
removing that case from the sample, by conducting a time survey, and the 2.65-hour average 
time increment fell squarely within the results of the time survey.39  The claimant’s argument 
that the 660 minute case should have been included in the sample because “[t]hese types of more 
involved cases do occur and their lengthier investigation time should also be factored into the 
average time per case,”40 ignores the fact that the case was not excluded because of its length, 
but because it exceeded the scope of the mandate, based on discussions with the officers 
performing the mandate.  The claimant continues to challenge that conclusion, but provides no 
evidence to rebut it.   

Accordingly, the Controller’s exclusion of one sample investigation that included unallowable 
activities from the time study is correct as a matter of law, and not arbitrary, capricious, or 
entirely lacking in evidentiary support. 

2. The Controller’s rejection of additional report writing time proposed in the claimant’s 
amended claims is correct as a matter of law and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely 
lacking in evidentiary support. 

As noted above, audit fieldwork revealed a single investigation within the time study that 
included unallowable activities and time, and the Controller determined that that investigation 
should be removed from the time study.  In response, the claimant argued for additional activities 
and time to augment the results of the time study, and filed amended reimbursement claims, 
based on a 3.66-hour average time increment per investigation.41  The 3.66 hours included not 
only the investigation that the Controller had determined to remove, but also an additional thirty 
minutes of report writing time for eleven of the fourteen investigations in which the claimant 

                                                 
36 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
37 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 38 [email discussion between the 
claimant’s representatives and the Controller’s audit staff]. 
38 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
39 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
40 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 34 [email discussion between the 
claimant’s representatives and the Controller’s audit staff]. 
41 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 299-380 [Amended Claim Forms]; Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments 
on the IRC, page 169 [Additional Time Added to Time Study #2]. 
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asserted that report writing had been inadvertently omitted from the time study.42  The Controller 
rejected the additional time for report writing, and in the Final Audit Report determined a 2.65-
hour average time increment allowable from the claimant’s time study.43   

Staff finds that the Controller’s rejection of the claimant’s proposed additional time for report 
writing was not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.   

The parties do not dispute whether report writing is a reimbursable component of the 
investigation; the dispute is whether report writing was adequately reflected and accounted for in 
the time study.  The Controller states that preparing a written report was one of the four activities 
clearly and expressly identified in the time study documentation.44  The time study summary 
documentation also states:  “NOTE that this year ALL activities – ranging from investigation, 
report writing and review and approval were included in ONE time entry.”45  And finally, the 
Controller maintains that the time survey verified the reasonableness of the 2.65-hour average 
time increment, which does not include the additional thirty minutes for report writing sought by 
the claimant.46    

The claimant has not filed any evidence, as required by Government Code section 17559 and 
section 1187.5 of the Commission’s regulations, to support the assertion that report writing was 
inadvertently omitted from the time study.  To support its assertions, the claimant included in its 
late rebuttal comments a document with the handwritten caption:  “2013 TIME STUDY.”47  This 
document contains fourteen handwritten entries with dates, case numbers, and total investigative 
time, and notations of activities:  some entries show “1, 2, 4,” and others show “1, 2, 3, 4.”48  
The claimant suggests that the absence of activity “3” in those entries means that report writing 
was not reflected in the total time.49  The claimant also relies on the document labeled “Time 
Survey Questionnaire,” which contains separate estimates for the time needed to prepare a report 
for an unfounded investigation (15-20 minutes) and a substantiated or inconclusive investigation 
(45-50 minutes).  A handwritten comment next to those entries states “avg = 37 mins.”50    

                                                 
42 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, pages 12-21 [Amended Time Study 
Documentation]. 
43 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
44 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 284-285 [Final Audit Report, pp. 23-24]. 
45 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 161 [Claimant’s Time Study #2]. 
46 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
47 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, pages 12-21 [Amended Time Study 
Documentation]. 
48 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 12 [Amended Time Study 
Documentation]. 
49 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 14 [Amended Time Study 
Documentation]. 
50 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, pages 16-21 [Amended Time Study 
Documentation]. 

12



11 
Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports (ICAN), 17-0022-I-01 

Draft Proposed Decision 

But none of these documents (even collectively) constitutes substantial evidence to support a 
Commission finding that the Controller’s determination was arbitrary, capricious, or entirely 
lacking in evidentiary support.  Rather, the claimant’s assertions and filed documents are all 
hearsay evidence.  The Evidence Code defines hearsay as “evidence of a[n out of court] 
statement that was made other than by a witness while testifying at the hearing and that is offered 
to prove the truth of the matter stated.”51  Neither the handwritten documents that purport to be 
“time logs,” nor the computer-generated recitation of the same information, is signed, or dated, 
or authenticated by a declaration sworn under penalty of perjury by persons who are authorized 
and competent to do so and based upon the declarant’s personal knowledge, information, or 
belief.52  In addition, there is nothing in the record to show how or when those documents were 
generated, or by whom.  On that basis, the documents in question are clearly inadmissible 
hearsay.  Although the Commission’s regulations do not universally bar the admission of 
hearsay, such evidence “shall not be sufficient in itself to support a finding unless it would be 
admissible over objection in civil actions.”53  Thus, none of the documents relied on by the 
claimant constitute substantial evidence to rebut the Controller’s findings. 

Based on the foregoing, staff finds that the Controller’s rejection of the claimant’s proposed 
additional time for report writing was not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary 
support.   

 The Controller’s Reduction of Indirect Costs Is Correct as a Matter of Law, and 
Not Arbitrary, Capricious, or Entirely Lacking in Evidentiary Support. 

The indirect cost rate claiming methods described in the Parameters and Guidelines provide 
claimants the option of either claiming ten percent of direct labor costs, excluding fringe 
benefits, or developing an indirect cost rate proposal if indirect costs exceed the ten percent rate.   

The original reimbursement claims listed the direct costs of the mandate as salaries and benefits, 
and sought indirect costs using a ten percent flat rate applied to direct salaries and benefits, in 
accordance with the Parameters and Guidelines.  But the Controller reclassified those costs as 
contract services, because none of the claimant’s city employees perform the requirements of the 
mandate; all law enforcement services for the claimant are provided under contract with the 
County of Los Angeles.  After reclassifying the direct costs as contract services, the Controller 
denied all indirect costs because the ten percent flat rate is not applicable to contract services 
under the Parameters and Guidelines.  The claimant disputes this reduction, asserting that it is 
entitled to all costs mandated by the state and that it has additional overhead costs within the 
contract and outside the contract that far exceed the ten percent flat rate.   

The claimant did not follow the Parameters and Guidelines and, thus, the Controller’s reduction 
is correct as a matter of law.  In addition, the claimant has not provided substantial evidence in 
the record to support an indirect cost rate proposal.  

                                                 
51 Evidence Code section 1200. 
52 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, pages 12-21 [Amended Time Study 
Documentation].  See also, Evidence Code section 1271.  Note that under the Commission’s 
regulations a declaration under penalty of perjury may substitute for sworn testimony. 
53 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1187.5. 
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Accordingly, the Controller’s reduction is correct as a matter of law. 

Conclusion 
Based on the forgoing analysis, staff finds that: 

• The IRC was timely filed; 

• The Controller’s rejection of additional preliminary investigative activities proposed for 
inclusion in the time study does not constitute a reduction, and the Commission therefore 
does not have jurisdiction over this determination; and 

• The Controller’s reduction based on excluding from the time study an investigation that 
included unallowable activities, and adjusting the average time increment resulting from 
the time study was correct as a matter of law, and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely 
lacking in evidentiary support; 

• The Controller’s rejection of the claimant’s proposed additional time for report writing 
was not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support; 

• The Controller’s disallowance of indirect costs claimed based on the ten percent flat rate 
is correct as a matter of law, and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in 
evidentiary support. 

Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the Proposed Decision to deny the IRC.  Staff 
further recommends that the Commission authorize staff to make any technical, non-substantive 
changes to the Proposed Decision following the hearing.  

14
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Case No.:  17-0022-I-01 

Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect 
Investigation Reports (ICAN) 
DECISION PURSUANT TO  
GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 17500 
ET SEQ.; CALIFORNIA CODE OF 
REGULATIONS, TITLE 2, DIVISION 2, 
CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 7. 

(Adopted September 28, 2018) 

DECISION 
The Commission in State Mandates (Commission) heard and decided this Incorrect Reduction 
Claim (IRC) during a regularly scheduled hearing on September 28, 2018.  [Witness list will be 
included in the adopted Decision.] 

The law applicable to the Commission’s determination of a reimbursable state-mandated 
program is article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, Government Code sections 
17500 et seq., and related case law. 

                                                 
54 Renumbered at Penal Code section 11174.34 (Stats. 2004, ch. 842 (SB 1313)). 
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The Commission [adopted/modified] the Proposed Decision to [approve/partially approve/deny] 
the IRC by a vote of [vote will be included in the adopted Decision], as follows: 

Member Vote 

Lee Adams, County Supervisor  

Ken Alex, Director of the Office of Planning and Research  

Richard Chivaro, Representative of the State Controller  

Mark Hariri, Representative of the State Treasurer, Vice Chairperson  

Sarah Olsen, Public Member  

Carmen Ramirez, City Council Member  

Jacqueline Wong-Hernandez, Representative of the Director of the Department of 
Finance, Chairperson 

 

Summary of the Findings 
This IRC addresses reductions made by the State Controller’s Office (Controller) to 
reimbursement claims filed by the City of Palmdale (claimant) for costs incurred during fiscal 
years 1999-2000 through 2012-2013 (audit period) for the Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect 
Investigation Reports (ICAN) program.  The claimant disputes reductions totaling $2,552,314 for 
the audit period. 

The Commission denies this IRC, finding that reductions related to the claimant’s time study, 
and disallowance of indirect costs, as claimed, for all fiscal years were correct as a matter of law 
and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.   

Specifically, the Controller adjusted the results of the claimant’s time study for the investigation 
and reporting to DOJ mandate component, based on excluding one investigation from the sample 
that included unallowable activities after the case was determined to be substantiated, and 
rejecting an additional thirty minutes report writing time that claimant alleged in its amended 
claims.  In addition, the Controller disallowed all indirect costs claimed, based on the claimant’s 
failure to comply with the Parameters and Guidelines and claiming instructions.  The 
Commission finds these reductions to be correct as a matter of law, and not arbitrary, capricious, 
or entirely lacking in evidentiary support. 

The claimant also asserted a number of preliminary investigative activities that should be subject 
to reimbursement, and argued they were not, but should have been, accounted for in the time 
study.  But because these activities were neither specifically claimed nor specifically disallowed, 
they are not the subject of a reduction and the Commission does not have jurisdiction over these 
issues. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
I. Chronology 

12/06/2007 The Commission adopted the Test Claim Decision. 
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12/16/2013 The Commission adopted the Parameters and Guidelines. 

04/28/2014 The Controller issued claiming instructions for the initial claiming period, 
fiscal years 1999-2000 through 2012-2013, to be filed by July 15, 2014.55 

07/03/2014 The claimant filed its initial reimbursement claim.56 

12/19/2014 The Controller notified the claimant of the audit.57 

07/15/2015 The claimant filed amended claims for fiscal years 1999-2000 through 
2012-2013.58 

03/30/2016 The Controller issued the Draft Audit Report.59 

04/11/2016 The claimant filed comments on the Draft Audit Report.60 

05/19/2016 The Controller issued the Final Audit Report.61 

11/07/2017 The claimant filed the IRC.62 

02/22/2018 The Controller filed comments on the IRC.63 

05/07/2018 The claimant filed late rebuttal comments.64 

07/23/2018 Commission staff issued the Draft Proposed Decision.65 

II. Background 
 The Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports (ICAN) Program 

The Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports (ICAN) 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 

                                                 
55 Exhibit A, IRC, page 229 [Controller’s Claiming Instructions, Cover Letter]. 
56 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 30. 
57 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 6.  
58 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 299-380 [Claim Documentation, Amended Claim Forms]. 
59 Exhibit A, IRC, page 265 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, page 4]. 
60 Exhibit A, IRC, page 292 [Claimant’s Comments on the Draft Audit Report]. 
61 Exhibit A, IRC, page 259 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, Cover Letter]. 
62 Exhibit A, IRC, page 1. 
63 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 1. 
64 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 1. 
65 Exhibit D, Draft Proposed Decision. 
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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,” or CANRA.   

As part of this program, the Department of Justice (DOJ) maintains a Child Abuse Centralized 
Index, which, since 1965, maintains reports of child abuse statewide.  A number of changes to 
the law have occurred, particularly with a reenactment in 1980, and substantive amendments in 
1997 and 2000.  The act, as amended, provides for reporting of suspected child abuse or neglect 
by certain individuals, identified by their profession as having frequent contact with children.  
The act provides rules and procedures for local agencies, including law enforcement, receiving 
such reports.  The act provides for cross-reporting among law enforcement and other child 
protective agencies, and to licensing agencies and district attorneys’ offices.  The act requires 
reporting to the DOJ when a report of suspected child abuse is “not unfounded.”  The act 
requires an active investigation before a report can be forwarded to the DOJ.  As of  
January 1, 2012, the act no longer requires law enforcement agencies to report to the DOJ, and 
now requires reporting only of “substantiated” reports by other agencies.66  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 Child Abuse 
Central Index.  The act also imposes certain due process protections owed to persons listed in the 
index, and provides certain other situations in which a person would be notified of his or her 
listing in the index.  

On December 19, 2007, the Commission approved the Test Claim for cities and counties 
(specifically city and county police or sheriff’s departments, county welfare departments, county 
probation departments designated by the county to receive mandated reports, district attorneys’ 
offices, and county licensing agencies) to perform the following categories of reimbursable 
activities:  

• Distribute the child abuse reporting form adopted by the Department of Justice (currently 
known as the “Suspected Child Abuse Report” Form SS 8572) to mandated reporters;  

• Receive reports from mandated reporters of suspected child abuse; refer those reports to 
the correct agency when the recipient agency lacks jurisdiction; cross-report to other local 
agencies with concurrent jurisdiction and to the district attorneys’ offices; report to 
licensing agencies; and make additional reports in the case of a child’s death from abuse 
or neglect;  

• Investigate reports of suspected child abuse to determine whether to report to the 
Department of Justice (DOJ);  

• Notify suspected abusers of listing in the Child Abuse Central Index;  

• Retain records, as specified; and  

                                                 
66 See Exhibit A, IRC, page 240 [Parameters and Guidelines, p. 8 (citing amendment to Penal 
Code section 11169(b), enacted by Statutes 2011, chapter 468)]. 
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• Provide due process procedures to those individuals reported to the DOJ’s Child Abuse 
Central Index.67    

At issue in this IRC is the scope of the investigative activities of suspected child abuse performed 
by the claimant’s law enforcement agency necessary to determine whether to report to DOJ and 
to complete the report.   

As discussed at length in the Parameters and Guidelines and Test Claim Decisions, 
“reimbursement is not required for the full course of investigative activities performed by law 
enforcement agencies [when they receive a report of suspected child abuse], but only the 
investigative activities necessary to determine whether a report of suspected child abuse is 
unfounded, inconclusive, or substantiated, for purposes of preparing and submitting the Form SS 
8583 to DOJ.”68  From July 1, 1999, through December 31, 2011, child abuse reports determined 
by law enforcement agencies to be substantiated or inconclusive shall be reported to DOJ.  
Unfounded reports shall not be filed with DOJ.69  Thus, the Commission found that the mandate 
only requires enough information to determine whether to file a Form SS 8583 with DOJ, or 
subsequent designated form, and enough information to render the Form SS 8583 a “retainable 
report,” under California Code of Regulations, title 11, section 903.70  As indicated above, 
beginning January 1, 2012, local law enforcement agencies are no longer mandated to report to 
the DOJ.71 

The Decision adopting the Parameters and Guidelines also reasoned that the underlying Act, 
CANRA, was not a mandate focused on criminal investigation and prosecution, but was focused 
on the protection of children and early intervention in abusive or neglectful situations, and that 
the investigation mandate specifically arises in the context of early reporting requirements.72  As 
such, the Decision concluded that investigative activities in connection with the criminal 
investigation and prosecution of abuse or neglect are not within the scope of the mandate. 

                                                 
67 Exhibit X, Statement of Decision and Parameters and Guidelines, Interagency Child Abuse 
and Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22, pages 41-47. 
68 Exhibit X, Statement of Decision and Parameters and Guidelines, Interagency Child Abuse 
and Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22, page 28.  See also, Exhibit X, Test Claim 
Statement of Decision, Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22, 
page 31. 
69 See Exhibit A, IRC, page 241 [Parameters and Guidelines, p. 9 (citing Penal Code section 
11169(a))]. 
70 Exhibit X, Statement of Decision and Parameters and Guidelines, Interagency Child Abuse 
and Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22, page 29. 
71 Exhibit A, IRC, page 240 [Parameters and Guidelines, p. 8 (citing amendment to Penal Code 
section 11169(b), enacted by Statutes 2011, chapter 468)]. 
72 Exhibit X, Statement of Decision and Parameters and Guidelines, Interagency Child Abuse 
and Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22, pages 34-35.  See also, Exhibit X, Test Claim 
Decision, Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22, page 31. 
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Accordingly, the Parameters and Guidelines define and specify the scope of the investigation 
activities necessary to satisfy the DOJ reporting requirement to include: 

• Review of the initial Suspected Child Abuse Report (SCAR) Form adopted by DOJ; 

• 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.73 

The Parameters and Guidelines also make clear that reimbursement is not required for: 

• Investigative activities conducted by a mandated reporter to complete the SCAR; 

• In the event that the mandated reporter completing the SCAR is employed by the same 
agency investigating the report, reimbursement is not required if the investigation 
required to complete the SCAR is also sufficient to satisfy the DOJ reporting 
requirement; and 

• Investigative activities undertaken subsequent to the determination whether the report is 
substantiated, inconclusive, or unfounded for purposes of preparing the report for DOJ 
(Form 8583), including the collection of physical evidence, the referral to a child abuse 
investigator, and the conduct of follow-up interviews. 

Section IV. of the Parameters and Guidelines requires reimbursement for those costs actually 
incurred to implement the mandated activities, which must be traceable and supported by 
contemporaneous source documents that show the validity of such costs, when they were 
incurred, and their relationship to the reimbursable activities.74  As noted, in this case the 
Controller allowed the use of a time study for the initial claiming period due to the likely 
unavailability of documentation, so the contemporaneous source document rule is not in issue in 
this IRC. 

Section V. defines direct costs to include contract services costs, which must be claimed as 
follows: 

Contracted Services  

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 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. Submit contract consultant 

                                                 
73 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 240-241 [Parameters and Guidelines, pp. 8-9]. 
74 Exhibit A, IRC, page 235 [Parameters and Guidelines, p. 3]. 
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and attorney invoices with the claim and a description of the contract scope of 
services.75 

And Section V. provides with regard to indirect cost claiming: 

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%. 

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.76 

 The Controller’s Audit and Summary of the Issues 
The reimbursement claims for fiscal years 1999-2000 through 2012-2013 totaled $5,600,497.  
The Controller found that $2,961,652 was allowable, and $2,638,845 was unallowable.77 

The following two findings are in dispute: 

1. Finding 2, Unallowable Contract Costs for Investigation and Reporting to DOJ 

In Finding 2, the Controller found that the claimant reported in its reimbursement claims 
$4,956,296 under the “Reporting to the California Department of Justice” component,78 which, 
                                                 
75 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 246-247 [Parameters and Guidelines, pp. 14-15]. 
76 Exhibit A, IRC, page 247 [Parameters and Guidelines, p. 15 (emphasis added)]. 
77 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 265; 277-284 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, pp. 4; 16-22].  The 
claimant does not dispute the reduction of $86,531 under the Cross-Reporting Between 
Departments component, or the finding that the number of investigations conducted during the 
audit period was overstated.  The Controller identifies the remaining disputed reduction as 
$1,132,337.  [See Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 15]. 
78 Exhibit A, IRC, page 276 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, p. 15]. 
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as discussed above, includes the activities to “Complete an investigation for purposes of 
preparing the report;” and “Forward reports to the Department of Justice.”79  Costs were claimed 
by multiplying the number of SCAR investigations performed by the estimated time increment to 
complete the investigation.  The estimated time, as originally claimed, was based on two time 
studies conducted by the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, Palmdale Station, the first in 
2011, and the second in 2013, which recorded the amount of time needed to perform each SCAR 
investigation.80  The time studies recorded time for four main activities:  “initial response to 
begin documentation of case and to contact County Welfare;” completing an investigation; report 
writing; and supervisor review.81  The claimant analyzed the results of both time studies and 
determined that 3.67 hours were needed to perform the claimed activities under this cost 
component.82  The claimant then determined total costs claimed by multiplying total hours by the 
LASD contract hourly rates for the deputies who conduct the investigations and the number of 
investigations conducted each fiscal year.83   

The Controller began the audit on December 19, 2014,84 and found that the costs claimed were 
unallowable “primarily because the city overstated the number of SCAR investigations and 
misstated the time increment per SCAR investigation for the Complete an Investigation 
component activity for each fiscal year.”85  The claimant did not dispute the finding that the 
number of SCAR investigations was overstated.86 

With respect to the misstated time increment for investigating reports of suspected child abuse, 
the Controller states that “[d]uring audit fieldwork, we reviewed both time studies performed by 
the city.”87  The Controller rejected the first time study because it “was not performed 
contemporaneously nor was it performed by the deputies who performed the allowable 
activities.”88  A second time study was performed contemporaneously, by the same deputies who 
performed the reimbursable activities, and the Controller accepted that time study, which 
resulted in an average time increment of 3.27 hours.89  However, the Controller found that the 
second time study included one investigation “with unallowable hours that accounted for 
                                                 
79 Exhibit X, Statement of Decision and Parameters and Guidelines, Interagency Child Abuse 
and Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22, pages 87-90. 
80 See Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, pages 156-163. 
81 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 284-285 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, pp. 23-24]. 
82 Exhibit A, IRC, page 278 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, p. 17]. 
83 Exhibit A, IRC, page 277 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, p. 16]. 
84 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 6 (Declaration of Lisa Kurokawa, 
Division Chief, Division of Audits). 
85 Exhibit A, IRC, page 276 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, p. 15]. 
86 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 281-283 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, pp. 20-22]. 
87 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
88 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
89 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 161. 
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activities following the determination of a substantiated status of child abuse.”90  The Controller 
discussed the case with a detective, and “[i]t appeared that ineligible activities performed after 
SVU was contacted were included in the time, which lead to the decision to remove the case 
from the average time calculation.”91  Therefore, the Controller accepted the second time study 
results, “less the one case that included the unallowable time.”92  The Controller concluded 
“[t]he average time per case, using the second time study results (less the unallowable hours of 
one case), totaled 2.65 hours.”93  

The claimant objected to the exclusion of the single investigation, but also asserted that the 
average time resulting from the second time study should be increased to add report writing time 
and some preliminary investigative time, such as checking records for prior reports of abuse or 
neglect and making phone calls to schedule interviews with witnesses or suspects.94  The 
claimant filed amended claims, dated July 15, 2015, which sought reimbursement based on an 
average time increment of 3.66 hours per investigation.95  That figure not only included the 
investigation that the Controller intended to exclude from the sample, but also included an 
additional thirty minutes of report writing time for eleven of the fourteen investigations in which 
the claimant asserted that report writing had been inadvertently omitted.96  It is not apparent from 
the record, however, that the claimant’s amended time increment of 3.66 hours included the 
other preliminary investigative time, such as checking records for prior reports of abuse or 
neglect and making phone calls to schedule interviews with witnesses or suspects.  

The Final Audit Report, dated May 19, 2016, identifies reductions based on the amended 
reimbursement claims,97 and indicates that the Controller believed the time study captured all 
allowable activities, and therefore the Controller rejected the additional report writing time 
proposed, and excluded the unallowable investigation.98  Of the direct costs claimed, the 
Controller found that $2,913,118 is allowable and $2,043,178 is unallowable.  The Controller 

                                                 
90 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
91 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 38 [email discussion between the 
claimant’s representatives and the Controller’s audit staff]. 
92 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
93 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
94 See Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 37 [email discussion between the 
claimant’s representatives and the Controller’s audit staff]. 
95 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 299-380 [Amended Claim Documentation]; Exhibit B, Controller’s 
Comments on the IRC, page 169. 
96 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 299-380 [Amended Claim Documentation]; Exhibit B, Controller’s 
Comments on the IRC, page 169. 
97 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 259, 266-270 [Final Audit Report, pp. 5-9]. 
98 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 284-286 [Final Audit Report, pp. 23-25]. 
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states that “[t]he portion of the finding relating to the average time increment disputed totals 
$1,132,337.”99   

With respect to the additional preliminary activities asserted by the claimant (but not clearly 
identified in the amended claims) the Final Audit Report states as follows: 

We agree that the deputies perform many additional activities necessary to 
complete their investigations.  However, not all activities within the investigation 
process are allowable for reimbursement, even when they appear reasonably 
necessary.  We believe that the preliminary investigation activities described 
above in items 1 and 2 go beyond the scope of the reimbursable component and 
therefore are unallowable.100 

Accordingly, the Controller reduced the amended claims by adjusting the average time increment 
from 3.66 hours claimed (Time Study #2 plus report writing time for eleven of fourteen 
investigations) to 2.65 hours (excluding the unallowable investigation and rejecting the 
additional report writing time requested). 

The Controller further stated, “[t]o verify this time increment, we interviewed the deputies 
responsible for performing ICAN investigations.”101  The Controller conducted a time survey 
with the deputies, which resulted in a range of 2.29 to 2.71 hours.102  Since the 2.65-hour time 
increment (the claimant’s second time study less the unallowable investigation) fell within that 
range, the Controller determined that the time study result was reasonable, and accepted the 
2.65-hour average time increment.103 

2. Finding 3, Unallowable Indirect Costs 

In Finding 3, the Controller’s audit found that the City claimed unallowable indirect costs, 
totaling $509,136.  The Controller found that the indirect costs are unallowable because the 
claimant “inappropriately applied its indirect cost rate to contract service costs.”104  The 
Parameters and Guidelines, the Controller explained, allow claimants to either use a ten percent 
flat rate, measured against direct salaries and benefits of a local agency’s employees, or prepare 
an Indirect Cost Rate Proposal.105  The claimant here elected to use the ten percent flat rate, but 
had no direct salaries and benefits costs, because the mandated activities were conducted under 

                                                 
99 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 15. 
100 Exhibit A, IRC, page 285 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, p. 24]. 
101 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
102 The time survey questionnaires are dated July 8, 2015 and July 28, 2015.  (Exhibit B, 
Controller’s Comments on the IRC, pp. 173-179) 
103 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
104 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 286-287 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, pp. 25-26]. 
105 Exhibit A, IRC, page 279 [Final Audit Report, p. 18]. 
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contract with the County.106  In other words, none of the claimant’s employees were involved in 
the mandate, and therefore the claimant had no direct salary costs.107   

To support this conclusion the Controller relies on the language of the Parameters and Guidelines 
defining 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 result achieved.”108  The Parameters and Guidelines also 
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 other departments based on a 
systematic and rational basis through a cost allocation plan.”109  And finally, the Parameters and 
Guidelines also limit the use of the ten percent flat rate, or default rate, to “10% of direct labor, 
excluding fringe benefits.”110  There is no mention of applying the ten percent rate to contract 
costs, or any other direct costs. 

The claimant disputed the disallowance of indirect costs, and argued that despite the mandate 
being performed under contract with the County, the claimant still incurred additional overhead 
costs both within the contract and outside the contract.111 

The Controller’s finding was unchanged.112  The Controller notes in its Final Audit Report that 
the claimant “incorrectly elected to use the option of claiming 10% of direct labor, excluding 
fringe benefits, to determine the amount of indirect costs…[h]owever, as stated above, the 10% 
indirect cost rate is to be applied to the amount of direct labor costs [and claimant] did not incur 
any payroll or direct labor costs.”113  The Controller therefore concludes that, as claimed, the 
indirect costs are unallowable.114 

                                                 
106 Exhibit A, IRC, page 279 [Final Audit Report, p. 18]. 
107 Exhibit A, IRC, page 287 [Final Audit Report, p. 26]. 
108 Exhibit A, IRC, page 287 [Final Audit Report, p. 26 (quoting Parameters and Guidelines, 
section V.B.)]. 
109 Exhibit A, IRC, page 287 [Final Audit Report, p. 26 (quoting Parameters and Guidelines, 
section V.B.)]. 
110 Exhibit A, IRC, page 288 [Final Audit Report, p. 27 (quoting Parameters and Guidelines, 
section V.B.)]. 
111 Exhibit A, IRC, page 288-289 [Final Audit Report, pp. 27-28]. 
112 Exhibit A, IRC, page 289 [Final Audit Report, p. 28]. 
113 Exhibit A, IRC, page 290 [Final Audit Report, p. 29]. 
114 Exhibit A, IRC, page 290 [Final Audit Report, p. 29]. 
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III. Positions of the Parties 
 City of Palmdale 

The total amount claimed for fiscal years 1999-2000 through 2012-2013 is $5,600,497.115  The 
total amount reduced was $2,638,845.116  The claimant requests reinstatement of $2,552,314.117 

The claimant alleges two incorrect reductions within the audit:  first, claimant believes that the 
Controller’s interpretation of the scope of reimbursable activities involved in investigating a 
report of suspected child abuse or neglect was “excessively restrictive,” resulting in adjustments 
to the average time increment derived from the time study that reduced reimbursement for 
investigating child abuse and neglect; and second, the claimant asserts that the Controller 
incorrectly denied indirect costs claimed. 

With respect to the scope of investigation-related activities, the claimant asserts that the 
Controller incorrectly excluded a number of minor tasks or activities the claimant included in its 
time study.  The claimant’s response to the draft audit report asserted that “the second time study 
did not detail each activity separately and we believe it did not include report writing time which 
should have added an additional hour per case for a total of 3.67 hours to complete the 
investigation as mandated and write the report.”118  The claimant further stated that it offered to 
conduct a third time study, which the Controller declined, because, the claimant asserts, “they 
[the Controller’s audit staff] believed that the difference in time was due to a disagreement 
regarding allowing activities, which would not be remedied by conducting another time 
study.”119  The claimant further stated that “the SCO and the City disagree on the eligibility of 
certain activities the Deputy performs in the course of their preliminary investigation to 
determine if the case is Founded, Unfounded, or Inconclusive as mandated.”120  Specifically, the 
claimant requested 15 minutes per case to “review prior call history,” and sometimes speak to 
other child welfare agencies before going to conduct interviews; 40 minutes to make phone calls 
to schedule interviews; and 6 minutes to inspect the home of the alleged victim.121  

In its IRC narrative, the claimant identifies five investigative steps that it maintains are 
reimbursable: 

1) Review preliminary documents and materials to determine if interviews are necessary.  
This may include checking to see if a report was already written (duplication), call CPS 

                                                 
115 Exhibit A, IRC, page 259 [Controller’s Final Audit Report Cover Letter]. 
116 Exhibit A, IRC, page 259 [Controller’s Final Audit Report Cover Letter]. 
117 Exhibit A, IRC, page 1.  Based on the findings that are not disputed, the Controller maintains 
that the actual dollar amount in dispute is $1,132,337 in direct costs and $509,136 in indirect 
costs.  (Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, pp. 15; 22.) 
118 Exhibit A, IRC, page 281 [Final Audit Report, p. 20]. 
119 Exhibit A, IRC, page 282 [Final Audit Report, p. 21]. 
120 Exhibit A, IRC, page 282 [Final Audit Report, p. 21]. 
121 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 282-283 [Final Audit Report, pp. 21-22]. 
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or reporting agency to obtain more details of the case, checking prior history, and other 
considerations. 

(SCO is only allowing time to review the SCAR) 

2) Identify involved parties 

3) Schedule and set up interviews via phone and/or email when needed 

4) Travel to meet with parties involved in the investigation 

5) Inspection of home (in instances related to allegations of neglect) to determine living 
conditions – food, running water, safe living conditions, etc.122 

The claimant further argues, in its late rebuttal comments, that the total average time for 
investigations resulting from the time study does not accurately reflect all the required activities.  
The claimant asserts that report writing was not fairly reflected in the Controller’s calculation of 
allowable time, and that longer, outlier investigative cases should not be excluded from the time 
study.123  Further, the claimant asserts that its investigation time study was derived primarily 
from officers’ on-scene time, which, according to the claimant, “is in fact a conservative estimate 
of actual time spent to conduct an investigation because this time wouldn’t have any additional 
follow up activities that may have been required such as in the instances when not all the parties 
were present at the time of the officer’s arrival.”124  The claimant asserts that “[i]t is common 
that the deputy must attempt to contact other parties after the initial call for service.”125 

With respect to the disallowance of indirect costs, the claimant argues that the Controller 
incorrectly disallowed “the default 10% Indirect Cost Rate Proposal or overhead costs to the 
City’s claim for reimbursement allowed by the claiming instructions.”126  The Controller 
determined that because the claimant implemented the mandate by contracting with the Los 
Angeles County Sheriff’s Office, the claimant was not claiming direct labor costs, and could not 
claim indirect costs related to those activities and costs.127  Further, the Controller opined that 
“there is already adequate overhead included in the contracted county billed hourly rates…”128  

The claimant disagrees with the Controller’s conclusion, and asserts that it did claim direct 
salaries and benefits, and should be entitled to indirect costs.129  In addition, the claimant argues 
that it had additional overhead costs both within its contract with the County and outside of the 
                                                 
122 Exhibit A, IRC, page 3 [As noted, the Controller agrees that inspecting the home is a 
reimbursable activity, but maintains that this activity is included in the time study.  (Exhibit A, 
IRC, page 285 (Final Audit Report, p. 24))]. 
123 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, pages 1-2. 
124 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 2. 
125 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 2. 
126 Exhibit A, IRC, page 4. 
127 Exhibit A, IRC, page 4. 
128 Exhibit A, IRC, page 4. 
129 Exhibit A, IRC, page 288 [Final Audit Report, p. 27]. 
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contract.  In this respect the claimant characterized administrative and clerical support staff as 
“overhead,” and states that “[e]ach fiscal year, the City purchased additional supplemental 
overhead positions through the contract, including Station Clerks, Administrative and Motor 
Sergeants (in addition to the Sergeants who were already built into the standard billing rates).”130  
The claimant further states “[i]n some years the cities may be able to afford more direct staff and 
more overhead items and other years they cannot.”131  The claimant asserts that this may affect 
response times and service quality for the community.132  The claimant states, without citing 
specific support, that “[w]hen the actual overhead rates were calculated, they were found to 
range between 6%-13%.”133  The claimant therefore concludes that the ten percent “default rates 
is [sic] a reasonable approximation of actual overhead costs incurred by the city.”134  

With respect to “overhead incurred outside of the contract,” the claimant states as follows: 

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

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

All these are valid examples of additional overhead costs not captured by the LA 
Sheriff’s Deputy billing rate and denied for reimbursement in the SCO audit.  The 
city provided many examples and documents supporting that it is actually 
incurring overhead costs over and above that which was included in the Deputy’s 
standard billing rate.  These types of city wide overhead items are eligible for 
reimbursement under the instruction and OMB A-87 and should be allowed for 
inclusion in our claims. (See attached examples).135 

In its late rebuttal comments, the claimant acknowledges that “most overhead was already 
included in the Deputies[’] hourly rates billed, however the record shows that there were 
additional overhead charges not included in those billed hourly rates.”136  The claimant argues 
that “State Mandate statutes require the reimbursement of actual costs incurred to comply with 

                                                 
130 Exhibit A, IRC, page 288 [Final Audit Report, p. 27]. 
131 Exhibit A, IRC, page 288 [Final Audit Report, p. 27]. 
132 Exhibit A, IRC, page 288 [Final Audit Report, p. 27]. 
133 Exhibit A, IRC, page 288 [Final Audit Report, p. 27]. 
134 Exhibit A, IRC, page 288 [Final Audit Report, p. 27]. 
135 Exhibit A, IRC, page 289 [Final Audit Report, p. 28]. 
136 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 3. 
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the mandated program and the city believes it has shown that additional overhead costs were 
incurred and therefore were incorrectly reduced by the SCO.”137 

 State Controller’s Office 
The Controller urges the Commission to deny this IRC.  The Controller states that of the 
claimant’s total reimbursement claims for $5,600,497 for fiscal years 1999-2000 through 2012-
2013, $2,638,845 “is unallowable because the city overstated the number of suspected child 
abuse reports (SCARs) investigated, overstated time increments for each fiscal year, and claimed 
ineligible indirect costs.”138  The Controller goes on:  “The city does not dispute the portion of 
the audit findings related to the overstated SCAR investigations claimed for the audit period, nor 
the misstated $1,013 in costs claimed within the Forward Reports to DOJ component activity in 
FY 2001-02.”139  The remaining disputed reduction, according to the Controller, is limited to 
$1,132,337.140 

The Parameters and Guidelines provide reimbursement to complete an investigation to determine 
whether a report of suspected child abuse or neglect is unfounded, substantiated, or inconclusive, 
for purposes of preparing and submitting a required form to DOJ.141  The Controller 
acknowledges that “[t]his activity includes reviewing the initial SCAR (Form SS 8572), 
conducting initial interviews with involved parties, and making a report of the findings of those 
interviews.”142  The Controller states that the Commission’s Decision on the Parameters and 
Guidelines “clarified multiple times…that reimbursement is limited to the activities noted.”143  
Further, the Controller notes that the claimant contracts with the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s 
Department to perform the law enforcement-related activities of the mandate, including 
investigations of suspected child abuse.  Accordingly, the Controller determined that essentially 
all salaries and benefits claimed for the audit period should more properly be classified as 
contract costs.144 

The Controller explains that the claimant’s contract costs were claimed based on two time 
studies, the first of which the Controller found “inappropriate to support actual costs, as the study 
was not performed contemporaneously, was performed by staff who did not complete the actual 
investigation activities claimed, used time estimates, and used a sample of cases that were not 
representative of the total population of SCAR investigations.”145  The second time study the 
                                                 
137 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 3. 
138 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on IRC, page 8. 
139 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on IRC, page 15. 
140 Exhibit B, Controller’s Late Comments on IRC, page 15. 
141 Exhibit X, Statement of Decision and Parameters and Guidelines, Interagency Child Abuse 
and Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22, pages 25-34. 
142 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 16. 
143 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 16. 
144 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 16. 
145 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 16. 
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Controller determined was appropriate, “with the exception of the one investigation that included 
activities occurring after the SCAR was determined to be a substantiated case of child abuse.”146  
The Controller therefore accepted and applied the second time study, with that case excised from 
the results.  The Controller further verified the reasonableness of its results by conducting 
interviews and a time survey.147 

The claimant, during audit fieldwork, and in this IRC, has sought to augment the results of the 
time study, and increase the average time increment resulting from the time study, alleging that 
report writing time, and three preliminary investigative activities, should have been included.  
The Controller maintains that report writing time and time to inspect the home and living 
conditions of the alleged victim are included in the results of the time study, and the other 
activities raised are beyond the scope of the mandate.148 

With respect to the disallowance of indirect costs, the Controller maintains that the claimant 
inappropriately applied the 10 percent indirect cost rate to contract service costs.149  The 
Controller explains that because the claimant did not incur any direct labor costs for mandated 
activities, indirect costs are inappropriate; rather, any overhead or indirect costs were included 
within the contract rates.150  The fact that overhead costs were built into the contract rate was 
confirmed by the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department’s Contract Law Enforcement 
Bureau.151  The Controller further notes that the Parameters and Guidelines allow claimants the 
option of claiming indirect costs based on 10 percent of direct labor, excluding benefits, or, 
preparing an indirect cost rate proposal if the 10 percent rate does not seem sufficient.152  Here, 
the claimant chose to use the 10 percent rate, but had no direct labor costs.153  The Controller 
states that the claimant created “sample Indirect Cost Rate Proposals” for fiscal years 2006-2007 
through 2012-2013, but those sample ICRPs were submitted to demonstrate that the ten percent 
flat rate was reasonable, and in fact conservative; the claimant only seeks “restoration of the 10% 
rate and not the indirect cost rates based on the proposed ICRPs.”154 

IV. Discussion 
Government Code section 17561(d) authorizes the Controller to audit the claims filed by local 
agencies and school districts and to reduce any claim for reimbursement of state-mandated costs 
if the Controller determines that the claim is excessive or unreasonable. 

                                                 
146 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 16. 
147 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 16. 
148 Exhibit A, IRC, page 285 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, p. 24]. 
149 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 22. 
150 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 22. 
151 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 24. 
152 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 24. 
153 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 24. 
154 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 24. 
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Government Code section 17551(d) requires the Commission to hear and decide a claim that the 
Controller has incorrectly reduced payments to the local agency or school district.  If the 
Commission determines that a reimbursement claim has been incorrectly reduced, section 1185.9 
of the Commission’s regulations requires the Commission to send the decision to the Controller 
and request that the costs in the claim be reinstated. 

The Commission must review questions of law, including interpretation of the parameters and 
guidelines, de novo, without consideration of legal conclusions made by the Controller in the 
context of an audit.  The Commission is vested with exclusive authority to adjudicate disputes 
over the existence of state-mandated programs within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of 
the California Constitution.155  The Commission must also interpret the Government Code and 
implementing regulations in accordance with the broader constitutional and statutory scheme.  In 
making its decisions, the Commission must strictly construe article XIII B, section 6 and not 
apply it as an “equitable remedy to cure the perceived unfairness resulting from political 
decisions on funding priorities.”156 

With regard to the Controller’s audit decisions, the Commission must determine whether they 
were arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.  This standard is similar to 
the standard used by the courts when reviewing an alleged abuse of discretion of a state 
agency.157  Under this standard, the courts have found that: 

When reviewing the exercise of discretion, “[t]he scope of review is limited, out 
of deference to the agency’s authority and presumed expertise:  ‘The court may 
not reweigh the evidence or substitute its judgement for that of the agency.  
[Citation.]’” … “In general … the inquiry is limited to whether the decision was 
arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support….” [Citations.]  
When making that inquiry, the “ ‘ “court must ensure that an agency has 
adequately considered all relevant factors, and has demonstrated a rational 
connection between those factors, the choice made, and the purposes of the 
enabling statute.”  [Citation.]’ ”158 

The Commission must review the Controller’s audit in light of the fact that the initial burden of 
providing evidence for a claim of reimbursement lies with the claimant.159  In addition, sections 
1185.1(f)(3) and 1185.2(d) and (e) of the Commission’s regulations require that any assertions of 

                                                 
155 Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 54 Cal.3d 326, 331-334; Government Code sections 
17551, 17552. 
156 County of Sonoma v. Commission on State Mandates (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1281, 
citing City of San Jose v. State of California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 1817. 
157 Johnson v. Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space Dist. (2002) 100 
Cal.App.4th 973, 983-984.  See also American Bd. of Cosmetic Surgery, Inc. v. Medical Bd. of 
California (2008) 162 Cal.App.4th 534, 547. 
158 American Bd. of Cosmetic Surgery, Inc. v. Medical Bd. of California (2008) 162 Cal.App.4th 
534, 547-548. 
159 Gilbert v. City of Sunnyvale (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1274-1275. 
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fact by the parties to an IRC must be supported by documentary evidence.  The Commission’s 
ultimate findings of fact must be supported by substantial evidence in the record.160 

 The Claimant Timely Filed this IRC Within Three Years from the Date Claimant 
First Received from the 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). 

Government Code section 17561 provides that the state shall reimburse local government for all 
costs mandated by the state.  However, the Controller is authorized by section 17561 to audit 
those claims to verify the amount of mandated costs, and reduce any claim that the Controller 
determines is excessive or unreasonable.  Government Code section 17551 in turn provides that 
the Commission shall hear and decide upon a claim by a local agency or school district that the 
Controller has incorrectly reduced payments pursuant to section 17561.  California Code of 
Regulations, title 2, section 1185.1 provides for the period of limitation in which an IRC must be 
timely filed: 

All incorrect reduction claims shall be filed with the Commission no later than 
three years following the date a claimant first receives 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.161 

Here, the final audit report is dated May 19, 2016.162  The IRC was filed with the Commission 
on November 7, 2017.163  Less than three years having elapsed between the issuance of the audit 
report and the filing of the IRC, this IRC was filed within the period prescribed in Code of 
Regulations, title 2, section 1185.1.   

 The Commission Does Not Have Jurisdiction to Determine Whether Other 
Preliminary Investigative Activities Were Accounted for in the Time Study Because 
There Has Been No Reduction Relating to Preliminary Investigative Activities. 

The claimant argued for additional activities and time to augment the results of the time study, 
such as making phone calls to schedule interviews that were not accounted for in the time 
study.164  The revised time study documentation supporting the amended claims, however, does 

                                                 
160 Government Code section 17559(b), which provides that a claimant or the state may 
commence a proceeding in accordance with the provisions of section 1094.5 
161 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1185.1(c) (Register 2016, No. 38). 
162 Exhibit A, IRC, page 259 [Controller’s Final Audit Report]. 
163 Exhibit A, IRC, page 1. 
164 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 282-285 [Final Audit Report, pp. 21-24]. 
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not specifically identify additional time for preliminary investigative activities.165  In addition, 
the evidence in the record does not show that at any point these preliminary activities were ever 
specifically claimed, or specifically disallowed, either in the original time study and 
reimbursement claims, or in the amended reimbursement claims filed July 15, 2015.  As 
indicated in the Final Audit Report, the only reductions taken by the Controller related to the 
exclusion of the one investigation that went beyond the scope of the mandate, and the rejection 
of the additional report writing time claimed.  Accordingly, while the claimant and the Controller 
have opined on the scope of reimbursement with respect to preliminary investigative 
activities,166 there has been no reduction relating to preliminary investigative activities. 

Pursuant to Government Code section 17551(d), the Commission only has jurisdiction over 
reductions taken in the context of an audit.  Therefore, the Commission does not have 
jurisdiction to consider these issues in the context of an IRC.    

 The Controller’s Reduction in Finding 2, Which Resulted from an Adjustment to 
the Average Time Increment in Claimant's Time Study, Is Correct as a Matter of 
Law and Not Arbitrary, Capricious, or Entirely Lacking in Evidentiary Support. 

As noted above, the initial claiming period for this mandated program includes fiscal years 1999-
2000 through 2012-2013, and initial claims, in accordance with the claiming instructions, were 
required to be filed no later than July 15, 2014.167  The Controller did not expect the claimant to 
have sufficient contemporaneous source documentation extending back to the beginning of the 
audit period, and therefore permitted the claimant to perform a time study.168  The claimant 
performed two time studies, and submitted its initial reimbursement claim on or about  
July 3, 2014, based on an average time increment calculated from both time studies of 3.67 
hours.169   

As indicated in the Background, the first of two time studies was not contemporaneous with the 
performance of the activities, and was therefore rejected, but the Controller accepted the 
claimant’s second time study, except that it excluded an investigation “with unallowable hours 
that accounted for activities following the determination of a substantiated status of child 
abuse.”170  The Controller recalculated without the unallowable investigation, and found an 

                                                 
165 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 15. 
166 See Exhibit A, IRC, pages 285-286 [Final Audit Report, pp. 24-25]. 
167 Exhibit A, IRC, page 229 [initial claiming instructions]. 
168 Any attempt to enforce the contemporaneous source document rule retroactively would raise 
due process implications.  (Clovis Unified School Dist. v. Chiang (2010) 188 Cal.App.4th 794, 
803-807; Department of Health Services v. Fontes (1985) 169 Cal.App.3d 301, 304-305; Tapia 
v. Superior Court (1991) 53 Cal.3d 282; 287-292; Murphy v. City of Alameda (1993) 11 
Cal.App.4th 906, 911-912.) 
169 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 30; Exhibit A, IRC, page 278 [Final 
Audit Report, p. 17]. 
170 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
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average time increment of 2.65 hours.171  The claimant filed amended claims, dated  
July 15, 2015, which sought reimbursement based on a 3.66 hour time increment.172  That figure 
was based on the second time study only, but included the one investigation that the Controller 
had determined was unallowable, as well as an additional thirty minutes report writing time for 
eleven of the fourteen investigations, which the claimant asserted had been inadvertently 
omitted.173  The claimant had also argued, during audit fieldwork, that the average time 
increment should be increased to reflect certain preliminary investigative activities.174   

The Controller rejected the request for additional report writing time, concluding that report 
writing was already accounted for in the average time increment, and excluded the unallowable 
investigation from the time study sample, resulting in a 2.65 hour average time increment.  Thus, 
the reductions at issue relating to the time study include: 

• Exclusion from the time study sample of an investigation that included unallowable 
activities conducted subsequent to the determination that the report of suspected child 
abuse was substantiated; and 

• Rejection of the claimant’s proposed additional time for report writing. 
1. The Controller’s reduction of costs based on the exclusion of one investigation from 

the claimant’s time study that included activities that are beyond the scope of the 
mandate is correct as a matter of law, and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking 
in evidentiary support. 

The Controller reduced reimbursement based on excluding from the claimant’s time study a 
single investigation that included unallowable activities occurring subsequent to the 
determination whether the case was substantiated, inconclusive, or unfounded.  That 
investigation was referred to the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Special Victims Unit, and 
according to interviews with the deputies performing the mandate included further investigation 
after that referral to DOJ was made.175  That investigation also required substantially more time 
than the others sampled in the time study (660 minutes, as compared to approximately 159 
minutes, on average, throughout the remaining sample).176  The Controller concluded “[t]he 
average time per case, using the second time study results (less the unallowable hours of one 
case), totaled 2.65 hours.”177 The Controller further stated, “[t]o verify this time increment, we 

                                                 
171 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on IRC, page 171 [Analysis of Time Study #2]. 
172 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 299-380 [amended claim forms]. 
173 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on IRC, page 169 [additional time added to time study #2]; 
Exhibit A, IRC, pages 299-380 [Amended Claim Forms]. 
174 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, pages 37-38 [email discussion between the 
claimant’s representatives and the Controller’s audit staff]. 
175 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 38[email discussion between the 
claimant’s representatives and the Controller’s audit staff]. 
176 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 171. 
177 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
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interviewed the deputies responsible for performing ICAN investigations.”178  The Controller 
conducted a time survey with the deputies, which resulted in a range of 2.29 to 2.71 hours.  Since 
the 2.65 hours resulting from the time study fell within that range, the Controller determined that 
the time study result was reasonable, and accepted the 2.65 hour average time increment.179 

The claimant argues that even though that investigation was an outlier in terms of the time spent 
by deputies performing the mandate, it should be included in the time study sample because it 
reflects the fact that some cases require more time and resources than others:180   

[T]he longest case in [the claimant’s] 2013 [time study] should not have been 
removed from computation of the average time per case.  These types of more 
involved cases do occur and their lengthier investigation time should also be 
factored into the average time per case.  The time logs accurately reflect actual 
time spent by station Deputies on the preliminary investigative process to 
determine if the case was founded, unfounded, or inconclusive and to prepare the 
written report.181 

The Commission finds that the reduction of costs based on the exclusion of one investigation 
from claimant’s time study is correct as a matter of law, and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely 
lacking in evidentiary support. 

The scope of the reimbursable activity relating to investigations of suspected child abuse or 
neglect looms large in the Commission’s consideration and analysis of the Parameters and 
Guidelines, and it remains an issue in this IRC.  The Commission’s Decision adopting the 
Parameters and Guidelines reasoned that the requirement to investigate reports of suspected child 
abuse or neglect derives from the reporting requirement to DOJ; it is not a reimbursable state 
mandate to investigate reports of child abuse or neglect for purposes of prosecuting crimes.182  
Accordingly, the Parameters and Guidelines place the “Complete an Investigation” activity under 
the heading, “Reporting to the Department of Justice.”183   

The Decision also analyzed at length the idea that the express goal of CANRA is to protect 
children from abuse or neglect, not to investigate and prosecute criminal child abuse, sexual 
assault, neglect, or other crimes.184  And since the other agencies with similar reporting 
responsibilities under CANRA do not have law enforcement or criminal prosecution authority, 
the Parameters and Guidelines limited reimbursement for this mandate to an investigation similar 

                                                 
178 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
179 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Controller’s Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
180 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 34. 
181 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 2. 
182 Exhibit X, Statement of Decision and Parameters and Guidelines, Interagency Child Abuse 
and Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22, page 25. 
183 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 240-241 [Parameters and Guidelines, pp. 8-9]. 
184 Exhibit X, Statement of Decision on Parameters and Guidelines, Interagency Child Abuse and 
Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22, page 34. 

35



34 
Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports (ICAN), 17-0022-I-01 

Draft Proposed Decision 

in scope to one conducted by another child welfare agency, and which is conducted for purposes 
of reporting to DOJ when suspected child abuse is substantiated or inconclusive.185  The 
Commission made that determination, in part, because at some point an investigation of 
suspected child abuse conducted by a law enforcement agency turns from an investigation to 
determine whether a report is substantiated, inconclusive, or unfounded, to an investigation for 
purposes of criminal prosecution: 

Therefore, because in-person interviews and writing a report of the findings are 
the last step taken by law enforcement before determining whether to proceed 
with a criminal investigation or close the investigation, and the last step that 
county welfare departments take before determining whether to forward the report 
to DOJ and possibly refer the matter to law enforcement, that degree of 
investigative effort must be the last step that is necessary to comply with the 
mandate.  All further investigative activities are not reimbursable under the 
mandate, because, in a very practical sense, once evidence is being gathered for 
criminal prosecution, the determination that a report is “not unfounded” has been 
made, and the investigative mandate approved in the test claim statement of 
decision has been satisfied.186 

The Parameters and Guidelines also include an express disclaimer that reimbursement is not 
required for:  “Investigative activities undertaken subsequent to the determination whether a 
report of suspected child abuse is substantiated, inconclusive, or unfounded…including the 
collection of physical evidence, the referral to a child abuse investigator, and the conduct of 
follow-up interviews.”187 

Here, the Controller determined that one of the fourteen investigations sampled for the time 
study included activities that were “subsequent to the determination” that the report of child 
abuse was not unfounded.  In other words, referral to SVU detectives suggested that the case in 
question was at minimum not unfounded, and therefore a report to DOJ was required.  The 
evidence in the record shows that this determination was based on conversations with the 
deputies at the Palmdale station.188  Following those discussions, the Controller correctly 
determined that any further investigation subsequent to that determination is beyond the scope of 
the mandate, in accordance with the Parameters and Guidelines.  Therefore, the Controller 
excluded that investigation from the sample used for the time study, and recalculated the average 
time increment based on the other 13 investigations sampled.   

Then, as noted above, the Controller verified the reasonableness of the time study results after 
removing that case from the sample, by conducting a time survey, and the 2.65 hour average 

                                                 
185 Exhibit X, Statement of Decision on Parameters and Guidelines, Interagency Child Abuse and 
Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22, pages 28-38. 
186 Exhibit X, Statement of Decision on Parameters and Guidelines, Interagency Child Abuse and 
Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22, page 38. 
187 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 240-241 [Parameters and Guidelines, pp. 8-9]. 
188 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 38 [email discussion between the 
claimant’s representatives and the Controller’s audit staff]. 
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time increment fell squarely within the results of the time survey.189  The claimant’s argument 
that the 660 minute case should have been included in the sample because “[t]hese types of more 
involved cases do occur and their lengthier investigation time should also be factored into the 
average time per case,”190 ignores the fact that the case was not excluded because of its length, 
but because it exceeded the scope of the mandate, based on discussions with the officers 
performing the mandate.  The claimant continues to challenge that conclusion, but provides no 
evidence to rebut it.   

Accordingly, the Controller’s exclusion of one sample investigation that included unallowable 
activities from the time study is correct as a matter of law, and not arbitrary, capricious, or 
entirely lacking in evidentiary support. 

2. The Controller’s rejection of additional report writing time proposed in the claimant’s 
amended claims is correct as a matter of law and not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely 
lacking in evidentiary support. 

As noted above, audit fieldwork revealed a single investigation within the time study that 
included unallowable activities and time, and the Controller determined that that investigation 
should be removed from the time study.191  In response, the claimant argued for additional 
activities and time to augment the results of the time study, and filed amended reimbursement 
claims, based on a 3.66 hour average time increment per investigation.192  The 3.66 hours 
included not only the investigation that the Controller had determined to remove, but also an 
additional thirty minutes of report writing time for eleven of the fourteen investigations in which 
the claimant asserted that report writing had been inadvertently omitted from the time study.193  
The Controller rejected the additional time for report writing, and in the Final Audit Report 
determined a 2.65 hour average time increment allowable from the claimant’s time study.   

The Commission finds that the Controller’s rejection of the claimant’s proposed additional time 
for report writing was not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in evidentiary support.   

The parties do not dispute whether report writing is a reimbursable component of the 
investigation; the dispute is whether report writing was adequately reflected and accounted for in 
the time study.  The Controller states that preparing a written report was one of the four activities 
clearly and expressly identified in the time study documentation, and “was in fact recorded by 
the deputies in a number of investigations within the time study.”194  The Final Audit Report 
states the following: 

                                                 
189 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
190 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 2. 
191 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, pages 34-38 [email discussion between the 
claimant’s representatives and the Controller’s audit staff]. 
192 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 15. 
193 Exhibit A, IRC, pages 299-380 [Amended Claim Documentation]; Exhibit B, Controller’s 
Comments on the IRC, page 169. 
194 Exhibit A, IRC, page 285 [Final Audit Report, p. 24]. 
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The second time study recorded time spent performing four activities.  It did not 
separately identify the time for each activity.  The time study noted total hours per 
case and listed which activities were performed for each case.  For each 
investigation included in the time study, the deputies would mark which of the 
following four activities were performed: 

1. Initial response to begin documentation of case and to contact County 
Welfare. 

2. Complete an investigation to determine whether a report is unfounded, 
substantiated, or inconclusive. 

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

4. Review and approval of report.195  

Accordingly, preparing a written report for every case was one of four activities recorded in the 
claimant’s time study.  The time study summary documentation also states:  “NOTE that this 
year ALL activities – ranging from investigation, report writing and review and approval were 
included in ONE time entry.”196  And finally, the Controller maintains that the time survey 
verified the reasonableness of the 2.65 hour average time increment, which does not include the 
additional thirty minutes for report writing sought by the claimant.197  Thus, the Controller did 
not add 30 minutes to the average time increment.   

The claimant has not filed any evidence, as required by Government Code section 17559 and 
section 1187.5 of the Commission’s regulations, to support the assertion that report writing was 
inadvertently omitted from the time study.  Government Code section 17559 requires that all 
findings of the Commission be based on substantial evidence in the record.  And section 1187.5 
of the Commission’s regulations requires that all written representations of fact must be signed 
under penalty of perjury by persons who are authorized and competent to do so and must be 
based upon the declarant’s personal knowledge, information, or belief.”  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.198 

Here, to support its assertions, the claimant included in its rebuttal comments a document with 
the handwritten caption:  “2013 TIME STUDY.”  This document contains fourteen handwritten 
entries with dates, case numbers, and total investigative time, and notations of activities:  some 
entries show “1, 2, 4,” and others show “1, 2, 3, 4.”199  The claimant suggests that the absence of 
activity “3” in those entries means that report writing was not reflected in the total time.200  
                                                 
195 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284-285 [Final Audit Report, pp. 23-24]. 
196 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 15. 
197 Exhibit A, IRC, page 284 [Final Audit Report, p. 23]. 
198 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1187.5(a). 
199 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 12. 
200 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 14. 
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Another document, this one typed, and labeled “Analysis of Time Study #2” contains the same 
entries, and the same notations under “Activities Performed.”201   

On a cover page preceding these documents the following assertions appear: 

SHOWS THAT THE 2013 TIME STUDY THE STATE USED TO DEVELOP 
THEIR AVERAGE TIMES (2.65 HRS/CASE) DID NOT INCLUDE/ACCOUNT 
FOR REPORT WRITING FOR ABOUT 80% OF THE CASES. 

BECAUSE REPORT WRITING TIME WAS NOT FACTORED IN 
PROPERLY, TOTAL ALLOWABLE TIME DETERMINED BY THE SCO 
FOR THIS COMPONENT WAS UNDERSTATED. 

LATER SCO TIME SURVEY QUESTIONAIRE [sic] RESULTS ALSO SHOW 
THAT REPORT WRITING TIME WAS UNDERSTATED.  BASED ON THE 
QUESTIONAIRE, [sic] AVERAGE TIME PER CASE SHOULD HAVE BEEN 
36 MINUTES PER INVESTIGATION202 

The claimant also relies on the document labeled “Time Survey Questionnaire,” which contains 
separate estimates for the time needed to prepare a report for an unfounded investigation (15-20 
minutes) and a substantiated or inconclusive investigation (45-50 minutes).203  A handwritten 
comment next to those entries states “avg = 37 mins.”204  On the basis of these items, the 
claimant requested an additional 30 minutes of report writing time, on the theory that for eleven 
of the fourteen investigations sampled, report writing (activity #3) is not reflected in the 
handwritten time logs. 

But none of these documents (even collectively) constitutes substantial evidence to support a 
Commission finding that the Controller’s determination was arbitrary, capricious, or entirely 
lacking in evidentiary support.  Rather, the claimant’s assertions and filed documents are all 
hearsay evidence.  The Evidence Code defines hearsay as “evidence of a[n out of court] 
statement that was made other than by a witness while testifying at the hearing and that is offered 
to prove the truth of the matter stated.”205  Documentary evidence offered as proof of a factual 
issue is almost always hearsay, and is not admissible as direct evidence unless it complies with 
one of the many exceptions in the Evidence Code.  Business records and official records are two 
such exceptions to the hearsay rule, but in both cases the writing must be made at or near the 
time of the act, condition, or event; and the sources of information and method and time of 
preparation must be such as to indicate trustworthiness.206  More importantly, official records 
must be created by and within the scope of duty of a public employee (these documents contain 

                                                 
201 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 14. 
202 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 11. 
203 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 18. 
204 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, page 18. 
205 Evidence Code section 1200. 
206 Evidence Code sections 1271; 1280 
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no indication of their origin),207 while business records must be authenticated by the testimony of 
a “custodian or other qualified witness.”208  And, under the Commission’s regulations, 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.209 

Here, neither the handwritten documents that purport to be “time logs,” nor the computer-
generated recitation of the same information, is signed, or dated, or authenticated by a 
declaration sworn under penalty of perjury by persons who are authorized and competent to do 
so and based upon the declarant’s personal knowledge, information, or belief.210  In addition, 
there is nothing in the record to show how or when those documents were generated, or by 
whom.  On that basis, the documents in question are clearly inadmissible hearsay.  Although the 
Commission’s regulations do not universally bar the admission of hearsay, such evidence “shall 
not be sufficient in itself to support a finding unless it would be admissible over objection in civil 
actions.”211  Thus, none of the documents relied on by the claimant constitute substantial 
evidence to rebut the Controller’s findings nor can they, collectively or by themselves, support a 
finding of the Commission. 

Based on the foregoing, the Commission finds that the Controller’s rejection of the claimant’s 
proposed additional time for report writing was not arbitrary, capricious, or entirely lacking in 
evidentiary support.   

 The Controller’s Reduction of Indirect Costs Is Correct as a Matter of Law.  
The final reduction at issue in this IRC relates to the disallowance of indirect costs during the 
audit period.  The Parameters and Guidelines allow claimants to use either a ten percent indirect 
cost rate based on direct labor costs, excluding benefits, or prepare an Indirect Cost Rate 
Proposal.  In this case, the claimant claimed the ten percent indirect cost rate for each fiscal year 
and applied it to contract services costs that were incorrectly claimed as direct labor costs.  The 
claimant did not incur any direct labor costs in any fiscal year of the audit period.  The claimant 
contracts with the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department to perform all law enforcement 
activities, including the reimbursable activities here.  Therefore, the Controller found that the 
claimant did not incur any direct labor costs for this program, and that the claimant’s 
methodology to classify and compute costs as indirect based on labor costs is not appropriate.  
The Controller also found that the claimant’s contracted rates included overhead costs.212 

                                                 
207 Evidence Code section 1280. 
208 Evidence Code section 1271.  Note that under the Commission’s regulations a declaration 
under penalty of perjury may substitute for sworn testimony. 
209 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1187.5(a). 
210 Exhibit C, Claimant’s Late Rebuttal Comments, pages 12-18. 
211 California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1187.5. 
212 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 22.   
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The claimant replies that it is entitled to fair compensation of all direct and indirect actual costs 
related to the mandated program.213  In addition, the claimant asserts that the hourly rates of the 
deputies do not include all overhead, such as additional administrative and support positions, and 
facility costs.214  The claimant further explains: 

In the Los Angeles County Sheriff Contract, most overhead charges are included 
in the cost of each Deputy in the contract rate.  This overhead includes services 
such as dispatch, special unit services (homicide, sexual crimes, forensics, etc.), 
equipment, and other overhead positions such as a base level of administrative 
and clerical support. 

In addition to this base amount of overhead built into the sworn staff rates, each 
city has the option of purchasing additional supplemental overhead positions to 
their contract if they require and can afford additional support (such as clerical) or 
administrative staff (dedicated Lieutenants, and extra Sergeants or Watch 
Deputies).  Each fiscal year, the City purchased additional supplemental overhead 
positions through the contract.  (See Appendix B) 

In some years the cities may be able to afford more direct staff and more overhead 
items and in other years they cannot.  In the lean years, response times and 
customer service may decline due to limited fiscal resources.  When the actual 
overhead rates were calculated, they were found to range between 12%-15%.  
(See Appendix B)215 

The claimant further asserts that it incurred “approximately $1 million in City Staff Costs related 
to the management and oversight of the Sheriff’s Contract/Public Safety program (or 5% of total 
Law Enforcement Contract with the County).”216  And finally, the claimant asserts that the 
donation of 11 acres of land, and “infrastructure improvements associated with the construction 
of the Palmdale Sheriff’s Station in 2004” constitute reimbursable indirect costs outside the 
contract.217 

The Commission finds that the Controller’s reduction is correct as a matter of law. 

The Parameters and Guidelines state that when claiming indirect costs 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%, as follows: 

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) 

                                                 
213 Exhibit A, IRC, page 5. 
214 Exhibit A, IRC, page 5. 
215 Exhibit A, IRC, page 6. 
216 Exhibit A, IRC, page 6. 
217 Exhibit A, IRC, page 6. 
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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%. 

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.218 

The claimant here filed its initial reimbursement claims as direct salary costs for the deputies and 
sergeants conducting the mandate.  The Controller reclassified those costs, because the claimant 
does not perform the mandate directly, but instead contracts with the County of Los Angeles for 
all law enforcement services.219  The Final Audit Report states (and the claimant concedes) that 
“[n]one of the city staff members performed any of the reimbursable activities under this 
program.”220  However, because the claimant sought indirect costs using the ten percent flat rate 
applied to those contract costs,221 which is not consistent with the Parameters and Guidelines, the 
Controller also disallowed all indirect costs.   

The claimant argues that it is entitled to its indirect costs, and puts forward several examples of 
alleged indirect costs that it claims justify the ten percent flat rate as a conservative estimate of 
its reimbursable costs incurred, but there is no evidence in the record that the claimant in fact 
attempted to develop an indirect cost rate proposal, consistently with the Parameters and 
Guidelines.  The Controller explains: 

As support, the city created sample Indirect Cost Rate Proposals (ICRPs) for FY 
2006-07 through FY 2012-13…The city provided its ICRPs to show additional 
overhead costs that it asserts should be reimbursable.  However, the city is asking 
for the restoration of the 10% rate claimed and not the indirect cost rates based on 
the proposed ICRPs.222 

                                                 
218 Exhibit A, IRC, page 247 [Parameters and Guidelines, p. 15 (emphasis added)]. 
219 Exhibit A, IRC, page 287 [Final Audit Report, p. 26]. 
220 Exhibit A, IRC, page 271 [Final Audit Report, p. 10]. 
221 Exhibit A, IRC, page 287 [Final Audit Report, p. 26]. 
222 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, page 25. 
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The Controller also describes a number of other issues within the sample ICRPs, but as 
noted the claimant is not relying on the sample ICRPs to support reimbursement.223 

The Parameters and Guidelines do not allow the claimant to use an indirect cost rate of 10 
percent based on contract costs.  The ten percent rate is allowed when the claimant uses its own 
employees to perform the mandated activities.  Therefore, the remaining option for the claimant 
would have been to develop an indirect cost rate proposal.  There is no evidence that the claimant 
did so here. 

Accordingly, the Commission finds that the Controller’s reduction of indirect costs, as claimed, 
is correct as a matter of law.   

V. Conclusion 
Based on the forgoing analysis, the Commission denies this IRC.   

                                                 
223 Exhibit B, Controller’s Comments on the IRC, pages 25-27. 

43



44



45



7/23/2018 Mailing List

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 1/4

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 5/15/18

Claim Number: 17-0022-I-01

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

Claimant: City of Palmdale

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems,Inc.
 Claimant Representative

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

 achinncrs@aol.com

46



7/23/2018 Mailing List

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 2/4

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
 

47



7/23/2018 Mailing List

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 3/4

Phone: (916) 322-9891
 jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Camille Shelton, Chief Legal Counsel, Commission on State Mandates

48



7/23/2018 Mailing List

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 4/4

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 Maritza.Urquiza@dof.ca.gov

49



August 8, 2018
RECEIVED

Commission on
State Mandates

Exhibit E

1



2



3



7/23/2018 Mailing List

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 1/4

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 5/15/18

Claim Number: 17-0022-I-01

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

Claimant: City of Palmdale

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems,Inc.
 Claimant Representative

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

 achinncrs@aol.com

4



7/23/2018 Mailing List

https://csm.ca.gov/csmint/cats/print_mailing_list_from_claim.php 2/4

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
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Phone: (916) 322-9891
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Lisa Kurokawa, Bureau Chief for Audits, State Controller's Office
 Compliance Audits Bureau, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Camille Shelton, Chief Legal Counsel, Commission on State Mandates
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 Phone: (916) 323-3562

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 Maritza.Urquiza@dof.ca.gov
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mm 
Drl Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 

August 24 2018 

Ms. Heather Halsey 

Executive Director 

Commission on State Mandates 

980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

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

Dear Ms. Halsey, 

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

have prepared to respond to the Commission's Draft Findings of the City of Palmdale lnteragency Child 
Abuse Incorrect Reduction Claim. We hope that this will provide greater clarification and support of our 

contentions that the State Controller's Office incorrectly reduced our claims by: 

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

reimbursement. 

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

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

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

required. 

Annette Chinn 

Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 

City of Palmdale Representative 

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

Telephone: 916.939.7901 
Fax: 916.939.7801 

RECEIVED

Commission on
State Mandates

August 24, 2018

Exhibit F
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08-24-18; 11 :03AM;From:SCV-SVB To:919169397801---;6617995184 # 1/ 1 

DECLARATION OF VANESSA REDDY 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4 - Review and approve of report. 

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

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

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

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

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

Detective Vanessa A_, .. _ _._ 

Los Angeles Coun 
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TIME LOG 

CITY OF: __________ _ 

DEPARTMENT: __________ _ 

PROCESS: Child Abuse 

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

Certification: 

o,~-1';;)01$~r:J..f.t>ol!-tf/~ 
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f~ 
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I hereby certify under the pena!ly of perjury under the laws of1he State of California !hat the foregoing 
Is true and correct based upon my personal knowledge. 

Prepared by: _________________ _ 

Title: _________________ _ 

Date: _______ _ 

Signature: _________________ _ 

----··--·-·-···----·----------------- ----·····••····--

- ---··------ -- ···- - -------- ·-----··--··- ----·-··--·····------------+--6



TIME LOG 

CITY OF: 

DEPARTMENT: POLICE 

PROCESS: Child Abuse 

CASE NUMBER: _____ _ 

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

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

If the case did not occur in the City. 

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

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

4 Review and approval of report 

Certification: 

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

Prepared by: ____________________ _ 
Title: ____________________ _ 

Date: _____________ _ 

Signature: ________________________ _ 

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

----- ---- - --···-- --·-- --- - - - - --- -------- --------------------7
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FINANCE DIRECTOR 
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)AMES C. LEDFORD 
Ma)'or 

JUAN CARRILLO 
Ma)'or Pro Tem 

LAURA BETTENCOURT 
Council member 

AUSTIN BISHOP 
Council member 

STEVEN D. HOFBAUER 
Cou11cilme111ber 

38300 Sierra Highway 

Palmdale, CA 93550-4798 

Tel: 661/267-5100 

Fax: 661/267-5122 

TDD : 661/267-5167 

Auxi/iar)' aids prOl'ided for 

communication accessibility 

upon 72 hours notice and request. 

PALMDALE 
a place to call home 

DECLARATION OF KAREN JOHNSTON 

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

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

I declare that: 

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

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

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

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

w w w. c-1 t y ofp al m dale. o rg 9



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

April 11 2016 

Dear Mr. Spano, 

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

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

FINDING 2- REPORTING TO THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

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

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

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

www.c1yofpa/111da/e.org 
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were accurate, the following year, the City conducted a second, 
contemporaneous time study. Both time studies yielded similar results, 
however, the second time study did not detail each activity separately and 
we believe it did not include report writing time which should have added 
an additional hour per case for a total of 3.67 hours to complete the 
investigation as mandated and write the report. The State is allowing 2.65 
hours per case for the preliminary investigation and report writing. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

2) The Deputy will often call to schedule the interviews with required 
parties. This activity appears to be unique to Palmdale and believe 
the reason for this is that the incorporated city area covers over 20 
square miles in the high desert. Driving to and from locations can 
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be very time consuming and wasteful of Deputy time and 
resources. Therefore the Deputy often calls the school to see if the 
child Is present before driving to the location to conduct the 
interview(s). The same applies to many of the other witnesses and 
$USpects the deputy must interview. 

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

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

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

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

It is estimated that this brief inspection added approximately 6 
minutes to the time claimed per case. This time does NOT Include 
the gathering or collection of evidence or other documentation for 
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criminal prosecution, but is simply to determine if the case was 
founded or unfounded. 

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

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

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

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

FINDING 3 - SCO REJECTION OF ICRP/OVERHEAD RATES 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Additional Overhead incurred outside of the contract: 

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

Then there are additional city costs incurred to construct the Palmdale 
Sheriff's Station in 2004 including the donation of 11 acres of land 
estimated (estimated value of $1.3 million) as well as for city provided 
infrastructure improvements of( approximately $1.01 million). 
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All these are valid examples of additional overhead costs not captured by 
the LA Sheriffs Deputy billing rate and denied for reif'f)bursement in the _:s; SCO audit. The city provided many examples and documents supporting 
that it is actually incurring overhead costs over and above that which was 
included m the Deputy's standard billing rate. These types of city wide 
overhead items are eligible for reimbursement under the instruction and 
0MB A-87 and should be allowed for inclusion in our claims. (See 
attached examples). 

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

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

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

CONCLUSION: 

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

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

Sincerely, 

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

I, Annette S. Chinn, declare as follows: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

... . Stqte IV1cmdates .,. 

BETIYT. YEE 
California State Controller 

February 22, 2018 

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

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

Dear Ms. Halsey: 

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

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

Sincerely, 

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

LK/kw 

18773 

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

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

THE CITY OF PALMDALE 

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

2011-12, and FY 2012-13 

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

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

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

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

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

SUMMARY 

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

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

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

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

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

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

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

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

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

Less amount paid by the State1 

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

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

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

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

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

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

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

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

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

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

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

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

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

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

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

f~z._ 
···-·····--······-·--·-········ ·· ··----------_____.!~ -------------------------
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Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

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

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

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

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

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

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

Less amount paid by the State1 

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

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

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

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

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

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

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

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

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

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

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

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

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

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

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

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

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

3 
····-·············-·····--····-··-·-·-· ------------------
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Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

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

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

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

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

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

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

Less amount paid by the State1 

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

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

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

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

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

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

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

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

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

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

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

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

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

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

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

28



Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

July 1, 2008, through June 30, 2009 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

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

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

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

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

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

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

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

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

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

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

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

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 
Cost Elements Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

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

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

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

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

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

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

July I, 2011, through June 30, 2012 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports 
Cross-reporting from law enforcement 

Reporting to the State Department of Justice: 
Completing an investigation 

Total direct costs 
Indirect costs 

Total Program Costs 
Less amount paid by the State1 

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

Cost Elements 

July 1. 2012, through June 30, 2013 

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports 
Cross-reporting from law enforcement 

Total direct costs 
Indirect costs 

Total Program Costs 
Less amount paid by the State1 

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

Cost Elements 

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

Direct costs: 
Reporting between local departments: 

Referring initial child abuse reports 
Cross-reporting from law enforcement 

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

Total direct costs 
Indirect costs 

Total Program Costs 
Less amount paid by the State1 

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

1 Payment information current as of January 22, 2018. 

lo 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

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

183,946 110,563 ~73,383) 

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

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

$ 114,302 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

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

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

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

$ 2,783 

Actual Costs Allowable Audit 

Claimed Per Audit Adjustments 

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

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

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

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

$2,961,652 

.. . --------------------------- ----------------' 
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I. INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT INVESTIGATION REPORTS PROGRAM 
CRITERIA 

Adopted Parameters and Guidelines-December 6, 2013 

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

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

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

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

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

7 31



index, and describes other situations in which a person would be notified of his or her listing in the 
index. 

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

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

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

SCO Claiming Instructions 

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

Il. MISINTERPRETATION OF ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(SCO is only allowing time to review the SCAR) 

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

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

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

On pages 34 of the December 2013 Statement of Decision California Department of Social Services 
(COSS) argues (and Commission agrees) that only an investigation similar to one that is conducted by 
CDSS - and not as detailed as those conducted by law enforcement agencies - should be allowed. 
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COSS testimony states that, "prior to the actual interviews, the social worker must make a multitude 
of considerations to first decide whether an in-person investigation is necessary". That is exactly 
the same process law enforcement goes through in reviewing each case, however those activities and 
costs are being disallowed by SCO auditors. 

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

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

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

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

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

SCO's Comment 

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

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

Time Study 

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

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

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

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

4) Review and approve the report. 

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

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

2) Conducting initial interviews with involved parties; and 

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

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

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

We determined that the second time study was performed contemporaneously by the Deputies who 
actually performed the claimed activities and included a representative sample of various SCAR 
investigations. However, during discussions with the Deputies who completed the time study, we 
determined that one SCAR investigation within the time study included unallowable activities. We 
found that the case in question, which recorded over six hours more time than the next longest 
investigation, included activities occurring after the initial SCAR investigation was completed and 
referred to the LASD Special Victims Unit (SVU) (Tab 9). Furthermore, we determined that the 0.39-
hour time increment added by the city two years after the completion of the time study was ineligible 
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because report writing activity is one of the four activities already included in the city's time study 
(Tabs 9 and 11). 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Additional Preliminary Investigation Activities 

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

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

2) Identifying involved parties; 

3) Scheduling and setting up interviews; 

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

5) Inspecting the home to determine living conditions. 

The city's assertions are incorrect. As discussed above, the SCO did not make any adjustments to the 
city's time increment for preliminary investigation activities. Despite making no adjustments for these 
activities, we disagree with the city's argument that the preliminary activities listed by the city are 
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· eligible for reimbursement under this program. Activity five (Inspecting the home) was included in the 
SCO's time survey questionnaire (Tab 13); and although this activity may also go beyond the scope of 
the mandate, the SCO accepted this activity from the time survey questionnaire, as it was immaterial. 
Furthennore, Form SS 8572 already identifies involved parties (Tab 14) making activity two 
redundant. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

{~ 
---· -· ··--······--- ·· ····- ····---------- ------------~ 
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achinncrs@aol.com 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Hi Doug, 

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

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

Thank you, 

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

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

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

Hi Karen , 

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

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

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

Thanks, 

Douglas Brejnak 

Staff Management Auditor (Specialist) 
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State Controller's Office 

Division of Audits/Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 

Office: (916) 327-0702 

dbrejnak@sco.ca.gov 

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

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

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

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

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

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

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

Thanks again, 

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

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

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

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

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

Thank you, 

Doug Brejnak 

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

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

Hi Doug, 

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

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

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

Thank you, 

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

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

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

Hi Annette, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Thanks, 

Doug Brejnak 

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

Hi Doug , 

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

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

Never heard back regarding this issue. 

Thank you, 

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

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

Hi Karen, 

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

Thanks, 

Douglas Brejnak 

Staff Management Auditor (Specialist) 

State Controller's Office 

Division of Audits/Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 

Office: (916) 327-0702 

dbrejnak@sco.ca.gov 

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

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Doug, 

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

onference 

Palmdale Sheriff ICRPS.ZIP 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Hi Annette, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Thanks, 

Doug Brejnak 

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

Hi Doug, 

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

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

Never heard back regarding this issue. 

Thank you , 

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

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

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

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

Thanks, 

Douglas Brejnak 

Staff Management Auditor (Specialist) 

State Controller's Office 

Division of Audits/Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 

Office: (916) 327-0702 

dbrejnak@sco.ca.gov 

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

Agency: 

Fiscal Year 
2006-07 
2007-08 
2008-09 

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

ICRP INPlJT SCREEN 
City of Palmdale 

Department 
Sheriff 
Sheriff 
Sheriff 
Sheriff 
Sheriff 
Sheriff 
Sheriff 

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

Depart. 
Ben Rate 

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

© COST RECOVERY SYSTEMS, INC. 
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Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Liability 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Palmdale 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2006-07 

Excludable Allowable 
Total Un allowable Indirect 
Costs Costs Costs 

$14,575,820 $525,641 

$14,575,820 $525,641 

$339,144 $339,144 

Allowable 
Direct 
Costs 

$14,050,179 

$14,050,179 

for other staff besides 56 hr deputies 

Total $339,144 

llrotal Expenditures $14,914,964 

le"' Piao c,~, 
Total 

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

<1cR.i?•SAtE:=: •••:: :::::::::::::•:•:•• •:: •::•::~~Z¾ 
::: •• •:: ••:•:• ::::: ::• ::/R~i~•,~ a~i~do~: sai~i-/e~i •• •• ••• • :: •••: • :: 

$339,144 

$864,785 $14,050,17911 

$864,785 $14,050, 1791 

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

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

City of Palmdale 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2006-07 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

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

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $525,641 
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OMS-06 01 :41Pm From- T•m l'.U~/UII 

HOUftS OF &EIMCE l, liS'IIMATEO CltArfflES 
CITY• M. ,, 20t,a 

~•.· 

0 

0 ~=====~::::: 
0 

0 

- ~ CIUl8a' 
_,,. 141, l,"112,911> ?S.2a2G 
~ ... , 11,780 l,IIIIUOO 10.0000 

sT1HMIAlft u~ :i:10,040 ,-- 0 0 O.DOOQ - 1,'178 lllll,&IO l.lloOo 
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Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Palmdale 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

Total 
Costs 

$16,751,096 

$16,751,096 

Excludable 
Un allowable 

Costs 

Allowable 
Indirect 
Costs 

$564,923 

$564,923 

Allowable 
Direct 
Costs 

$16,186,173 

$16,186,173 

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

Total 

otal Ex enditures 

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

!Total Alloc. Indirect Costs 

:1¢.R.P RATE:~: 

$399,216 

$17,150,312 

$17,150,312 

·s· ·:o· oi 
:_ ... : :(~ 

: •: •::: • •:::: :(R~t~ ,s •aiiea ;;;: :sai~iie~f • 

$399,216 

$964,139 $16,186,173 

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

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

53



Name/Position 

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

City of Palmdale 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2007-08 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$347,886 
$155,984 

$61 ,053 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $564,923 
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10/31/2008 10:36 FAX 6612722540 

ffAVJC! UHff.S 

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

/,4,n,Rclicl 

0,a'"PUTY SHERJ1F SER'llCE UNIT !BONUS LEVEl) 
.iOt'{oui: 
S&H<M 
7~,-,,_ 

rm-:-P.-11 I Mo!~ 

oqO\V'n-4 DEPUTY UNliS (Non•fttlkf Only) 

GF\C.UTVNtTS 1No,..ReUtf Ontv) 

l)'Q' )Hnt 

Qthel J4Hd~lnut'1CHICrtlP 1 

E$W.IATE0 COST FOR !leRV1Cf UNITS -

>!OVRS OF SERVICE & ESTIMATED CHARGES 
CITY: ?al~ 

0 OUJ 
31 9.188 ss,oo 
0 Ol!O 

77 "cf? 026.70 

0 
0 
0 

3 

1 l 

• 
2 
0 

1 
2 
0 

0 
2 
1 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
1 
0 .,, .. 
0 0 . , 
0 0.00 • 

.· •~: .. 
S,6 .70 :-·~; .}~:-~ft}}:~~>( lhlBIUfY@S,.,• S990!529 40 

TOTAL ESTIUATED COST .:-- 1 731SIJ.10 · 

W65 0 
2070 0 
3650 0 
,no ti."4 
17 ).33-1 

,na 
778 
718 

1na 

m 
l77S 
ma 
l71ll 
177 

177 
li78 
na 

177 
1i79 
1779 
1713 
111, 
,n 
1i78 

"" ,-. 
1ne 
718 

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

lllUAGE4~ . $,334 
c•o 0 

°""'"'" ,.ne 

0 
0 
0 

'3200"-0 
320<).>0 

!ll!ll!ID . 

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

Jl0,040 
0 

IOSJ;SO 

P[RSOHHtl. 
~tQU1Al0 

00000 
o ooo·o 
00000 

0000 
30000 

>8.00(}0 
,0000 
•o<lllO 
OO<>CO 

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

~ 

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

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Liability (less 56 hr deputies) 

Total 

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

Total 

llr otal Expenditures 

IITotal Alloc. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Palmdale 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2008-09 

Excludable Allowable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

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

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

$387,581 $387,581 

$387,581 $387,581 

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

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

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

Name/Position 

Sergeant (3) at 85% 
Stn. Clerk II 

Fiscal Year 
2008-09 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Ad min. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$464,044 
$64,815 

$528,859 
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10/3112008 08:50 FAX 6612722545 

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

~ 
Ufi~£/JHIT~ v,t'RLV 

KO!Jlll5PfA • 
Ul'IV'Cfl>H/1' 

OEPUTV SHE"~!Ff ~ERVICf V~'IT .. .10Hovr 0.00 0.00 0.00 ?08& 
&5 HOVI ;µ 10,$53,J58.00 633.801.4.8 11197 159.•8 29>() 
10Ho:.ir 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 365Q 

N~n-~elld 7.7 1.&&l,•36 . .50 9l,20G.1¥ 1.&.&8"'2.i!9 161~ 

DEPUTY SHERIF,- SERVICE 1.JNIT (80NUS LEVEL) 
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"!.Houf 0.00 0.00 o.oo 2<20 
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Oo ul'-' S1~9 OIU " 2 6<12 ~J.5.00 I.SB,Sl•. 10 t 80-0Ti9.10 !$15 
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W~i:;f\0<:tlt.J\ J.144 • 53 0 0.00 0.00 o.oo 1'15 
CSA $5-0 IJ-46 0 0.00 0.00 000 lf1S 
Sec:1.11'\1 Olfk,1 s61 ,439 0 o.or 0.00 0.00 1&15 
L"W ErtlQ:ctinenl Tt(h $17 075 0 0.00 0.00 o.oo 1e,15 

'--- Oocrilkm~ AU-! I $.10.075 0 0.00 NIA 0.00 16 15 
QQtu•lions-'utU UJ0-31 0 OM N!A , ... 1i15 
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Olber /No r~ loinstnco.1 in nu-1 column 0.00 NIA o.oo U1-' 

fSTIMAT"E.0 COST FOR SERv1ce VNIT:i u !\7.0~.776,tJO 
UA.8iLlfY@O'lj • I ~,.021 J-~1 ~fl 

TOtAL ESTIMATED COST it!S661r.7_09 
op•\IJY 

O'"PUT'Y.8-1 
LTl!IE~Ge,on 

c1• 
t'lVllWi 

------··---. ····-----------

·•»i~IJAV· 

{~~~$: 
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Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Liability (less 56 hr deputies) 

Total 

ICapltal E,p,,dltm,, 

Total 

!lrotal Expenditures 

oc. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Palmdale 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2009-10 

Excludable Allowable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

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

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

$156,426 $156,426 

$156,426 $156,426 

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

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

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

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

City of Palmdale 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2009-10 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

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

$1,077,855 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $1,681,892 
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11/29/2010 07:19 FAX 6612722413 ~uu.:1vv.:: 

Page Jof3 

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

----✓ 
5'RY'IC"ilJIWT1 PallKllltiE\. 

Rm'-'"ED 
IITO • 

DEPUlY 51taRFF SERVICE UNIT 
40 Hour 6 1.:170 JSZ 00 2086 12,516 150 960 6.9950 
55 Hout 36 11 s,o 96400 2970 1.05 1%0 6 307 00 SB,7S20 
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Non-Ralie 201 .-.e.oo 1788 1.769 107,340 ,.0000 

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

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

14 1.9114 1196~.64 Z113 
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427 3J•OO 25640.28 '62 u, 1789 5. 
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0 0.00 0.00 0,00 1769 

SLIPPlEMENTAL POSU\OM! 
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2 )71 NIA mr».OQ g 3578 214,lli0 
1 1"6. 1176e.J6 207112.>I 1789 1189 107,3~0 
o 0.00 0.00 1789 0 0 
5 1077 84.671.00 114 136.IHJ 1789 6945 538.700 
0 0.00 0.00 1789 0 0 
0 0.00 0.00 O.DO 1789 0 
0 0.00 0.00 0.00 1789 0 0 
0 0.00 NIA 0.00 1789 0 0 
0 0.00 NIA 0.00 17 0 0 
0 000 NIA 0 1789 o 0 
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AJ>isla<ll 0 000 000 17119 0 0 
Ottm Neei;t lo lflSert cos\ in 11ex1 totuffll'I 0 0.00 NIA 1789 0 0 

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

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

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

,,.,, ... 

·--
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Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Liability (less 56 hr deputies) 

Total 

otal Ex enditures 

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

Total Alloc, Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Palmdale 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2010-11 

Excludable Allowable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

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

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

$235,065 $235,065 

$235,065 $235,065 

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

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

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

$1,506,275 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
$16,758,619 Total Direct Salaries 
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City of Palmdale 
Sheriff 

Name/Position 

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

Fiscal Year 
2010-11 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Ad min. or Support Staff 
Annual Salary 

$376,794 
$169,550 

$65,844 
$659,022 

$1,271,210 
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11/29/2010 07: 19 FAX 661272241.3 @0011002 

Pale zor~ 

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

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

REQIJIR.1!0 

DEPUTY $HEM.IFF SERVICE UNIT 
40Hour l.3S3'9ll.OO SS .759 .VZ 108& "" 75006-0 699M 

56 Hour 36 lt ,709,S7!i.OO -188 3&s.o, 2920 10S.120 8,307 200 S8.7Sl0 
70H<lur 0 0.00 o.oo 3600 0 0 00000 

Non-Rthll ; 1,056.060.00 ~2 .'2-4 .<O 178~ 5 Sol!'> 536,700 5.0000 

Cl:PUTY ~ERlFF S€R.Vtce UNIT (BONUS t.EVEL : 
-40 ti0\11 0.00 0.00 2011& 0 0 0.0000 
~Hou• 0.00 MO '202.0 0 0 0.0000 
70Hour 0 00 0.00 365 0 0 Q.0000 

Nw,,Raliaf 659022.00 2'5 ~0.&6 • 1169 5 '67 .J2Z,0ZO J .0000 

GROWTH OtPUlY UNITS (Non-Aeliflf O.,lyJ 
o, u 1 014 832 00 40,59~ .. 20 ., ,'·1 1769 12 523 75 '80 7.0000 

.Qlli!j'. 'lhdcO:lnlcdvehldc 0.00 0.00' 17E.i 0 0.0000 

.2!.2.:'JY, 0-1 153,094.00 6,123 .76 . 1789 1,i&9 107.340 1.0000 
De B•I wKh cSedie•ed veh1ct• 0.00 0.00 · 1769 0 0.0000 

GRANT Vi\HTS (Non..Relfef OrilyJ 

~ 434,528.00 17 J97,12 1?89 ~.351 322.,02.0 >.0000 
o, with cied'iea:ed vehich 0.00 __ ._00 178~ 0 0 0.0000 
~/'!!. B-1 MOTOR z JO518S.OO 12 'l.47 52 11ag 3 S78 214.680 ,. 
o, B-1 \llih didfcat,d veh!l;le 0 0.00 0.00 1789 0 0 0.0000 

0.00 NIA ·, .. .. 1789 0 0 
37679• .00 N/A m• 3 578 ?~4.1580 
199.471.(j() 1.978 .84 . 178Q 1 789 107 340 

0 0.00 Q.00 . 11e9 0 0 

' li 59.0Z2.CO 26.~ 0.t& ~,. w:u 1749 Vi67 322 020 
0 0,.00 o.co ' ' ':,, 11a~ 0 
0 0.00 0.00 • 1781 
0 0.00 0.00. 1789 0 
0 000 NIA t789 0 0 

0.00 NIA 17gg 0 0 
0 00 NfA , 1739 0 0 

66 R-4".oo NIA 1789 1.789 107.ld O 
0.00 NIA 178.9 0 0 

_;- 0.00 0.00. 1789 0 0 
. 0.00 NIA 1769 0 0.0000 .. .. 

ESTIMATEO cosr FQR $ERVICE UNITS .. :,il~~m_·· -~ 
L\ASJUTY@ 4'4 :.- S?OS.447.64 • . , 2U!l :?'f!iM!a;'' = TOTAL ESTIMATED COST 

DEPUTY 149,833 8,090,2M 813.7480 
01:J'IJTr. 11•1 10,73• 64-1,0-40 6.0000 

LT/$e'.RGE.t.llT 5,367 322.'020 3.0000 

"' 0 0 o.oooO 
CIV"ll tAH 1.789 107.l-'0 1.0000 

$K•AO :S7~(U~ V. "'1 0) 

-._..,,.· 
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Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Liability (less 56 hr deputies) 

Total 

jlT otal Expenditures 

1•""''" c,~, 
Total 

lrrotal Alloc. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Palmdale 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2010-11 

Exciudable Allowable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

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

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

$253,451 $253,451 

$253.451 $253,451 

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

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

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

$t524,661 = Total Allowable Indirect Costs 
$17,587,186 Total Direct Salaries 
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City of Palmdale 
Sheriff 

Name/Position 

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

Fiscal Year 
2011-12 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$385,450 
$172,897 

$66,936 
$689,364 

$1,314,647 
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SERl/lCE UNITS : 

DEPUTY SHERIFF SERVICE UNIT 
40 Hour 
56 Hour 
70 Hour 

Non-Relief 

Non-Relief 

GROWTH DEPUTY UNITS (Non-Relief Only} 

with dedicated vehicle 

with dedicated vehicle 

(Non-Relief Only} 

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

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

Custod Assistant 
Other Need to insert cost in next column 

ESTIMATED COST FOR SERVICE UNITS" 

'· u, 

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

HOURS OF SERVICE & ESTIMATED CHARGES 
CITY: Palmdale 

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

0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
4 919152.00 

4 586 928.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 
0 0.00 

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

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

·11a .. sss'Ssa:oo 

7/1/2011 

2086 
2920 
365,0 
1789 

2086 
2920 
3650 
1789 

1789 
1789 
1789 
1789 

1789 
1789 
1789 
1789 

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

DEPUTY 

DEPUTY, B·1 

LT/SC f\GEANT 

CSA 
CIVILIAN 

12516 
105,120 

0 
14,312 

0 
0 

7 156 

7156 
0 
0 
0 

5,367 
0 

3 578 
0 

0 
3,578 
1 788 

0 
5,367 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1 789 
0 
0 
0 

149,838 
10,734 
5,367 

0 
1,789 

---- ---------·-----· ---- -----

Page 2 of 3 

·p_E~;SON~~L 
REQUl~EO 

750 960 6.9960 
6,307,200 58,7520 

0 0.0000 
858720 8.0000 

0 0.0000 
0 0.0000 
0 0.0000 

429 360 4.0000 

429,360 
0 
.0 
·o : ... , ···•.; 

322,020 
0 

214,680 
0 

0 0.0000 
214,680 2.0000 
107,340 . . 1.00·00 

0 0.0000 
322,020 MOOO 

0 :. , 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

107,340 
0 

·o 
0 

6,990,280 
644,040 
322,020 

0 
107,340 

83.'(480 
6.0000 
-3.QQ00 
Moo9 

· .{doiib 
~ ; ~ ;:.: 

:, 
i 
'i 
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Description of Costs 

Salaries & Benefits 
Salaries & Wages 
Overtime 
Benefits 

Total 

Services & Supplies 
Liability (less 56 hr deputies) 

Total 

r· ,,1a, ex,., .. ,, •• 

Total 

Total Ex enditures 

le,•"'" cost, 

Total 

Total Allee. Indirect Costs 

INDIRECT COST RATE PROPOSAL 
City of Palmdale 

Sheriff 
Fiscal Year 

2010-11 

Excludable Allowable Allowable 
Total Unallowable Indirect Direct 
Costs Costs Costs Costs 

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

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

$243,102 $243,102 

$243,102 $243,102 

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

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

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

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

$17,602,968 Total Direct Salaries 
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Name/Position 

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

City of Palmdale 
Sheriff 

Fiscal Year 
2012-13 

100% Admin. or Support Staff 

Annual Salary 

$388,992 
$174,415 

$68,863 
$470,374 

TOTAL INDIRECT SALARIES $1 ,102,644 
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SERVICE UNITS 

DEPUTY SHERIFF SERVICE UNIT 
40 Hour 
66 Hour 
70 Hour 

Non-Relief 

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

Non-Relief 

GROWTH DEPUTY UNITS (Non-Relief Only) 
De ut 

with dedicated vehicle 
B-1 

B-1 with dedica(ed vehicle 

GRANT UNITS (Non-Relief Only) 
i. F1 

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

SUPPLEMENTAL POSITIONS (Non-Relief Only) 
i ;> 

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

ESTIMATED COST FOR SERVICE UNITS•• 

SH-AD 575 (REV. 4/12) 

HOURS OF SERVICE & ESTIMATED CHARGES 
CITY: 

6 
36 
0 
10 

0 
0 
0 
4 

0 
0 
0 
0 

3 
0 
2 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
o 

PALMDALE 

1,468,902.00 
12,338,784.00 

0.00 
2 225 610.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

940,748.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

444,525.00 
0.00 

322,186.00 
0.00 

0.00 
388,992.00 
205,194 .00 

0.00 
470 374.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

66 863.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

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

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST 

7/112012 

2086 12 516 
2920 105120 
3650 o 
1789 17 890 

2086 o 
2920 o 
3650 o 
1789 7,156 

1789 o 
1789 0 
1789 o 
1789 0 

1789 5 367 
1789 0 
1789 3,578 
1789 0 

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

!:!ll\!M 

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

LT/SERGEANT 5,367 
CSA 0 

CIVILIAN 1,789 

Page 2 of 3 

PERSONNEL 
REQUIRED 

750 960 6.9960 
6,307,200 58.7520 

o 0.0000 
1,073,400 10.0000 

o 0.0000 
0 0.0000 
0 0.0000 

429,360 4.0000 

0 0.0000 

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

·322,020 3.0000 
0 O.OO!)j) 

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

. . - ~ i .. : t ···· 

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

0 0.0000 
214,680 2,0000 

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

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

_i 1,,4j 

~:SB@ufei,! ~ -; 

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

0 0.0000 
107,340 1.QOQO 

li:~ 
).l :n 

l 
.:,1 
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achinncrs@aol.com 

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

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

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

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

Never heard back regarding this issue. 

Thank you, 

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

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

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

Hi Karen , 

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

Thanks, 

Douglas Brejnak 

Staff Management Auditor (Specialist) 

State Controller's Office 

Division of Audits/Mandated Cost Audits Bureau 

Office: (916) 327-0702 

dbrejnak@sco.ca.qov 

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

2 
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ITEM B-2 
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City of P_almdale 

Date: 

Name: 

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

0
~ ~ SC...O 

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

Classification: 

COMPLETE AN INVEmGATION fB.3.1) 

A. Review/Research Prior to On-Site Interviews 

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

• 

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

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

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

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

3. Do you input infonnation into E-SCARS? 

NO 

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

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

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

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

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

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

9. Do you perfonn any other duties prior to your on-site investigation? 
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City of Palmdale 
lnteragency Child Abuse and Neglect (lCAN} Investigation Reports Program 

Time Survey Questioonaire 

B. Initial Jnterviews with Involved Parties 

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

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

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

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

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

Qf\\{'--uf\~ ~ · \-7 • 0'1(CCl~t. O• 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

C. On-Scene Procedures 

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

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

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

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

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

6 -muiu-\-c ~ 
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City ofPalmdale 
lnteragency Child Abuse and Neglect (ICJ\N) Investigation Reports Program 

Time Survey Questionnaire 

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

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

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

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

,-lo 

D. Documentation and Reporting Writing 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Date: 

Name: 

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

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

Classification: 

COMPLETE AN INVESTIGATION (B.3.1} 

A. Review/Research Prior to On-Site Interviews 

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

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

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

3. Do you input information into E-SCARS? 

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

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

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

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

J IP 

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

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

-

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

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

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

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

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

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

Time Survey Questioonaire 

B. Initial Interviews with Involved Parties 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

~~- 5 .. tomip9fn ._ 

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

';C ('(&Mt~ ~, 

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

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

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

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

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

C. On-Scene Procedures 

l. Do you inspect the victim's residence? 

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

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

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

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

78



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

Time Survey Questionnaire · 

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

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

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

D. Documentation and Reportiag Writing 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Mailing List
Last Updated: 8/23/18

Claim Number: 17-0022-I-01

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

Claimant: City of Palmdale

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems,Inc.
 Claimant Representative

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 Phone: (916) 323-3562
 Jill.Magee@csm.ca.gov

Lourdes Morales, Senior Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Legal Analyst's Office
 925 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 319-8320
 Lourdes.Morales@LAO.CA.GOV

Michelle Nguyen, Department of Finance
 Education Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-0328
 Michelle.Nguyen@dof.ca.gov

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting
 1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819

 Phone: (916) 455-3939
 andy@nichols-consulting.com

Arthur Palkowitz, Artiano Shinoff
 2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200, San Diego, CA 92106

 Phone: (619) 232-3122
 apalkowitz@as7law.com

Steven Pavlov, Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
 Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 Steven.Pavlov@dof.ca.gov

Keith Petersen, SixTen & Associates
 P.O. Box 340430, Sacramento, CA 95834-0430

 Phone: (916) 419-7093
 kbpsixten@aol.com

Johnnie Pina, Legislative Policy Analyst, League of Cities
 1400 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 658-8214
 jpina@cacities.org

Jai Prasad, County of San Bernardino
 Office of Auditor-Controller, 222 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415-0018

 Phone: (909) 386-8854
 jai.prasad@atc.sbcounty.gov

Carla Shelton, Commission on State Mandates
 980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 323-3562
 carla.shelton@csm.ca.gov

Camille Shelton, Chief Legal Counsel, Commission on State Mandates
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980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 323-3562

 camille.shelton@csm.ca.gov
Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office

 Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
 Phone: (916) 323-5849

 jspano@sco.ca.gov
Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office

 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
 Phone: (916) 324-0254

 DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov
Derk Symons, Staff Finance Budget Analyst, Department of Finance

 Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 445-3274

 Derk.Symons@dof.ca.gov
Maritza Urquiza, Department of Finance

 Education Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 445-0328

 Maritza.Urquiza@dof.ca.gov
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 8/23/18

Claim Number: 17-0022-I-01

Matter: Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports (ICAN)

Claimant: City of Palmdale

TO ALL PARTIES, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND INTERESTED PERSONS:
Each commission mailing list is continuously updated as requests are received to include or remove any
party or person on the mailing list. A current mailing list is provided with commission correspondence, and
a copy of the current mailing list is available upon request at any time. Except as provided otherwise by
commission rule, when a party or interested party files any written material with the commission
concerning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the written material on the parties and interested
parties to the claim identified on the mailing list provided by the commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, §
1181.3.)

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office
 Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 322-7522
 SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Lacey Baysinger, State Controller's Office
 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 324-0254
 lbaysinger@sco.ca.gov

Allan Burdick, 
7525 Myrtle Vista Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831

 Phone: (916) 203-3608
 allanburdick@gmail.com

Evelyn Calderon-Yee, Bureau Chief, State Controller's Office
 Local Government Programs and Services, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 324-5919
 ECalderonYee@sco.ca.gov

Gwendolyn Carlos, State Controller's Office
 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 323-0706
 gcarlos@sco.ca.gov

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems,Inc.
 Claimant Representative

 705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA 95630
 Phone: (916) 939-7901

 achinncrs@aol.com
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Anita Dagan, Manager, Local Reimbursement Section, State Controller's Office
 Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,

Sacramento, CA 95816
 Phone: (916) 324-4112
 Adagan@sco.ca.gov

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office
 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 322-4320
 mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance
 915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance 
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 susan.geanacou@dof.ca.gov

Dillon Gibbons, Legislative Representative, California Special Districts Association
 1112 I Street Bridge, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 442-7887
 dillong@csda.net

Heather Halsey, Executive Director, Commission on State Mandates
 980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 323-3562
 heather.halsey@csm.ca.gov

Chris Hill, Principal Program Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
 Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 Chris.Hill@dof.ca.gov

Justyn Howard, Program Budget Manager, Department of Finance
 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-1546
 justyn.howard@dof.ca.gov

Edward Jewik, County of Los Angeles 
 Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012

 Phone: (213) 974-8564
 ejewik@auditor.lacounty.gov

Karen Johnston, Finance Director, City of Palmdale
 38300 Sierra Highway, Suite D, Palmdale, CA 93550
 Phone: (661) 267-5411

 kjohnston@cityofpalmdale.org
Matt Jones, Commission on State Mandates

 980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 323-3562

 matt.jones@csm.ca.gov
Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office

 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
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Phone: (916) 322-9891
 jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

Lisa Kurokawa, Bureau Chief for Audits, State Controller's Office
 Compliance Audits Bureau, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 327-3138
 lkurokawa@sco.ca.gov

Jill Magee, Program Analyst, Commission on State Mandates
 980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 323-3562
 Jill.Magee@csm.ca.gov

Lourdes Morales, Senior Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Legal Analyst's Office
 925 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 319-8320
 Lourdes.Morales@LAO.CA.GOV

Michelle Nguyen, Department of Finance
 Education Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-0328
 Michelle.Nguyen@dof.ca.gov

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting
 1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819

 Phone: (916) 455-3939
 andy@nichols-consulting.com

Arthur Palkowitz, Artiano Shinoff
 2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200, San Diego, CA 92106

 Phone: (619) 232-3122
 apalkowitz@as7law.com

Steven Pavlov, Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
 Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 Steven.Pavlov@dof.ca.gov

Keith Petersen, SixTen & Associates
 P.O. Box 340430, Sacramento, CA 95834-0430

 Phone: (916) 419-7093
 kbpsixten@aol.com

Johnnie Pina, Legislative Policy Analyst, League of Cities
 1400 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 658-8214
 jpina@cacities.org

Jai Prasad, County of San Bernardino
 Office of Auditor-Controller, 222 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415-0018

 Phone: (909) 386-8854
 jai.prasad@atc.sbcounty.gov

Carla Shelton, Commission on State Mandates
 980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 323-3562
 carla.shelton@csm.ca.gov

Camille Shelton, Chief Legal Counsel, Commission on State Mandates
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980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 323-3562

 camille.shelton@csm.ca.gov
Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office

 Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
 Phone: (916) 323-5849

 jspano@sco.ca.gov
Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office

 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
 Phone: (916) 324-0254

 DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov
Derk Symons, Staff Finance Budget Analyst, Department of Finance

 Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 445-3274

 Derk.Symons@dof.ca.gov
Maritza Urquiza, Department of Finance

 Education Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 445-0328

 Maritza.Urquiza@dof.ca.gov
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STEVEN D. HOFBAUER 
Council member 

38300 Sierra Highway 

Palmdale, CA 93550-4798 
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PALMDALE 

September 27, 2018 

Ms. Heather Halsey 

Executive Director 

a place to call home 

Commission on State Mandates 

980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

Response to State Controller's Office Late Comments dated August 

31, 2018 on the CITY OF PALMDALE'S: INTERAGENCY CHILD 

ABUSE - INCORRECT REDUCTION CLAIM 

Dear Ms. Halsey, 

Please accept this response to the State Controllers Office's August 31, 

2018 comments to our response to the Commission's Draft Proposed 

Decision. 

We would like to comment on the following SCO proposed reductions: 

❖ denying the inclusion of actual overhead costs incurred which

were eligible for State reimbursement.

Commission staff recommended denial of our request that indirect costs 

be allowed in our claims because: 

1) "there is no evidence in the record that the claimant attempted to

develop an indirect cost rate proposal, consistent with the

Parameters and Guidelines."

We believe that we have shown in our August 24, 2018 

response that the City had not only attempted, but had already 

developed and presented indirect cost rate proposals for FY 

w w w . cityofpalmdale. o rg 
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2006-07 through FY 2012-13 to the State Controller Office 

(SCO) auditors. These rates were computed for use in the 

preparation of other, prior State Mandate Reimbursement 

claims. 

During the audit the City presented these rates as well as other 

new rates which were computed during the audit to show that 

the original rates were understated and could have included 

other eligible overhead costs, such as city-wide overhead, 

facility costs, and infrastructure improvements. 

2) "The Parameters and Guidelines do not allow the claimant to use

an indirect cost rate of 10 percent based on the contract costs. The

ten percent rate is allowed when the claimant uses its own

employees to perform the mandated activities."

The City did not know that the use of the default 10% ICRP rate 

was not allowable in the circumstance of cities contracting for 

law enforcement services. For all practical purposes, the City is 

"purchasing" employees from the County, so use of the 10% 

ICRP seemed logical and reasonable - particularly since the 

actual rates computed were very close to the default 10% rate. 

3) "Therefore, the remaining option for the claimant would have been

to develop an indirect cost rate proposal. There is no evidence that

the claimant did so here."

The City did develop and had presented actual overhead rate 

computations to the SCO during the audit and has provided 

evidence of this in their August 24, 2018 response. These rates 

were prepared in compliance with Federal 0MB and CRF 

guidelines and reflected actual allowable cost pursuant to the 

Parameters and Guidelines. 

We request that actual overhead rates be allowed in our claims for 

State Reimbursement. 

❖ reducing eligible time per case for the eligible activity of report

writing that was inadvertently omitted for some of the cases in the

time study.

Thought the State Controller's Office has shown that Deputy Reddy's

recollection of meeting with the SCO auditor was incorrect, we still

believe that Deputy Reddy's declaration that she did not included

2



report writing time for a number of cases is still accurate and valid. As 

a result, time allowed by the SCO was understated and should be 

corrected. We have attached evidence to support these contentions. 

❖ eligible time per case was reduced by incorrectly removing the

largest case

Due to the length of time that has transpired since the original

preparation of the time logs (2013) and the difficulty in remembering

exact details of specific cases, the City has decided not to pursue this

issue.

❖ whether certain preliminary investigative activities should be

subject to reimbursement.

We concur with the Commission's recommendation that they do not

have the jurisdiction over this issue because it was not the subject of a

reduction; therefore, we will not address this item.

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

�--� �1./Yl,b...,,--

Karen Johnson 

City of Palmdale, Finance Manager 
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DECLARATION OF ANNETTE CHINN 

I, Annette S. Chinn, declare as follows: 

I am the owner and President of Cost Recovery System, Inc. a firm specializing in assisting cities 
and special districts to prepare and file State Mandate claims for reimbursement since 1999. Prior 
to founding Cost Recovery Systems Inc. I have been employed as a consultant in the State 
Mandates field since 1992. 

I have been assisting the City of Palmdale to prepare claims for State Reimbursement since FY 
1999-00. During FY 2013-14 I helped prepare the FY 1999-00 through FY 2011-12 Interagency 
Child Abuse and Neglect Reports claims (now a subject of this Incorrect Reduction Claim (IRC)). 
I participated in the State Audit of this program and helped draft the IRC for the City. 

State Controller's Office (SCO) Comments dated August 31, 2018 suggest I was present at a 
meeting that included Detective Reddy and Sergeant Zarris during the second week of fieldwork 
between April 7, 2015 and April 9, 2017. 

I do not recall a meeting with Detective Reddy but apparently was aware that the meeting took 
place based on my email correspondence presented by the SCO (my apologies for my faulty 
memory). I went back through my calendar and determined during that week of SCO fieldwork, 
I was in Palmdale only on April 7th

• (See attached car rental and travel documents TAB 1 ). It is
not clear from the SCO documents what time and day they interviewed Deputy Reddy and whether 
or not I was present during that interview. 

It is still my belief however, that the 2013 Time Study completed by Deputy Reddy inadvertently 
omitted report writing for the unfounded cases (noted with codes "-419" at the end of the case 
number) because I misinterpreted the Statement of Decision and Parameters and Guidelines (Ps 
and Gs,) and originally gave my clients instructions to only track report writing for cases that 
resulted in a form SS 8583 report being sent to the Department of Justice. 

I began to ready my clients for preparation of the Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect claim in 
the summer of 2012, a year before final Parameters and Guidelines were adopted. I used the 
Statement of Decision as my guide to instruct them on what activities would be eligible for 
reimbursement. Attached are the copies of the "Data Request" forms that I prepared and provided 
to my clients to assist them in gathering the data I believed would be required to prepare the claims. 
(see TAB 2) 

As can be seen in the first packet I provided to them in 2012 titled "Police Data Request for State 
Mandate Reimbursement Claims FY 11-12", the Time Log forms at the back include three forms 
to tract the following activities: "INVESTIGATION"; "CHILD ABUSE REPORT PREP (SS 
8583)"; and "CHILD ABUSE REPORT (SS 8583) REVIEW AND APPROVAL". (See TAB 2) 

When I first reviewed the Commission documents, it was my understanding that these were the 
main components eligible for reimbursement. I didn't realize at the time the form SS 8583 would 
only applied to a tiny fraction of all the cases investigated (typically, less than 2% of the close to 
thousand cases investigated annually in the case of Palmdale). I didn't realize that all cases 
investigated qualified for reimbursement for the report writing component until this audit. 
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Deputy Reddy conducted her time study during September, 2013. 

It is my belief that the City only gathered and tracked report writing for the founded cases of child 
abuse, as I originally instructed them to do. I don't believe it is coincidence that almost all of the 
"unfounded" cases ( ending in a code "419") did not include an entry for activity 3 = prepare a 

I.< " 

written report on Deputy Reddy' s Time Log form. 

The City of Palmdale was the first of my cities to be audited and until then, I did not know that the 
Report Writing component was eligible for all cases investigated until after the State Controller's 
Office initiated its audit on December, 2014. 

As a result of this audit experience and my new understanding of the eligible report writing 
component (as well as other activities), the following year I amended the Interagency Child Abuse 
and Neglect claims for the City of Palmdale as well as almost all of my other clients claims (41 of 
my 42 clients) to include report writing for all cases investigated; not just the founded cases of 
child abuse which resulted in the submission of a form SS 8583. 

I have attached copies of one of the City of Palmdale's computerized claim forms showing the 
computation of costs from both the original claim and then the amended claim. The sample 
provided is from FY 2006-07, but the other claims are all based on the same formulas and 
methodology. (See TAB 3). 

As can be seen from the claim forms, I originally only included report writing for about 2% of the 
total cases investigated (38 cases in FY 2006-07). After amending the claims, I corrected the 
formulas to include report writing for all cases investigated. 

Therefore, based on this evidence and my personal knowledge of the process, it is my belief that 
report writing time was not originally included in all of Deputy Reddy's cases logged, and that 
report writing should be allowed for those cases where it had been erroneously omitted. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct of my own personal knowledge, unless stated on information and belief, in which 
case, I believe the facts to be true and correct. If so required, I could and would testify to the 
statements made herein. 

Executed this L1 day of September in Folsom, California. 

Annette S. Chinn 
President, Cost Recovery Systems Inc. 
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RECEIPT 

Rental Agreement Number: 578731226 
Vehicle Number: 67126673 

YOUR INFORMATION 

CHINN.ANNETTE 
RAPID REZ: GU462U 
BUDGET DISC: 

COST RECOVERY SYSTEMS 
PAYMENT METHOD: MASTER XX2023 

YOUR RENTAL 

Picked up: BUR 
Date/Time: 
Returned: 

APR 07, 2015@07:38AM 
BUR 

Date/Ti me. 
Veh Group. 
Veh Charged: 

APR 07, 2015@06 42PM 
Full-Size 

Vehicle 
Odometer Out. 
Odometer In: 
Fuel Reading: 

Full -Size 
FORD FUSION FWD 
26542 
26651 
Full 

YOUR VEHICLE CHARGES 
---------- ·---------------' 

MINIMUM CHARGE 
YOUR TIME AND MILEAGE: 

YOUR TAXABLE FEES 

42.75 
42_75 

---------------···----

**·t1.11%FEE 
FTP SR$ 1 .OODY 

YOUR SUBTOTAL 
TAXABLE SUBTOT 
TAX 9.000% 

YOUR NON TAXABLE ITEMS 
#2.60% TAF 
CUST FAC CHARGE 6 00/DY 

TOTAL CHARGES 
NET CHARGES 
YOUR TOTAL DUE: 

PAID ON MASTER XX2023 
�*CONCESSION RECOVERY FEE 
#TOURISM ASSESSMENT FEE 

4.86 
100 

48 61 
4 37 

1 . 11 
6 00 

60.09 
60.09 
o_oo 

THANK YOU FOR RENTING WITH BUDGET 

For inquiries or e-receipt visit 

\VIWI. BUDGET. COM 

SACRAMENTO INT'L 

AIRPORT 

Card Account : XXXXXXX�XXXX2023 

Card Type : CREDIT CARD 

Authorization Code : 00786C 

Cashier : 0 Seq# 26551 

License Plate : NOPLATE 

Ent : 05:72 04/07/15 Lan8 28 

Exit: 21:40 04/07/15 Lane 54 

Duration: OD(s) 16H(s} 28M{s) 

Rate Code: 36 Shift: 234 

FEE $ 

AMOUNT TEND $ 

CASH $ 

CREDIT CARD $ 

CHECK $ 

CHANGE $ 

PAID AT CT $

Taxes Inciuded 

17, 00 

17, 00 

o .. 00

17, CO

0, 00

0. 00

*** Start Calculaticn Det;,i ]:s .i-�• 

1 Oay(s) @$17, oo = Hr. co 

*** End Calculation Cetails ***

*** Thank You*** 

.. 
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__ ,. _ .. --�

,uthwesttipEliii�Comtiimmm1;mDU1alions/confirm-reservations.html?disc=sdc%3AFA66D363AF 17 4E9CB40453645623DC84&i ,., f 

Southwesf• 

Southwest'� 

Thank you for your purchase! 
Burbank, CA 

New Purchases in Trip 
. . . 

Car. 

• Budget 
Pickup: Burbank, CA - BUR 
D ropoff : Bu rbank, CA - BUR
Tuesday, April 7, 2015 - Tuesday, April
7, 2015 

Car Total: $58.89 

APR 7 

ruE 04/07 /15 - Burbank 

New purchases added to your trip. 

CAR 

Budget - Full-size - Burbank 

04/07/2015 
Driver: Annette Chinn 

Rapid Rewards Number: 00000033176640 
Budget Customer #(BCN}: gu462u 

Confirmation # 

07284008US4 

Pickup 
G;;J Burbank, CA - BUR 

Tuesday, April 7; 2015 
7 8:00AM 

Dropoff 
G';;;J Burbank, CA - BUR 

Tuesday, April 7, 2015 
7 7:30PM 

Budget 
Rental Counter and Car are both at 
the Airport Terminal. 
Rapid Rewards Partner 

Rental Car Codes 
Budget Customer #(BCN): gu462u 
Budget Customer Discount (BCD): 
Z2 18506 

---- -·--·----�-------·• ·----·--· ··--··-·-•·--·-·-•··--··- --··. ·-· - -·- -

Rate Breakdown 

Special Rate 

Daily Rate: 

1 day(s) @ $42.75 

Base Rate 

$42.75 

Earn at least 600 Rapid Rewards Points for this car rental. 

Mileage 

Unlimited 

FLIGHT I HOTEL\ CAR SPECIAL OFFERS RAPID REWARDS® 0, 

Amount Paid 

$0.00 

Amount Remaining 

$58.89 

Car Description 

Trip Total 
$58.89 

Full-size car: Group E - FORD 
FUSION FWD or similar 

Taxes & Fees 

$16.14 

Car Total 

I 
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Police Data Request for 

State Mandate Reimbursement Claims 

FY 11-12 (7/1/11- 6/30/12) 

Please send back to Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 

BY September 15, 2012 

Mail: 

Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294

Folsom, CA 95630

Phone: (916) 939-7901

Fax: (916)939-7801

Email: AChinnCRS@aol.com 

Please contact Annette Chinn with questions at (916) 939-7901 

Phone (916) 939-7901 

Cost Recove,y Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East Bidwell Street, f/29-1

Folsom, C-1 95630

Fax (916) 939-7801 Email: AChinnCRS@aol.com 
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Interagency Child Abuse & Neglect Reports (NEW PROGRAM) 

STATISTICAL DATA NEEDED: 

- · ·--·--· 

Fiscal Year 1999- 2000- 2001- 2002- 2003- 2004- 2005- 2006- 2007- 2008- 2009- 2010-
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2011 2010 2011 

----------- · - -

Number of 
Substantiated 
Revorts 
Number of 
Unfounded or 
Inconclusive 
Revorts 

--

TOTAL 
RE,-PORTS 

On-Going Mandated Activities: 

1) ACCEPT AND REFER INITIAL CHILD ABUSE REPORTS WHEN A DEPARTMENT
LACKS JURISDICTION: Local agencies are required to transfer a call electronically or 
immediately refer the case by telephone, fax, or electronic transmission, to an agency with
proper jurisdiction, whenever the department lacks subject matter or geographical jurisdiction
over an incoming report of suspected child abuse or neglect.

Title of position(s) that pe1forms this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per referral: ________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: ________ _ 

2) CROSS-REPORTING OF SUSPECTED CHILD ABUSE OR NEGLECT CASES:

► Report by telephone immediately or ASAP, to the agency given responsibility for investigation
of cases under Welfare and Institutions Code Section 300 and to the DA's Office every know
or suspected instance of child abused report to it, except acts or omissions coming within
Penal Code Section 12165.2, subd. (b), which shall only be reported to the County welfare
department.

Title of position(s) that pe1forms this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per referral: ________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: ________ _ 

Phone (916) 939-790/ 

Cost Recove,y Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East Bid11•ell Street, #294

Folsom. CA 95630

Fax (916) 939-7801 Email: AChinnCRS@aol.com 

------

··-- ······-······• 

2011-
2012 

·------

......... ,.---•---·· ·· 

-· 
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► Report to the county welfare department every know 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 or a person responsible for the child's
welfare to adequately protect the minor from abuse when the person responsible for the child

knew or reasonably should have known that the minor was in danger. (Pen. Code Section
12166 subd. (i), now subd. (k)

Title of position(s) that pe1forms this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per referral: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

► 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 this subdivision.

(As of 1/1/2006, the initial reports may be made by fax or electronic transmission instead of by 
telephone and will satisfy the requirement of a written report within 36 hours (Pen Code 
Section 12166, subd. (i) now subd. (k) 

Title of position(s) that pe,forms this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per referral: _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that provides clerical support for this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _ __ ______ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: 
--------

Time for this activity per report: 
----------

Number of cases in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

3) REPORTING OF SUSPECTED CHILD ABUSE TO LICENSING AGENCIES:
Report by telephone immediately or ASAP, to the appropriate licensing agency every know 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 license staff
person or occurs while the child is under the supervision of a community care facility or staff
person.

The agency shall also send, fax or electronic transmission of 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 this subdivision. 

The agency shall also send the licensing agency a copy of its investigative report or any other 
pertinent materials. 

Phone (916) 939-7901 

Cost Recove,y Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East Bidll'ell Street, #294 

Folsom. CA 95630 

Fax (916) 939-7801 Email: AChi11nCRS@aol.com 
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(As of 7/31/2001, the initial reports may be made by fax or electronic transmission instead of 
by telephone and will satisfy the requirement of a written report within 36 hours (Pen Code 
Section 12166, subd. (i) now subd. (k.) 

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report (gather info & draft): _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

4) ADDITIONAL CROSS REPORTING IN CASES OF CHILD DEATH:
Cross report all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or neglect to the

county welfare agency.

Title of position(s) that pe1forms this activity: 
---------

Time for this activity per report (gather info & draft): _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

5) INVESTIGATION FOLLOWING REPORT TO THE CENTRAL CHILD ABUSE INDEX:

► 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
12165.12 for purposes of preparing and submitting the state "Child Abuse Investigation
Report" Form SS 8583, or subsequent designated form, to the Dept of Justice (Pen. Code
Section 12169, subd. (a); Cal Code Regs Tit, 12 section 903)

Title of position(s) that pe1forms this activity: ________ _
Time for this activity per report (gather info & draft): _________ _

Title of position(s) that provides clerical support for this activity: ________ _
Time for this activity per report: ________ _

Title ofposition(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _
Time for this activity per report: _________ _

Number of investigations in each fiscal year: _________ _

Cost Recove1J1 Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East Bidwell Street. /!294

Folsom, CA 95630 

Phone (916) 939-7901 Fax (916) 939-7801 

·----- ----- ---·--·· - ---

Email: AChin11CRS@aol.co111 
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► Forward to the Department of Justice a report in writing for 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 12165 .12. Unfounded reports shall not
be filed with the DOJ. If a report that has previously been filed which subsequently
proves to be unfounded, the DOPJ shall be notified in writing o fthat fact. The reports,
required by this section shall be in a form approved by the DOJ and may be sent by fax or
electronic transmission.

Title of position(s) that pe1forms this activity: ________ _
Time for this activity per report (gather info & draft): _________ _

Title of position(s) that provides clerical support for this activity: ________ _
Time for this activity per report: _________ _

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report:
--------

Time for this activity per report: _________ _

Number of reports forwarded in each fiscal year:
----------

6) NOTIFICATION FOLLOWING REPORTS TO THE CENTRAL CHILD ABUSE INDEX:

► 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 Dept. of Justice, at the time the "Child
Abuse Investigation Report" if filed with the Depaii of Justice.

Title ofposition(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

► Make relevant information available, when received from the Depart of Justice, to the child
custodian, guardian ad !item appointed under section 326, or counsel appointed, or the
appropriate licensing agency, if he or she is treating or investigating a case of known or
suspected child abuse or severe neglect.

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: 
---------

Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

Phone (9/6) 939-7901 

Cost Recove1y Systems, Inc. 
705-2 t:ast Bidwell Street. ii294

Folsom, CA 95630 

Fax (916) 939-7801 Email: ,1ChinnCRS@aol.com 
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► Inform the mandated reporter of the results of the investigation and of 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.

Title of position(s) that pe1forms this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: __________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: __________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

► Notify, in writing, the person listed in the Child Abuse Central Index, that he or she is in the
index, upon receipt of relevant information concerning child abuse or neglect investigation
reports contained in the index from the Department of Justice when investigating a home for
the placement of dependent children. The notification shall include the name of the reporting
agency and the date of the report.

Title of position(s) that pe1forms this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

► Obtain the original investigative report from the reporting agency, and draw independent
conclusions regarding the quality of the evidence disclosed, and it's sufficiency for making
decisions regarding investigation, prosecution, licensing, or placement of a child, when a report
is received from the Child Abuse Central Index.

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: __________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

Records Retention: 

In case a/State audit, please retain copies of all support documentation. Also, track time for the eligible activities listed 
above. (see attached form:,). Time studies are acceptable and can be used for two years. Claims can be audited for three 

years after the date the first payment is made on claim. 

Phone (916) 939-7901 

Cost Recove1y Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East BidlFell Street, #294

Folsom, CA 95630

Fax (916) 939-780/ Email: AChinnCRS@aol.com 
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TIME LOG 

CITY OF: _______ _ 

DEPARTMENT: 

PROCESS: CHILD ABUSE INVESTIGATION 

NOTE: Please track time to the nearest 6 minute increment. DO NOT round to quarter or half hour. 

Child Abuse lnvesti ation 

Certification: 

I hereby certify under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
is true and correct based upon my personal knowledge. 

Prepared by: ______________________ _ 

Title: ______________________ _ 

Date: ____________ _ 

Signature: ______________________ _ 
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TIME LOG 

CITY OF: _______ _ 

DEPARTMENT:: __________ _ 

PROCESS: CHILD ABUSE REPORT PREP (SS 8583) 

NOTE: Please track time to the nearest 6 minute increment. DO NOT round to quarter or half hour. 

Certification: 

Child Abuse Re ort Pre SS 8583 

I hereby certify under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
is true and correct based upon my personal knowledge. 

Prepared by: _____________________ _ 

Title: _____________________ _ 

Date: __________ _ 

Signature: _____________________ _ 

-- ----- - ----- ----- ---- - ----------- -- -- ---
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TIME LOG 

CITY OF: _ _____ _ 

DEPARTMENT:: ___________ _ 

PROCESS: CHILD ABUSE REPORT (SS 8593) REVIEW & APPROVE 

NOTE: Please track time to the nearest 6 minute increment. DO NOT round to quarter or half hour. 

Certification: 

I hereby certify under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
is true and correct based upon my personal knowledge. 

Prepared by: _____________________ _ 

Title: _____________________ _ 

Date: ____________ _ 

Signature: _____________________ _ 

··--·
·
··- ·--·•·-····-----------·---·--.. ------· · ·--··--------·- · ·· · · --· --· ------------- ---- -------··-- --
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Police Data Request for 

State Mandate Reimbursement Claims 

FY 12-13 (7/1/12- 6/30/13) 

Please send back to Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 

BY July 1, 2013 

Mail: 

Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294

Folsom, CA 95630

Phone: (916) 939-7901
Fax: (916) 939-7801

Email: AChinnCRS@aol.com 

Please contact Annette Chinn with questions at (916) 939-7901 

Phone (916) 939-7901 

Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 Easr Bidwell Streer, #294

Folsom, CA 95630

Fax (916) 939-7801 Email: AChinnCRS@aol.com 
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Interagency Child Abuse & Neglect Reports (NEW PROGRAM) 

STATISTICAL DATA NEEDED: 

Fiscal Year 99-00 00-01 01-02 02-03 03-04 04-05 05-06 06-07 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 711/11-
12/31111 

Number of 
Substantiated 
Reports 
Number of 
Unfounded or 
Inconclusive 
Reports 
TOTAL 
REPORTS 

On-Going Mandated Activities: 

1) ACCEPT AND REFER INITIAL CHILD ABUSE REPORTS WHEN A DEPARTMENT
LACKS JURISDICTION: Local agencies are required to transfer a call electronically or
immediately refer the case by telephone, fax, or electronic transmission, to an agency with
proper jurisdiction, whenever the department lacks subject matter or geographical jurisdiction
over an incoming report of suspected child abuse or neglect.

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per referral: ________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: ________ _ 

2) CROSS-REPORTING OF SUSPECTED CHILD ABUSE OR NEGLECT CASES:

► Report by telephone immediately or ASAP, to the agency given responsibility for investigation
of cases under Welfare and Institutions Code Section 300 and to the DA's Office every know
or suspected instance of child abused report to it, except acts or omissions coming within
Penal Code Section 12165.2, subd. (b), which shall only be reported to the County welfare
department.

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per referral: ________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: ________ _ 

► Report to the county welfare department every know 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

Phone (916) 939-7901 

Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294

Folsom, CA 95630

Fax (916) 939-7801 Email: AChinnCRS@aol.com 
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for the child's welfare, or as the result of the failure or a person responsible for the child's 
welfare to adequately protect the minor from abuse when the person responsible for the child 
knew or reasonably should have known that the minor was in danger. (Pen. Code Section 
12166 subd. (i), now subd. (k) 

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per referral: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

► 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 this subdivision.

(As of 1/1/2006, the initial reports may be made by fax or electronic transmission instead of by
telephone and will satisfy the requirement of a written report within 36 hours (Pen Code
Section 12166, subd. (i) now subd. (k)

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per referral: 

----------

Title of position(s) that provides clerical support for this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: ________ _ 

Title of positio11(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

3) REPORTING OF SUSPECTED CHILD ABUSE TO LICENSING AGENCIES:
Report by telephone immediately or ASAP, to the appropriate licensing agency every know 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 license staff
person or occurs while the child is under the supervision of a community care facility or staff
person.

The agency shall also send, fax or electronic transmission of a written repo1i 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 this subdivision.

The agency shall also send the licensing agency a copy of its investigative repo1i or any other
pertinent materials.

(As of 7/31/2001, the initial reports may be made by fax or electronic transmission instead of
by telephone and will satisfy the requirement of a written report within 36 hours (Pen Code
Section 12166, subd. (i) now subd. (k)

Phone (916) 939-7901 

Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294

Folsom, CA 95630

Fax (9/6) 939-7801 Email: AChinnCRS@aol.com 
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Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report (gather info & draft): ________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

4) ADDITIONAL CROSS REPORTING IN CASES OF CHILD DEATH:
Cross report all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or neglect to the
county welfare agency.

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report (gather info & draft): ________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

5) INVESTIGATION FOLLOWING REPORT TO THE CENTRAL CHILD ABUSE INDEX:

► 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
12165 .12 for purposes of preparing and submitting the state "Child Abuse Investigation
Report" Form SS 8583, or subsequent designated form, to the Dept of Justice (Pen. Code
Section 12169, subd. (a); Cal Code Regs Tit, 12 section 903)

Title of position(s) that performs this activity:
---------

Time for this activity per report (gather info & draft): ________ _

Title of position(s) that provides clerical support for this activity: ________ _
Time for this activity per report: ________ _

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _
Time for this activity per report: _________ _

Number of investigations in each fiscal year: _________ _

► Forward to the Department of Justice a report in writing for 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 12165.12. Unfounded reports shall not
be filed with the DOJ. If a report that has previously been filed which subsequently

Phone (916) 939-7901 

Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294 

Folsom, CA 95630

Fax (916) 939-7801 Email: AChinnCRS@aol.com 

22



proves to be unfounded, the DOPJ shall be notified in writing of that fact. The reports, 
required by this section shall be in a form approved by the DOJ and may be sent by fax or 
electronic transmission. 

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report (gather info & draft): ________ _ 

Title of position(s) that provides clerical support for this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: ________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of reports forwarded in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

6) NOTIFICATION FOLLOWING REPORTS TO THE CENTRAL CHILD ABUSE INDEX:

► 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 Dept. of Justice, at the time the "Child
Abuse Investigation Report" if filed with the Depart of Justice.

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

► Make relevant information available, when received from the Depart of Justice, to the child
custodian, guardian ad litem appointed under section 326, or counsel appointed, or the
appropriate licensing agency, if he or she is treating or investigating a case of known or
suspected child abuse or severe neglect.

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

► Inform the mandated reporter of the results of the investigation and of 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.

Phone (916) 939-7901 

Cost Recove1y Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East Bidivell Street, #294 

Folsom, CA 95630

Fax (916) 939-7801 Email: AChinnCRS@aol.com 
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Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

► Notify, in writing, the person listed in the Child Abuse Central Index, that he or she is in the
index, upon receipt of relevant information concerning child abuse or neglect investigation
reports contained in the index from the Department of Justice when investigating a home for
the placement of dependent children. The notification shall include the name of the reporting
agency and the date of the report.

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: 
--------

Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

► Obtain the original investigative report from the reporting agency, and draw independent
conclusions regarding the quality of the evidence disclosed, and it's sufficiency for making
decisions regarding investigation, prosecution, licensing, or placement of a child, when a report
is received from the Child Abuse Central Index.

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

Records Retention: 

In case of State audit, please retain copies of all support documentation. Also, track time for the eligible activities listed 
above. (see attached forms). Time studies are acceptable and can be used/or two years. Claims can be audited/or three 

years after the date the first payment is made on claim. 

Phone (916) 939-7901 

Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East Bidivell S1ree/, #294 

Folsom. CA 95630 

Fax (916) 939-7801 Email: AChinnCRS@aol.com 
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TIME LOG 

CITY OF: ______________ _ 

DEPARTMENT: 
-----------------

PROCESS: Child Abuse 

NOTE: Please track time to the nearest 6 minute increment. DO NOT round to quarter or half hour. 

Certification: 

I hereby certify under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
is true and correct based upon my personal knowledge. 

Prepared by: ____________________________ _ 

Title: ____________________________ _ 

Date: ___________ _ 

Signature:--------------------------�--
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Police Data Request for 

State Mandate Reimbursement Claims 

FY 13-14 (7 /1/13- 6/30/14) 

Please send back to Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 

BY Sept 30, 2014 

Mail: 

Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294

Folsom, CA 95630

Phone: (916) 939-7901
Fax: (916) 939-7801

Email: AChinnCRS@aol.com 

Please contact Annette Chinn with questions at (916) 939-7901 

Phone (916) 939-7901 

Cost Recovery Systems, inc. 
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294

Folsom, CA 95630 

Fax (916) 939-7801 Email: AChinnCRS@aol.com 
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Interagency Child Abuse & Neglect Reports (NEW PROGRAM) 

STATISTICAL DATA NEEDED: 

Fiscal Year 99- 00- OJ- 02- 03- 04- 05- 06- 07- 08- 09- 10- 711/11- 1/1/12- 12-
00 OJ 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 II 

12/31/11 6/30/12 13 

Number of 
Substantiated 
or Inconclusive 
Reports 

Number of 
Unfounded 
Reports 

TOTAL 
REPORTS 

One-Time Activities: 

1) Staff Training on Mandate Program -Develop and implement training for ICAN program -
instructor and attendee time and costs.

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: 
---------

Time for this activity per referral: _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: 
---------

Time for this activity per referral: 
----------

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: 
---------

Time for this activity per referral: 
----------

Title ofposition(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per referral: 

----------

List staff in attendance and time for one time training. (Provide documentation if available) 
This should have occurred about FY 99-00. 

2) Develop Policies and Procedures to address these new law changes.

Title ofposition(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time.for this activity per referral: _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per referral: _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per referral: 

----------

Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294

Folsom, CA 95630 

Phone (916) 939-7901 Fax (916) 939-7801 Email: AChinnCRS@aol.com 

13-
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On-Going Mandated Activities: 

3) ACCEPT AND REFER INITIAL CHILD ABUSE REPORTS WHEN A DEPARTMENT
LACKS JURISDICTION: Local agencies are required to transfer a call electronically or
immediately refer the case by telephone, fax, or electronic transmission, to an agency with
proper jurisdiction, whenever the department lacks subject matter or geographical jurisdiction
over an incoming report of suspected child abuse or neglect.

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per referral: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

4) CROSS-REPORTING OF SUSPECTED CHILD ABUSE OR NEGLECT CASES:

► Report by telephone immediately or ASAP, to the agency given responsibility for investigation
of cases under Welfare and Institutions Code Section 300 and to the DA's Office every know
or suspected instance of child abused report to it, except acts or omissions coming within
Penal Code Section 12165.2, subd. (b), which shall only be reported to the County welfare
department.

Title of position(s) that pe1forms this activity: 
---------

Time for this activity per referral: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

► Report to the county welfare department every know 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 or a person responsible for the child's
welfare to adequately protect the minor from abuse when the person responsible for the child
knew or reasonably should have known that the minor was in danger. (Pen. Code Section
12166 subd. (i), now subd. (k)

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per referral: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: 
----------

► 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 this subdivision.

(As of 1/1/2006, the initial reports may be made by fax or electronic transmission instead of by
telephone and will satisfy the requirement of a written report within 36 hours (Pen Code
Section 12166, subd. (i) now subd. (k)

Phone (9/6) 939-7901 

Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294
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Title of position(s) that performs this activi(y: _______ _

Time for this activity per referral: _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that provides clerical support for this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: ________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

5) REPORTING OF SUSPECTED CHILD ABUSE TO LICENSING AGENCIES:
Report by telephone immediately or ASAP, to the appropriate licensing agency every know 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 license staff
person or occurs while the child is under the supervision of a community care facility or staff
person.

The agency shall also send, fax or electronic transmission of 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 this subdivision.

The agency shall also send the licensing agency a copy of its investigative report or any other
pertinent materials.

(As of 7/31/2001, the initial reports may be made by fax or electronic transmission instead of
by telephone and will satisfy the requirement of a written report within 36 hours (Pen Code
Section 12166, subd. (i) now subd. (k)

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report (gather info & draft): ________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 

Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

6) ADDITIONAL CROSS REPORTING IN CASES OF CHILD DEATH:
Cross report all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or neglect to the
county welfare agency.

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: 
---------

Time for this activity per report (gather info & draft): 
----------

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 

Phone (916) 939-7901 

Cost Recovery Systems, inc. 
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294

Folsom, CA 95630

Fax (916) 939-7801 Email: AChinnCRS@aol.com 
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Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

7) INVESTIGATION FOLLOWING REPORT TO THE CENTRAL CHILD ABUSE INDEX:

► 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
12165 .12 for purposes of preparing and submitting the state "Child Abuse Investigation
Report" Form SS 8583, or subsequent designated form, to the Dept of Justice (Pen. Code
Section 12169, subd. (a); Cal Code Regs Tit, 12 section 903)

(Investigative activities beyond determining if the report of suspected child abuse is 
substantiated, inconclusive, or unfounded as determined by PC 11165,12 is NOT 
eligible). For example - making arrests, and preparing evidence for prosecution are not 
eligible activities.) 

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report (gather info & draft): _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that provides clerical support for this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: 

---------

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: 

----------

Number of investigations in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

► Forward to the Department of Justice a report in writing for 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 12165.12. Unfounded reports shall not
be filed with the DOI. If a report that has previously been filed which subsequently
proves to be unfounded, the DOPJ shall be notified in writing o fthat fact. The reports,
required by this section shall be in a form approved by the DOI and may be sent by fax or
electronic transmission.

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report (gather info & draft): 

----------

Title of position(s) that provides clerical support for this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: ________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: 
--------

Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of reports forwarded in each fiscal year: 
----------

Phone (916) 939-7901 

Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294 

Folsom, CA 95630

Fax (916) 939-7801 Email: Ar:hinnCRS@aol.com 
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8) NOTIFICATION FOLLOWING REPORTS TO THE CENTRAL CHILD ABUSE INDEX:

► 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 Dept. of Justice, at the time the "Child
Abuse Investigation Report" if filed with the Depart of Justice.

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

► Make relevant information available, when received from the Depart of Justice, to the child
custodian, guardian ad litem appointed under section 326, or counsel appointed, or the
appropriate licensing agency, if he or she is treating or investigating a case of known or
suspected child abuse or severe neglect.

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: 
----------

► Inform the mandated reporter of the results of the investigation and of 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.

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

► Notify, in writing, the person listed in the Child Abuse Central Index, that he or she is in the
index, upon receipt of relevant information concerning child abuse or neglect investigation
reports contained in the index from the Department of Justice when investigating a home for
the placement of dependent children. The notification shall include the name of the reporting
agency and the date of the report.

Title ofposition(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 

Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294

Folsom, CA 95630

Phone (916) 939-7901 Fax (916) 939-7801 Email: AChinnCRS@aol.com 
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Time for this activity per report: ________ _ 

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

► Obtain the original investigative report from the reporting agency, and draw independent
conclusions regarding the quality of the evidence disclosed, and it's sufficiency for making
decisions regarding investigation, prosecution, licensing, or placement of a child, when a report
is received from the Child Abuse Central Index.

Title of position(s) that performs this activity: ________ _ 
Time for this activity per report: 

-----------

Title of position(s) that reviews, edits, & approves the report: _______ _ 
Time for this activity per report: _________ _ 

Number of cases referred in each fiscal year: _________ _ 

Records Retention: 

In case of State audit, please retain copies of all support documentation. Also, track time.for the eligible activities listed 
above. (see attached forms). Time studies are acceptable and can be used for two years. Claims can be audited for three 

years after the date the first payment is made on claim. 

Phone (916) 939-7901 

Cost Recovery Systems, Inc. 
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294

Folsom, CA 95630

Fax (916) 939-7801 Email: AChinnCRS@aol.com 
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TIME LOG 

CITY OF: 

DEPARTMENT: POLICE 

PROCESS: Child Abuse 

NOTE: Please track time to the nearest minute increment. DO NOT round to quarter or half hour. 

2/10/2013 EXAMPLE:Officer Green 2 123mins 2013-00125 

2/11/2013 Officer Green 3 48 mins 2013-00125 

2/12/2013 Sergeant Brown 4 15mins 2013-00125 

3/12/2013 Detective Silver 22 mins 2013-00225 

3/14/2013 Detective Silver 2 146mins 2013-00225 

3/25/2013 Detective Silver 3 78mins 2013-00225 

2/2512013 Detective Silver 4 21 mins 2013-00225 

ACTIVITY: 

1 Initial response to begin documentation of case and contacting the County Welfare Dept or to forward to other agencies 
if the case did not occur in the City. 

2 Complete an investigation to determine whether a report of suspected child abuse or severe neglect is unfounded, 

substantiated or inconclusive, as defined in Penal Code section 12165.12 for purposes of preparing and 

submitting the state "Child Abuse Investigation Report" Form SS 8583, or subsequent designated form, to the DO.I 

3 Prepare a written report for every case investigated of known or suspected child abuse or severe neglect 

4 Review and approval of report 

Certification: 

I hereby certify under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
is true and correct based upon my personal knowledge. 

Prepared by: _______________________ _ 

Title: _______________________ _ 

Date: _______________ _ 

Signature: ________________________ _
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TIME LOG 

CITY OF: 

DEPARTMENT:POLICE 

PROCESS: Child Abuse 

NOTE: Please track time to the nearest minute increment. DO NOT round to quarter or half hour. 

ACTIVITY: 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Initial response to begin documentation of case and contacting the County Welfare Dept or to forward to other agencies 
if the case did not occur in the City. 

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 12165.12 for purposes of preparing and 

submitting the state "Child Abuse Investigation Report" Form SS 8583, or subsequent designated fom1, to the DO.I 

Prepare a written report for every case investigated of known or suspected child abuse or severe neglect 

Review and approval of report 

Certification: 

1 hereby certify under the penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
is true and correct based upon my personal knowledge. 

Prepared by: _______________________ _ 
Title: _______________________ _ 
Date: ______________ _ 

Signature: _________________________ _ 
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• 1 

5t><cMl>L--B. 

!lnddentNum lcallFcrServlceNum IBeglnDate IEndDate !time elapsed !officer !Location IViolatlonCodeDescrlption 
UP009163022 2009014121 6/9/09 17:21 6/16/0910:12 1/6/00 16:51 2407 • DIVINCEN20,ERIC 1130 N LOMA SOLA AVE PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
UP009178015 
UPD09183014 
UPD09220016 
UP009323016 
UP009352007 
'\JPD10007015 
UPD10012027 
UPD10044009 
UPD10044009 
UPD09323016 
UPD10051018 
UPD10063022 
UPD10079029 
UPD10079029 
UP010079029 
UPD10079029 
UPD10090005 
UPD10092008 
U PD10141016 
UPD10141016 
FY 09-10 

2009017275 
2009018292 
2009026573 
2009047979 
2009053202 
2010001081 
2010001971 
2010007715 
2010007715 
2009047979 
2010008894 
2010011047 
2010014207 
2010014207 
2010014207 
2010014207 
2010016080 
2010016412 
2010025636 
2010025636 

21 

2010043045 
2010043932 
2010043045 
2010049462 
2010051736 
2010055113 
2010056077 
2010058263 
2010063428 
2010063428 
2010066153 
2011008004 
2011009269 
2011009630 
2011010128 
2011011665 
2011012157 
2011014725 
2011015412 
2011020981 
2011021260 
2011024893 
2011026484 
2011027360 
2011028205 
201103544S 
2011035863 

6/27/0912:17 
7/2/09 9:23 

8/8/09 12:54 
11/19/09 17:39 
12/18/09 10:04 

1/7/10 9:57 
1/12/10 6:47 

2/13/10 15 :35 
2/14/10 20:38 
2/18/10 14:27 
2/20/10 12:58 

3/4/10 16:05 
3/20/10 23:11 
3/20/10 23:11 
3/22/10 23:11 
3/28/10 23:08 

4/1/10 2:31 
4/2/10 10:50 

5/21/10 16:34 
6/21/10 13:18 

6/27/09 14:54 1/0/00 2:37 1S13- RODRIGUEZ,YVONNE 1424 W RANDY ST PC 273a(A) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
7/2/09 11:13 1/0/00 1:50 2245 • BLANCO,ALEXIS 834 W ALPINE PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE-UNSUBSTANTIATED 
8/8/09 16:03 1/0/00 3:09 2012 - HILLIARD,CHRISTOPHER 565 N BIRCH AVE PC 273a(8) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 

11/19/09 18:37 1/0/00 0:58 2135 - MACIAS,ANTONIO 274 S STIUMAN AVE PC 273a(B) - CHILD ABUSE ·UNSUBSTANTIATED 
12/18/0912:38 1/0/00 2:34 512 - MAURY,MARIO 1760 N LAUREL AVE PC 273a(A) - CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 

1/7/1015:04 1/0/00 5:07 2365 • PHILllPS,JEREMY 1525 E VIGILANT PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
1/12/10 21:56 1/0/00 15:09 1970 • WYMAN,AARON 1428 E GABRIELLA CT PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
2/13/10 18:12 1/0/00 2:37 1765 - STANLEY,JEFFREY 2116 W ARROW RTE PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE •UNSUBSTANTIATED 
2/14/10 20:38 1/0/00 9,;IJ8'416 • BELT,BARRY NULL PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
2/18/10 14:27 1/0/00 QjlXl" 986 • STEENERSON,ROBERT NULL PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
2/20/10 16:37 1/0/00 3:39 2297 - GARCIA,GABRIEL 1080 E PEBBLE BEACH DR PC 273a(A) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
3/4/10 18:25 1/0/00 2:20 2401 - HANLEY,QUINN 1714 N EUCLID AVE PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
3/21/100:02 1/0/00 0:51 2401 • HANLEY,QUINN 900 W 8TH PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
3/21/10 0:02 1/0/00 0:51 2401 • HANLEY,QUINN 900 W 8TH PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 

3/22/10 23:11 1/0/00 .94i 2401 -HANLEY,QUINN NULL PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
3/28/10 23:08 1/0/00 ¢jo 2741 • WIDEN,ERIC NULL PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 

4/1/10 2:31 1/0/00 0� 2251 • DURAN,MAURICE NULL PC 273a(A) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
4/2/10 12:02 1/0/00 1:12 2094 - LAYNE,RANDALL 1565 W ARROW HY E3 PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 

5/21/10 19:39 1/0/00 3:05 2244 - ALVAREZ,ROGER 480 W ALPINE PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
6/21/10 13:18 1/0/00�86 • STEENERSON,ROBERT NULL PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 

8/17/10 19:52 8/17/10 22:05 

11s10014,so �d' t� {2.- � 5 h."-�� cJ- os lt'SS �� =-
110100 2:13 2251- DURAN,MAURICE 694 N SPRUCE AVE PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 

PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
PC 273a(A) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
PC 273a(B) • CHILO ABUSE ·UNSUBSTANTIATED 
PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
PC 273a(B) • CHILO ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE ·UNSUBSTANTIATED 
PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE •UNSUBSTANTIATED 

8/21/10 18:04 8/21/10 19:19 
9/1/10 7:50 9/1/10 7:50 

9/19/10 18:04 9/25/10 15:59 
10/1/10 18:25 10/1/10 20:17 
10/20/10 8:32 10/21/10 0:45 
10/26/10 7:02 10/26/10 9:10 
11/6/10 8:18 11/6/10 9:34 
12/6/10 4:39 12/6/10 S:44 

12/14/10 14:15 12/14/10 14:lS 
12/20/10 15:09 12/20/10 15:58 
2/10/11 10:20 2/10/11 l0:2S 
2/16/11 13:20 2/16/11 13:24 
2/17/11 16:40 2/17/11 17:38 
2/20/11 11:27 2/20/11 13:22 
2/28/11 9:17 2/28/11 12:30 
3/2/11 11:11 3/2/11 13:07 

3/14/11 23:03 3/15/11 1:S2 
3/17 /11 22:34 3/18/11 3:58 
4/14/11 16:12 4/14/11 18:15 
4/15/11 16:58 4/15/11 20:52 
5/3/11 20:33 5/3/11 22:26 

5/11/11 11:14 5/11/11 14:33 
5/15/11 12:2S 5/15/11 15:28 
5/19/11 18:27 5/19/11 23:43 

6/23/11 6:42 6/23/11 8:39 
6/24/11 22:12 6/24/11 22:13 

1/0/00 1:15 2297 • GARCIA.GABRIEL 1690 W ARROW RTE 52 
l/0/0Q..0,00 2068 • SIPPLE,CRAIG NULL 

1/5/00 �778 • MCNALLY,DAVID 672 W WINN DR 
1/0/00 1:52 2778 - MCNALLY,DAVID 669 E 8TH ST 

1/0/00 �1529 • BROWN,LAVELL 1546 W CORTE HACIENDA 
1/0/00 2:08 2427 - OLVERA,JOSHUA 557 E C  ST 
1/0/00 1:16 2297 • GARCIA.GABRIEL 313 S VERDUGO WAY 
1/0/00 1:05 2209 • HAJJ,GEORGE 1710 W ARROW 
1/0/J){Xf:OO 2068 - SIPPLE,CRAIG NULL 
1/0/00 0:49 2094 - LAYNE,RANDALL 961 W SPRINGFIELD ST 
1/0/00 0:05 2094 - LAYNE,RANOALL 128 S STILLMAN WAY 
1/0/00 0:04 2738 • CORY,JONATHAN 1553 N SHELLEY AVE 
1/0/00 0:58 2283 • MUNIVE,LU15 850 N BENSON AVE 
1/0/00 1:55 1970 · WYMAN,AARON 612 W DIAMOND CT 
1/0/00 3:13 626 - GUTIERREZ,JOE 593 N 8TH AVE 
1/0/00 1:56 2767 • HALL,DARYL 323 W 11TH 
1/0/00 2:49 2804 • KABAYAN,ANTHONY 1529 W 7TH 
1/0/00 5:24 2804 • KABAYAN,ANTHONY 834 W ALPINE 
1/0/00 2:03 • ZARATE,YVONNE 1339 N MONTE VERDE AVE 
1/0/00 3:54 2804 • KABAYAN,ANTHONY 585 N REDDING WAY 
1/0/00 1:53 2427 · OLVERA,JOSHUA 912 N REDDING WAY 
1/0/00 3:19 2738 • CORY,JONATHAN . 1627 N FRANCIS WAY 
1/0/00 3:03 2012 · HILLIARD,CHRISTOPHER 1340 N MULBERRY AVE 
1/0/00 5:16 1529 • BROWN,LAVELL 1241 W WOODBURY CT 
1/0/00 1:57 2767 · HALL.DARYL 912 N REDDING WAY APT. C 
1/0/00 0:01 2488 • SENDLDORFER,BRIAN 186S N PINNACLE WAY 

PC 273(A)B • PC 273(A)B • CHILD ABUSE· INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)A • PC 273(A)A • CHILD ABUSE· INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B • PC 273(A) B • CHILD ABUSE· INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B • PC 273(A)B • CHILD ABUSE - INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)A • PC 273(A)A • CHILD ABUSE· INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)A • PC 273(A)A • CHILD ABUSE • INCONCLUSIVI! 
PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
PC 273a(B) • CHILO ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 
PC 273(A)B • PC 273(A)B • CHILD ABUSE· INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273a(B) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 

2-� 2.,_,2-
U PD10229025 
UPD10233021 
UPD10229025 
UPD10262012 
UPD10274029 
UPD10294002 
UPD10299010 
UPD10310004 
UPD10340002 
U PD 10340002 
UPD10354014 
UPD11041007 
UPD11047017 
UPD11048023 
UPD11051007 
UPD11059012 
UPD11061017 
UPD11074002 
UPD11077001 
UPD11104017 
UP011105024 
U P011123025 
UPD11131016 
UP011135016 
UP011139028 
UPD1117400S 
UPD11175031 
UP011179023 
FY10-11 

2011036523 6/28/11 lS:39 6/28/11 17:21 
28 _ ( \\I\( t)--' �N--<­

'l-1 -I---, 
1/0/00 1:42 2283 · MUNIVE,LUIS 918 W FOOTHILL BL 

1/8/0016:18 

� � 
1/0/00 5:18 1971- BONHUS,JOHN 

1 
952 W 2PRINGFl�LD 

PC 273a(A) • CHILD ABUSE -UNSUBSTANTIATED 

z-· 1 i' c, ·1 vr rflif � '1t 
PC 273(A)B • PC 273(A)Bl CHILD ABUSE· l�USIVE l,,u 'I.--- ,J-..5UPD11218022 2011044838 8/6/11 13:39 8/6/11 18:57 
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UPD11221012 
UPD11250008 
UPD11251018 
UPD11263009 
UPD11263009 
UPD11272023 
UPD11280016 
UPD11283017 
UPD11290004 
UPD11318023 
UPD12066009 
UPD12066009 
UP012096021 
UPD12099016 
UPD12131025 
U P012139003 
UP012154017 
UPD12158017 
FV 11-12 

UP012243023 
UPD12288019 
UP012301005 
UPD12317005 
UPD12348014 
UPD12351012 
UPD13006010 
UP013019010 
UPD13040011 
UPD13043002 
UPD13045032 
U PD13052022 
UP013064017 
UPD13091015 
UPD13091015 
UP013103007 
UPD13120033 
UPD13176006 
FV 12-13 

UPD10071003 
UPD13240024 
UPD13242013 
UP013275008 
UPD13311011 
UP013319011 
UP013351011 
UP014013021 
UPD14038025 
UPD14050024 
UPD14115015 

2011045444 
2011051587 
2011051826 
2011054533 
2011054533 
2011056544 
2011058146 
2011058678 
2011059956 
2011065418 
2012012989 
2012012989 
2012019255 
2012019838 
2012026273 
2012027708 
2012030929 
2012031714 

19 

2012048549 
2012057000 
2012059393 
2012062266 
2012067550 
2012068130 
2013000983 
2013003314 
2013007256 
2013007612 
2013008168 
2013009404 
2013011850 
2013017181 
2013017181 
2013019684 
2013023313 
2013033903 

18 

2010012179 
2013047027 
2013047428 
2013053846 
2013060691 
2013062324 
2013068179 
2014002238 
2014007159 
2014009398 
2014022549 

8/9/1113:11 
9/7/11 6:45 
9/8/118:26 

9/20/11 9:11 
9/20/11 9:11 

9/29/11 17:21 
10/7 /11 16:26 

10/10/11 17:30 
10/17 /11 7:05 

11/14/11 20:17 
3/6/12 8:45 
3/6/12 8:45 

4/5/12 16:23 
4/8/12 18:21 

5/10/12 18:12 
5/18/12 2:20 
6/2/12 16:08 
6/6/12 16:48 

8/30/12 18:31 
10/23/12 16:32 
10/27 /12 9:31 
11/12/12 7:21 
12/13/12 9:47 
12/16/12 7:25 

1/6/13 12:02 
1/19/13 B:22 
2/9/13 15:19 

2/11/13 22:54 
2/14/13 18:29 
2/21/13 13:45 

3/5/13 13:32 
4/1/13 10:16 
4/1/13 10:16 
4/13/13 7:52 

4/30/13 22:17 
6/25/13 8:02 

8/17/13 13:20 
8/28/13 21:10 
8/30/13 19:11 
10/2/13 9:14 
11/7 /13 7:53 

11/15/13 12 :30 
12/17/13 9:07 
l/13/14 17:49 

2/7/14 20:18 
2/19/14 8:28 

4/25/14 13:38 

8/9/11 15:05 
9/7/11 8:59 

9/8/11 17:36 
9/20/11 13:03 
9/20/1113:03 
9/29/11 21:11 
10/7/11 18:29 

10/10/1118:57 
10/17/11 8:12 

11/14/11 22:28 
3/6/12 11:50 
3/6/12 11:50 
4/5/12-19:27 
4/8/12 21:06 

5/10/12 20:13 
5/18/12 4:16 
6/2/12 17:18 
6/6/12 18:07 

1/0/00 1:54 2209 - HAJJ,GEORGE 
1/0/00 2:14 2209 -HAJJ,GEORGE 
1/0/00 9:10 2766 -JOHNSON,MISTY 
l/0/00 3:52 2831-MILAKOVICH,BRYCE 
1/0/00 3:52 2831-MILAKOVICH,BRYCE 
1/0/00 3:50 2420-KIRK,JACOB 
1/0/00 2:03 2804 -KABAYAN,ANTHONY 
1/0/00 1:27 2427 -OLVERA,JOSHUA 
1/0/00 1:07 2804-KASAYAN,ANTHONY 
1/0/00 2:11 2420 -KIRK,JACOB 
1/0/00 3:05 2114 -COTTON,TRAVIS 
1/0/00 3:05 2114-COTTON,TRAVIS 
1/0/00 3:04 2847 -LOPICCOLO,SALVATORE 
1/0/00 2:45 2766 -JOHNSON,MISTY 
1/0/00 2:01 2488 -SENDLDORFER,BRIAN 
1/0/00 1:56 2769 - OBRIEN,KYLE 
1/0/00 1:10 2766-JOHNSON,MISTY 
1/0/00 1:19 2847 -LOPICCOLO,SALVATORE 
1/2/00 7:23 

-, -:--vf 
{>(.II'\ l)"'-----L- "-·J 'v { 

8/30/12 21:33 'r/0/00 3:02 2847 -LOPICCOLO,SALVATORE 
10/23/12 16:32 1/0/00 0:00 1402 -SIMPSON,MARC 
10/27 /12 10:17 1/0/00 0:46 -ZARATE, YVONNE 
11/12/12 9:29 1/0/00 2:08 2114 -COTTON,TRAVIS 

12/13/12 11:33 1/0/00 1:46 2488 -SENOLDORFER,BRIAN 
12/16/12 9:00 1/0/00 1:35 1971 - BONHUS,JOHN 

1/6/13 16:05 1/0/00 4:03 2251 -DURAN,MAURICE 
1/19/13 10:57 l/0/00 2:35 2804-KABAYAN,ANTHONY 
2/9/13 16:25 1/0/00 1:06 2738 -CORY,JONATHAN 
2/12/13 1:04 1/0/00 2:10 2741-WIOEN,ERIC 
2/15/13 4:37 1/0/00 10:08 1529 -BROWN,LAVELL 

2/21/13 23:23 1/0/00 9:38 1971-BONHUS,JOHN 
3/5/13 15:40 1/0/00 2:08 1971-BONHUS,JOHN 
4/1/13 16:08 1/0/00 5:52 1921 -GARCIA,BRIAN 
4/1/13 16:08 1/0/00 5:52 1921-GARCIA,BRIAN 
4/13/13 8:24 1/0/00 0:32 2488 -SENDLDORFER,BRIAN 

4/30/13 23:53 1/0/00 1:36 2741-WIDEN,ERIC 
6/25/13 11:05 1/0/00 3:03 512 -MAURV,MARIO 

� 

1/2/0010:00 ( 
-l.� ";> .. t3 

8/17/13 13:2 1/0/00 0:00 2012 -HILLIARD,CHRISTOPHER 
8/28/13 23:11 1/0/00 2:01 2847 -LOPICCOLO,SALVATORE 
8/30/13 21:11 1/0/00 2:00 2738 -CORY,JONATHAN 
10/2/13 10:14 1/0/00 1:00 512 - MAURY,MARIO 
11/7 /13 10:12 1/0/00 2:19 2934 -WYNO,STEVEN 

11/15/13 13:07 1/0/00 0:37 2738 -CORY,JONATHAN 
12/17/13 11:41 1/0/00 2:34 2209 -HAJJ,GEORGE 
1/13/1418:57 1/0/00 1:08 2768 -HOVEY,JOSHUA 
2/7/14 21:18 1/0/00 1:00 2B3l-MILAKOVICH,BR VCE 

2/19/14 14:21 1/0/00 5:53 2934 - WVNO,STEVEN 
4/25/14 14:40 1/0/00 1:02 2768 - HOVEY,JOSHUA 

940 W 16Th 
1076 W PNE 
405 N SILVERWOOD AVE 
1692 W ARROW ROUTE 
1245 E VETERANS CT 
270 W AMBER CT 
373 S SINCLAIR AVE 
565 W llTh 
832 W9TH 
1553 W7TH ST 
979 W11Th 
SOOWALPINE 
811 W ORCHIO CT 
1456 N 2ND AVE 
1481 W7TH 
999 E SAN BERNARDINO RD 
910 WPNE 
1481 W7TH 

1581 W FOXDALE CT 
NULL 
4SOWALPINE 
1264 N LOMA SOLA AVE 
WARROWHY 
2134 N COOLCREST AVE 
1515 W ARROW HY 
853 W ORCHID CT 
932 WPNE 
152 N 12Th AVE 
350 S SPENCER AVE 
1941 N OMALLEY WAY 
979 Wl1Th 
999 E SAN BERNARDINO RO 
255 N PALM AVE 
346 S STILLMAN AVE 
254 N 9THAVE 
489 E RICHLAND 

NULL 
994 W BUFFINGTON 
934 W SPRINGFIELD 
1060 E FOOTHILL BL 
1358 W CROFTON CT 
1439 W7TH 
598 E RANGER 
988 W SPRINGFIELD 
733 N SPRUCE AVE 
1386 W ARROW HIGHWAY 
1045 W 18Th ST 

PC 273(A)A-PC 273(A)A-CHILD ABUSE- INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B-PC 273(A)B-CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B -PC 273(A)B - CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B-PC 273(A)8-CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B-PC 273(A)8 -CHILO ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273A(B)-PC 273A(B) -CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE NON INJURY 
PC 273A(B)-PC 273A(B) -CHILD ABUSE - INCONCLUSIVE NON INJURY 
PC 273(A)B-PC 273(A)B -CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B-PC 273(A)B -CHILD ABUSE• INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273A(B)- PC 273A(B)-CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE NON INJURY 
PC 273(A)A -PC 273(A)A -CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)A-PC 273(A)A-CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273A(B) • PC 273A(B) -CHILD ABUSE - INCONCLUSIVE NON INJURY 
PC 273(A)B -PC 273(A)B - CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B -PC 273(A)B - CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)A- PC 273(A)A-CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B • PC 273(A)B -CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273A(B) - PC 273A(B) -CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE NON INJURY 

PC 273A(B) -PC 273A(B) - CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE NON INJURY 
PC 273(A)B - PC 273(A)B - CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B -PC 273(A)B -CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B -PC 273(A)B -CHILO ABUSE - INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B -PC 273(A)B -CHILD ABUSE - INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B -PC 273(A)B - CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)A-PC 273(A)A - CHILD ABUSE-INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B -PC 273(A)B -CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)8 -PC 273(A)B -CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273A(B) -PC 273A(B) -CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE NON INJURY 
PC 273A(B) - PC 273A(B) -CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE NON INJURY 
PC 273(A)_B -PC 273(A)B -CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B - PC 273(A)B -CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B -PC 273(A)B-CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B -PC 273(A)B -CHILD ABUSE - INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273A(B) -PC 273A(B) -CHILD ABUSE - INCONCLUSIVE NON INJURY 
PC 273(A)B -PC 273(A)B -CHILO ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273A(B) -PC 273A(B) - CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE NON INJURY 

PC 273{A)B -PC 273(A)B -CHILO ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273A(B)-PC 273A(B) -CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE NON INJURY 
PC 273(A)B-PC 273(A)8 -CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273A(B) -PC 273A(B) - CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE NON INJURY 
PC 273(A)B -PC 273(A)B -CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B-PC 273(A)B -CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B-PC 273(A)B - CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273A(B)-PC 273A(B) -CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE NON INJURY 
PC 273(A)B -PC 273{A)8 - CHILD ABUSE -INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B-PC 273{A)B - CHILD ABUSE - INCONCLUSIVE 
PC 273(A)B -PC 273{A)B - CHILD ABUSE - INCONCLUSIVE 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16' 

18 
19 

A B 

() ()._L 6-lf-J � L L L- k 1M 

C D 

lnterll/lency Child Abuse /CAN lnvestillation rpts 
CLAIMANT ID NUMBER 9819620 
CLAIMANT City of Palmdale 
CONTACT PERSON NAME Karen Johnston 
CONTACT PERSON TITLE Finance Manager 
ADDRESS 38300 N Sierra 
MAILING ADDRESS/P.O. BOX 

CITY Palmdale 
ZIP 93550 
FISCAL YEAR 2006-07 I 

E F G H I 

need better time documentation for report prep and review and approve rpt. The time study clumped everything together 
ICRP RATE 10. 0% Need actual substantiated cases for 7 /11-12/11
BEN RATE called 5-21 

TOTAL NUMBER OF CASES 1,303 
Substantiated/inconclusive Cases 38.00 2% 0.0333 0.016529 0.026846 0.019076 0.029163 

1:111 ... j 
�Al/. I :..; ,ll/ Lfil:1!11-1-,N

© COST RECOVERY SYSTEMS, INC. 

� (( 

' '"P-Kf A Sc1c8i:?N39



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 9819620 (22) FORM 1, (04) A.1.g

(02) Claimant Name City of Palmdale (23) FORM 1. (04) A.2.g

Mailing Address 38300 N Sierra (24) FORM 1, (04) B.1.q

Street Address or P.O. Box (25) FORM 1,(04.1) g 121107 

City Palmdale (26) FORM 1,(04) B.2.f.1) g

State CA Zip Code 93550 (27) FORM 1, (04.2) g

Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (28) FORM 1, (04) B.3.a. q 244611 

(29) FORM 1, (04) 8.3.b. g 3099 

(03) Estimated □ (09) Reimbursement @ (30) FORM 1, (04) B.4. g

(04) Combined □ (10) Combined □ 
(31) FORM 1, (04) B.5. q

(32) FORM 1, (04) B.6. g

(33) FORM 1, (06) 10 

(05) Amended □ ( 11) Amended □ (34) FORM 1, (07) 36882 

(35) FORM 1, (09)
Fiscal Year of (06) (12) 
Cost 2006-07 

(36) FORM 1, (10)
Total Claimed (07) (13) 

$405,698 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) 
exceed $1,000 (if applicable) 

Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) 

Net Claimed (16) 
Amount $405,698 

Due from State (08) (17) 
$405,698 

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 

Karen Johnston Telephone Numbe (661) 267-5411 

Finance Manager Email Address kiohnston@citvofoalmdale.ora 

Name of Contact Person for Claim "'.·; TeleRhone Number � E-Mail P,ddress ,.

Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChinnCRS@aol.com 

New 3/14 Form FAM-27 40



(01) Claimant

INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT 

(ICAN) INVESTIGATION REPORTS 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

City of Palmdale 
(02) Type of Claim

Reimbursement W 
Fiscal Year 
2006-07 

Claim Statistics 
,, 

(03) Department - SHERIFF
Number of Cases = 

,,· 
" 

Direct Costs Object Accounts 

(04) Reimbursable Components (a) 

Salaries 

A. ONE-TIME ACTIVITIES

1. Policies and Procedures

2. Training to implement ICAN

B. ON-GOING ACTIVITIES

1. Distribute Child Abuse Report (SS8572)

(b) 

Benefits 

(c& d) 

Services 
and 

Supplies 

(e) 

Fixed 
Assets 

(f) 

Travel 
and 

TraininQ 

FORM 

1 

1303 

(g) 

Total 

2. �epoii,iiii tietween ioc�1• �eiiartin�iiis • · • · • · • ·: · • · :-: • ·: ·: · · t,-,-.,.,..,,..,..,.,..,..,.-,,.,.,,..,..,.,..,..,...,..,..�.,.,..,,..,..,.,..,..,..,..,.,..,..,...,.,.,,..,..,.,..,..,.�
,..,

..,..,...,....,..,...,..,...,..,..,..,..,..,..,..
,..,

..,..,.."1.

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

2.d. Receipt of cross-reports by DA's office 

2.e. Report by phone & send to licensing agencies 

(04.1) Subtotal 8.2 (a through e) 

•�JI Addf 1 ;;��� r��oilt'.1g f ci��� 6t 6hii� death:.•.:.·.

1) Law enforcement cross report to Co. Welfare
. .  

$686 

$120,421 

$121,107 

:2) Co.unt{\i\iertare:8�artiiient . . . . . . ·.· ·.·. . ,,, : :<: ,

$686 

$120,421 

$121,107 

""'"''-'-'-"-'-'-"-'-'-T-'-"-'-'-"-'-'-'-'-"-',-''-'-'-"-'-'-"-'-'-'-',i-'-'-'-'-'-'-'--'--'-',-'-"-'-'--'-'-'-'-'-"-i-''-'-'-"-'-'--'--'-''-'-'I 

i. Cross rpt child death case to law enforcement

ii. Created record in County CWS/CMS system

ii. Enter info in CWS/CMS if death not abuse/nglct

(04.2) Subtotal 8.2 f. 2) (i through iii) 

.·.· 
.
. ·.·.·.·.·.·

.
·.•.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.· .. · .. ·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.· .

. 
·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·. ·. ·.·. :::::::::::::::::::: . ·. : �i :Rep:6itfrig:\ti: t:ib/(��� lte:iri tq1iiitr1i�g iti�tri;tcii*nsi : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : . 

·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.· .............................. j;..;..:,.;.;.;..;.;.;..:..:.;..;.;.;..;.;.;..;.;.;..:..:,.:..;.;.;..;.;.;.,;.;.;..:.,:..:..;.;.;..;.;.;.,;.;.;.�,;.;.;.,;.;.;.�,;.;.;.,;.;.;.,;.;.;.�

a. Complete an investigation to prepare a report $244,611 

b. Prepare/submit/amend rpt for substantiated cases $3,099 

4. Notify suspected abuser they are in CACI

5. Records retention post required period

6. Provide due process procedures to those in CACI

(05) TOTAL DIRECT COSTS $368,817 

Indirect Costs 

(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) 

Cost Reductions 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable 

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable

(11) TOTAL CLAIMED AMOUNT Line (08)- (llne(09) + Line(10)] 

$244,611 

$3,099 

$368,817 

10.0% 

$36,882 

$405,698 

$405,698 
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MANDATED COSTS =Summary!J2 

='FAM-27'1A4 AA-2 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

(01)Clain ='DA (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were lncurrec ='DATA SC 

(03)Reirr 

A.Om 

D Update Policies and Procedures & develop ICAN c Ooeveloptrc: 

B.On-

D 1. Distribute Suspected Child Abuse Rpt Fonn (SS f. Addition; 

2. Reporting Between Local Departments 2. County 

D a. Accept & refer abuse report when a dept. lacks _ D i. Cross 1 

D b. Cross-rept from Co. Welfare to law enforcemenl D ii. Creat• 

D c. Cross-report from Law Enforcement to Co Welfc D iii, Enter 

3. Reporti 

D d. Receipt of cross report by DA CK] a. Compl lete an investigation to prepa re a report 

D e. Report by phone & send written report to licens D b.Prepart 

f. Additional cross reporting in cases of child deatt □ 4.Notifyi 

D 1) Police/Sheriff cross report all cases of child c Os. Mandat 

Oa. Provide 

(04) Desc 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f&g) (h) (i) 
Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed Hourly Rate Benefrt Hour.; Services Fixed Travel Total 

and or Rate Worked Salaries Benefits and Assets and Salaries 
Oescriotion of Expenses Unit Cost Ol"Quanti1y Supplies Training & Benefits 

=(H42*J42) =(K42*I42) =(K42+l42} 

Qfilly!:£ ='Cross Rpt'!H44 =BEN_RATE =1.87*'DATA SCREEN'!B15 =(H43*J43) =(K43*I43) =(K43+l43) 
Complete i Complete investigation to determine whether =(H44*J44) =(K44*I44) =(K44+l44) 
report of s, report of suspected child abuse or severe neglect =(H45*J45) =(K45*I45) =(K45+l45) 
is unfound is unfounded, substantiated, or inconclusive (per =(H46*J46} =(K46*I46) =(K46+l46) 
PC 11165. PC 11165.12) for purposes of preparing & submitti 

00 c,e�or-+" =(H47*J47} =(K47*I47) =(K47+l47) 
Fonn SS 8 Fonn SS 8583. (422 cases during eligible period) =(H48*J48) =(K48*I48) =(K48+l48) 

(JJ,l� =(H49*J49} =(K49*I49) =(K49+l49) 
=(H50*J50) =(K50*I50) =(K50+L50) 
=(H51*J51) =(K51*I51) =(K51+l51) 

c,\J)_A'°Y =(H52*J52) =(K52*I52) =(K52+l52) 
=(H53*J53) =(K53*I53} =(K53+l53) 
=(H54*J54} =(K54*I54) =(K54+l54) 
=(H55*J55) =(K55*I55} =(K55+l55) 
=(H56*J56) =(K56*I56} =(K56+l56) 
=(H57*J57) =(K57*I57) =(K57+l57) 
=(H58*J58) =(K58*I58) =(K58+l58) 
=(H59*J59) =(K59*I59) =(K59+l59) 
=(H60*J60) =(K60*I60) =(K60+l60) 
=(H61*J61) =(K61*I61) =(K61+l61) 
=(H62*J62) =(K62*I62) =(K62+l62) 
=(H63*J63) =(K63*I63) =(K63+l63) 
=(H64*J64) =(K64*I64) =(K64+l64) 
=(H65*J65) =(K65*I65) =(K65+L65} 
=(H66*J66) =(K66*I66} =(K66+l66) 
=(H67*J67) =(K67*I67) =(K67+l67) 
=(H68*J68) =(K68*I68) =(K68+l68) 
=(H69*J69) =(K69*I69) =(K69+l69) 
=(H70*J70) =(K70*I70} =(K70+l70) 
=(H71*J71) =(K71*I71} =(K71+L71) 
=(H72*J72) =(K72*I72) =(K72+l72) 
=(H73*J73) =(K73*I73) =(K73+l73) 
=(H74*J74} =(K74*I74) =(K74+l74) 
=(H75*J75) =(K75*I75) =(K75+l75) 
=(H76*J76) =(K76*I76) =(K76+l76} 
=(H77*J77) =(K77*I77) =(K77+l77) 
=(H78*J78) =(K78*I78) =/K78+l78) 

(05) Total =SUM/J42:J78) =SUM(K42:K78) =SUM<L42:M78 =SUM(N42:N78) =SUM(C =SUM/P42 =SUM/Q42:Q78 

=Summary!J53 42



='FAM-27'!A4 

(01)Clain ='DA 

(03) Reirr 

A.Om 

D Update Policies and Procedures & develop ICAN 

B.On-

D 1. Distribute Suspected Child Abuse Rpt Fem, (S 

2. Reporting Between Local Departments 

D a. Accept & refer abuse report when a dept. lack: 

D b. Cross-rept from Co. Welfare to law enforceme 

D c. Cross-report from Law Enforcement to Co Wei 

D d. Receipt of cross report by DA 

D e. Report by phone & send written report to licer 

f. Additional cross reporting in cases of child dee 

D 1) Police/Sheriff cross report all cases of child 

(04) Desc 
(a) (b) 

Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed HourtyRate Benefit 
and or Rate 

Description of Expenses Unit Cost 
Sergeant ='Cross Rpt'!H45 
� =investigatiom ! H43 

Prepare, n I Prepare, review, approve, and forward reports of 
substantial substantiated and inconclusive child abuse case� 

(05) Total 

MANDATED COSTS 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

(02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: 

nit-,)' 
✓J,r�

-� )(\ )(J_ v/l(,J; �"7uJ\ srt \ , tYJ �o 
-�-� \___O'-- �

--

(QJ 
I 

/; 

v C \'l 
I 

(c) 
Hours 

Worked 
or Quantity 

=12/60*'DATA SCREEN'!B16 
=((76/2)/60)*'DATA SCREEN'!B16 

l' ss 
(Vl\vl7 

O�\f.
c
\c l �-�� 

' \0_ sv\,toO-- "3S" c,c(�

�5'f-
0 fl-�0 fr

bvf r\-i'()
·\}� ( 

=SUM(J42:J78) 

(d) 

Salaries 

=(H42*J42) 
=(H43*J43) 
=(H44*J44) 
=(H45*J45) 
=(H46*J46) 
=(H47*J47) 
=(H48*J48) 
=(H49*J49) 
=(H50*J50) 
=(H51*J51) 
=(H52*J52) 
=(H53*J53) 
=(H54*J54) 
=(H55*J55) 
=(H56*J56) 
=(H57*J57) 
=(H58*J58) 
=(H59*J59) 
=(H60*J60) 
=(H61*J61) 
=(H62*J62) 
=(H63*J63) 
=(H64*J64) 
=(H65*J65) 
=(H66*J66) 
=(H67*J67) 
=(H68*J68) 
=(H69*J69) 
=(H70*J70) 
=(H71*J71) 
=(H72*J72) 
=(H73*J73) 
=(H74*J74) 
=(H75*J75) 
=(H76*J76) 
=(H77*J77) 
=(H78*J78) 

=SUM(K42:K78) 

=Summary! 
AA-2 

='DATA: 

00eveloptrc 

f. Addition. 

2. County 

D i. Cross 1 

0 ii. Creat, 

D Hi, Enter 

3. Reporti 

D a.Comple 

[TI b. Prepan and submit report to substantiated case, 

□ 4.Notify� 
-

-

Os. Mandat 

Os. Provide 

(e) (f&g) (h) 
Services Fixed Travel Total 

Benefits and Assets and Salaries 
Supplies Training & Benefits 

=(K42*I42) =(K42+L42) 
=(K43*I43) =(K43+L43) 
=(K44*I44) =(K44+L44) 
=(K45*I45) =(K45+L45) 
=(K46*I46) =(K46+L46) 
=(K47*I47) =(K47+L47) 
=(K48*I48) =(K48+L48) 
=(K49*I49) =(K49+L49) 
=(K50*I50) =(K50+L50) 
=(K51*I51) =(K51+L51) 
=(K52*I52) =(K52+L52) 
=(K53*I53) =(K53+L53) 
=(K54*I54) =(K54+L54) 
=(K55*I55) =(K55+L55) 
=(K56*I56) =(K56+L56) 
=(K57*I57) =(K57+L57) 
=(K58*I58) =(K58+L58) 
=(K59*I59) =(K59+L59) 
=(K60*I60) =(K60+L60) 
=(K61*I61) =(K61+L61) 
=(K62*I62) =(K62+L62) 
=(K63*I63) =(K63+L63) 
=(K64*I64) =(K64+L64) 
=(K65*I65) =(K65+L65) 
=(K66*I66) =(K66+L66) 
=(K67*I67) =(K67+L67) 
=(K68*I68) =(K68+L68) 
=(K69*I69) =(K69+L69) 
=(K70*I70) =(K70+L70) 
=(K71*I71) =(K71+L71) 
=(K72*I72) =(K72+L72) 
=(K73*I73) =(K73+L73) 
=(K74*I74) =(K74+L74) 
=(K75*I75) =(K75+L75) 
=(K76*I76) =(K76+L76) 
=(K77*I77) =(K77+L77) 
=(K78*I78) =(K78+L78) 
=SUM(L42:M71 =SUM(N42:N78) =SUM(O42:O78) =SUM(P =SUM(Q42:Q 
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,16 

18 

19 

f\ fJlEt--1 DtW c. LA (I�

A B C D E F G H I 

lntera,!ency Child Abuse /CAN /nvesti/lation rpts 
CLAIMANT ID NUMBER 

CLAIMANT 

CONTACT PERSON NAME 

CONT ACT PERSON TITLE 

ADDRESS 

MAILING ADDRESS/P.O. BOX 

CITY 

ZIP 

FISCAL YEAR 

ICRP RATE 

BEN RATE 

TOTAL NUMBER OF CASES 

Substantiated/inconclusive Cases 

Cl Ill .. j 

9819620 

City of Palmdale 

Karen Johnston 

Finance Manager 

38300 N Sierra 

Palmdale 

93550 

2006-07 

need better time documentation for report prep and review and approve rpt. The time study clumped everything together 

10.0% Need actual substantiated cases for 7/11-12/11 

called 5-21 

1,303 

38.00 2% 

�Al). I :,1:1:1111 .ftil;Hl:.l:.N
© COST RECOVERY SYSTEMS, INC. 

0.0333 0.016529 0.026846 0.019076 

t. 
l ( 

l, � Ct., A s C. K-t"e;=I"-(

0.029163 
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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 9819620 (22) FORM 1, (04) A.1.g

(02) Claimant Name City of Palmdale (23) FORM 1. (04) A.2.g

Mailing Address 38300 N Sierra (24) FORM 1, (04) B.1.g

Street Address or P.O. Box (25) FORM 1,(04.1) q 4821 

City Palmdale (26) FORM 1,(04) B.2.f.1) g

State CA Zip Code 93550 (27) FORM 1, (04.2) g

Type of Claim Estimated Claim Reimbursement Claim (28) FORM 1, (04) B.3.a. q 476175 

□ □ 
(29) FORM 1, (04) B.3.b. g

(03) Estimated (09) Reimbursement (30) FORM 1, (04) B.4. g

(04) Combined □ (10) Combined □ 
(31) FORM 1, (04) B.5. g

(32) FORM 1, (04) B.6. g

(33) FORM 1, (06) 10 

(05) Amended □ ( 11) Amended � (34) FORM 1, (07) 48100 

(35) FORM 1, (09)
Fiscal Year of (06) (12) 
Cost 2006-07 

(36) FORM 1, (10)
Total Claimed (07) (13) 

$529,095 

Less: 10% Late Penalty, but not to (14) 
$12,340 exceed $1,000 (if applicable) 

Less: Estimated Claim Payment Received (15) 

Net Claimed (16) 
Amount $516,756 

Due from State (08) (17) 
$516,756 

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 

Karen Johnston Telephone Numbe (661) 267-5411 

Finance Manaqer Email Address kiohnstontmcitvofoalmdale.ora 

Name of Contact Person ·for Claim 
·1• 

,, ., ·c, Teleehone Number �, E�Mail Addr�ss 

Annette S. Chinn (CRS) (916) 939-7901 AChinnCRS@aol.com 
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INTERAGENCY CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT FORM 

(ICAN) INVESTIGATION REPORTS 1 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

(01) Claimant (02) Type of Claim Fiscal Year 

City of Palmdale Reimbursement D 2006-07 

Claim Statistics ' _, f' ' ·- ' '·�- . -
! 

" 

i . 

(03) Department -SHERIFF 
Number of Cases = 1303 

Direct Costs :,- . Object Accounts ·- --
(04) Reimbursable Components (a) (b) (c& d) (e) (f) (g) 

Salaries Benefits Services Fixed Travel Total 
and Assets and 

A. ONE-TIME ACTIVITIES Suoplies Trainino 
1. Policies and Procedures 

2. Training to implement ICAN 

B. ON-GOING ACTIVITIES -:-: ·-:-:-:-:-::::.:::::·····:·······················
1. Distribute Child Abuse Report (SS8572)

• 2. ���0�inii b�twe�o i�;1 �epci#;iii�. •::
... ......

. . . . . . . 

2.a. Accept & refer reports when lacking jurisdiction $684 $684 

2.b. Cross reporting from County to law enforcement

2.c. Cross reporting from law enf. to county and DA $4,136 $4,136 

2.d. Receipt of cross-reports by DA's office

2.e. Report by phone & send to licensing agencies 

(04.1) Subtotal 8.2 (a through e) $4,821 $4,821 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

• 2{ • Add�t cross repo�ing iii case ot. cilud cteaiti. • •:: · -

1) Law enforcement cross report to Co. Welfare 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

• •• 2) c°:�nty 0�ii�r� 8¥.�rtrneiit.:. •: • •:: - - ·····································:·:············
i. Cross rpt child death case to law enforcement

ii. Created record in County CWSICMS system

ii. Enter info in CWS/CMS if death not abuse/nglct

(04.2) Subtotal 8.2 f. 2) (i through iii) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

::: .· 
.· •\Repi;01ng itiiJO� (se�ltein 4.iiia,�i�gin�ir��tiortsi•:: ::::: .... : .. 

a. Complete an investigation to prepare a report $476,175 $476,175 

b. Prepare/submit/amend rpt for substantiated cases

4. Notify suspected abuser they are in CACI 

5. Records retention post required period

6. Provide due process procedures to those in CACI 

(05) TOTAL DIRECT COSTS $480,996 $480,996 

Indirect Costs - '
- ,.,_ 

(06) Indirect Cost Rate (applied to salaries) (from ICRP) (Applied to Salanes) 10.0% 

(07) Total Indirect Costs Line (06) x line (0S)(a) or line(06) x !line (0S)(a) + line(0S)(b)] $48,100 

(08) Total Direct and Indirect Costs Line (0S)(d) + line (07) $529,095 

Cost Reductions ' :· ·,,. ,r ,. 

(09) Less: Offsetting Savings, if applicable

(10) Less: Other Reimbursements, if applicable 

(11) TOTAL CLAIMED AMOUNT Line (08)· (line(09) + Line(10)] $529,095 
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MANDATED COSTS =Summari 
='FAM-27'!A4 AA-2 

CLAIM SUMMARY 

(01) Clain ='DA' (02) Fiscal Year Costs Were Incurred: ='DATA SC 
(03) Reirr 

A.On, 

D Update Policies and Procedures & deve Ooeveloptre 

8.On• 

D 1. Distribute Suspected Child Abuse Rp f. Addition: 

2. Reporting Between Local Departmer 2. County 

D a. Accept & refer abuse report when a < D i. Cross 1 

D b. Cross-rept from Co. Welfare to law e D ii. Great, 

D c. Cross-report from Law Enforcement t D iii, Enter 

3. Reporti 

D d. Receipt of cross report by DA W a. Comple le an investigation le prepare report 

D e. Report by phone & send written repc D b.PreparE 

f. Additional cross reporting in cases of 04.Nolifyi 

D 1) Police/Sheriff cross report all case Os. Manda! 

LJ6. Provide 

(04) Desc 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f&g) (h) 

Employee Names, Job Class., Functions Performed Hourly Rate Benefit Hours Services Fixed Travel Total 
and or Rate Worked Salaries Benefits and Assets and Salaries 

Description of Expenses Unit Cost or Quantity Supplies Training & Benefits 

Sergeant ='Prep Report'!H42 =10/60*'DATA SCREEN'!B15 =(H42*J42) =(K42*I42) =(K42+L42) 
Deputy ='Cross Rpl'!H44 =3.5*'DATA SCREEN'!B15 =(H43*J43) =(K43*143) =(K43+L43) 
Complete i Complete investigation to determine wh 

l \ � �jo;hm
=(H44*J44) =(K44*I44) =(K44+L44) 

report of s1 report of suspected child abuse or seve =(H45*J45) =(K45*145) =(K45+L45) 
is unfound is unfounded, substantiated, or inconclL =(H46*J46) =(K46*146) =(K46+L46) 
PC 11165. PC 11165.12) for purposes of preparin1 =(H47*J47) =(K47*147) =(K47+L47) 
Form SS 8 Form SS 8583. (422 cases during eligil 

* 
=(H48*J48) =(K48*148) =(K48+L48) 
=(H49*J49) =(K49*149) =(K49+L49) 

-t ref
..\';

� =(H50*J50) =(K50*150) =(K50+L50) 
=(H51*J51) =(K51*151) =(K51+L51) 

v,l(� 

=(H52*J52) =(K52*152) =(K52+L52) 
=(H53*J53) =(K53*153) =(K53+L53) 

(\Ac =(H54*J54) =(K54*154) =(K54+L54) 
=(H55*J55) =(K55*155) =(K55+L55) 
=(H56*J56) =(K56*156) =(K56+L56) 
=(H57*J57) =(K57*157) =(K57+L57) 
=(H58*J58) =(K58*158) =(K58+L58) 
=(H59*J59) =(K59*159) =(K59+L59) 
=(H60*J60) =(K60*160) =(K60+L60) 
=(H61*J61) =(K61*161) =(K61+L61) 
=(H62*J62) =(K62*162) =(K62+L62) 
=(H63*J63) =(K63*163) =(K63+L63) 
=(H64*J64) =(K64*164) =(K64+L64) 
=(H65*J65) =(K65*165) =(K65+L65) 
=(H66*J66) =(K66*166) =(K66+L66) 
=(H67*J67) =(K67*167) =(K67+L67) 
=(H68* J68) =(K68*168) =(K68+L68) 
=(H69*J69) =(K69*169) =(K69+L69) 
=(H70*J70) =(K70*170) =(K70+L70) 
=(H71*J71) =(K71*171) =(K71+L71) 
=(H72*J72) =(K72•f72) =(K72+L72) 
=(H73*J73) =(K73*173) =(K73+L73) 
=(H74*J74) =(K74.174) =(K74+L74) 
=(H75*J75) =(K75•f75) =(K75+L75) 
=(H76*J76) =(K76*176) =(K76+L76) 
=(H77*J77) =(K77*177) =(K77+L77) 
=/H78•J78l =rK1s·11al =(K78+L78) 

(05) Total =SUM/J42:J78l =SUM(K42:K78l =SUMCL42:M78 =SUM/N42:N78l =SUM(O42:O78) =SUM(P42 =SUM(Q42: 
=Summary!. 48
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 9/26/18

Claim Number: 17-0022-I-01

Matter: Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports (ICAN)

Claimant: City of Palmdale

TO ALL PARTIES, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND INTERESTED PERSONS:
Each commission mailing list is continuously updated as requests are received to include or remove any
party or person on the mailing list. A current mailing list is provided with commission correspondence, and
a copy of the current mailing list is available upon request at any time. Except as provided otherwise by
commission rule, when a party or interested party files any written material with the commission
concerning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the written material on the parties and interested
parties to the claim identified on the mailing list provided by the commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, §
1181.3.)

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office
 Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 322-7522
 SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Lacey Baysinger, State Controller's Office
 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 324-0254
 lbaysinger@sco.ca.gov

Allan Burdick, 
7525 Myrtle Vista Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831

 Phone: (916) 203-3608
 allanburdick@gmail.com

Evelyn Calderon-Yee, Bureau Chief, State Controller's Office
 Local Government Programs and Services, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 324-5919
 ECalderonYee@sco.ca.gov

Gwendolyn Carlos, State Controller's Office
 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 323-0706
 gcarlos@sco.ca.gov

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems,Inc.
 Claimant Representative

 705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA 95630
 Phone: (916) 939-7901

 achinncrs@aol.com
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Anita Dagan, Manager, Local Reimbursement Section, State Controller's Office
 Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,

Sacramento, CA 95816
 Phone: (916) 324-4112
 Adagan@sco.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance
 915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance 
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 susan.geanacou@dof.ca.gov

Dillon Gibbons, Legislative Representative, California Special Districts Association
 1112 I Street Bridge, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 442-7887
 dillong@csda.net

Heather Halsey, Executive Director, Commission on State Mandates
 980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 323-3562
 heather.halsey@csm.ca.gov

Chris Hill, Principal Program Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
 Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 Chris.Hill@dof.ca.gov

Edward Jewik, County of Los Angeles 
 Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012

 Phone: (213) 974-8564
 ejewik@auditor.lacounty.gov

Karen Johnston, Finance Director, City of Palmdale
 38300 Sierra Highway, Suite D, Palmdale, CA 93550
 Phone: (661) 267-5411

 kjohnston@cityofpalmdale.org
Matt Jones, Commission on State Mandates

 980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 323-3562

 matt.jones@csm.ca.gov
Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office

 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
 Phone: (916) 322-9891

 jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov
Lisa Kurokawa, Bureau Chief for Audits, State Controller's Office

 Compliance Audits Bureau, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
 Phone: (916) 327-3138

 lkurokawa@sco.ca.gov
Erika Li, Program Budget Manager, Department of Finance

 915 L Street, 10th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
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Phone: (916) 445-3274
 erika.li@dof.ca.gov

Jill Magee, Program Analyst, Commission on State Mandates
 980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 323-3562
 Jill.Magee@csm.ca.gov

Lourdes Morales, Senior Fiscal and Policy Analyst, Legal Analyst's Office
 925 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 319-8320
 Lourdes.Morales@LAO.CA.GOV

Michelle Nguyen, Department of Finance
 Education Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-0328
 Michelle.Nguyen@dof.ca.gov

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting
 1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819

 Phone: (916) 455-3939
 andy@nichols-consulting.com

Arthur Palkowitz, Artiano Shinoff
 2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200, San Diego, CA 92106

 Phone: (619) 232-3122
 apalkowitz@as7law.com

Steven Pavlov, Budget Analyst, Department of Finance
 Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 Steven.Pavlov@dof.ca.gov

Keith Petersen, SixTen & Associates
 P.O. Box 340430, Sacramento, CA 95834-0430

 Phone: (916) 419-7093
 kbpsixten@aol.com

Johnnie Pina, Legislative Policy Analyst, League of Cities
 1400 K Street, Suite 400, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 658-8214
 jpina@cacities.org

Jai Prasad, County of San Bernardino
 Office of Auditor-Controller, 222 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415-0018

 Phone: (909) 386-8854
 jai.prasad@atc.sbcounty.gov

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

Carla Shelton, Commission on State Mandates
 980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 323-3562
 carla.shelton@csm.ca.gov

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office
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Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
 Phone: (916) 323-5849

 jspano@sco.ca.gov
Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office

 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
 Phone: (916) 324-0254

 DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov
Derk Symons, Staff Finance Budget Analyst, Department of Finance

 Local Government Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 445-3274

 Derk.Symons@dof.ca.gov
Maritza Urquiza, Department of Finance

 Education Unit, 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 445-0328

 Maritza.Urquiza@dof.ca.gov
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BEFORE THE 
COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN RE TEST CLAIM: 

Penal Code Sections 11165.1, 11165.2, 11165.3, 
11165.4, 11165.5, 11165.6, 11165.7, 11165.9, 
11165.12, 11166, 11166.2, 11166.9, 11168 
(Including Former Penal Code Section 11161.7), 
11169, and 11170 

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 and 1603; Statutes 
1991, Chapter 132; Statutes 1992, Chapters 163, 
459 and 1338; Statutes 1993, Chapters 219, 346 
and 510; Statutes 1996, Chapters 1080 and 1081; 
Statutes 1997, Chapters 842, 843 and 844; 
Statutes 1999, Chapters 475 and 1012; Statutes 
2000, Chapters 287 and 916;  

California Code of Regulations, Title 11, 
Sections 901, 902 and 903; Department of 
Justice Forms SS 8572 (“Suspected Child Abuse 
Report”) and ; SS 8583 (“Child Abuse 
Investigation Report”);  

Filed on June 29, 2001,  

By County of Los Angeles, Claimant. 

Case No.: 00-TC-22 

Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect 
Investigation Reports 

STATEMENT OF DECISION PURSUANT 
TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 17500 
ET SEQ.; CALIFORNIA CODE OF 
REGULATIONS, TITLE 2, DIVISION 2, 
CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 7 

(Adopted on December 6, 2007) 

STATEMENT OF DECISION 
The Commission on State Mandates (“Commission”) heard and decided this test claim during a 
regularly scheduled hearing on December 6, 2007.  Sergeant Dan Scott, of the County of  
Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department, and Leonard Kaye appeared on behalf of the claimant, 
County of Los Angeles.  Susan Geanacou and Carla Castañeda appeared for the Department of 
Finance. 

Exhibit I
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Statement of Decision 
ICAN (00-TC-22) 

2

The law applicable to the Commission’s determination of a reimbursable state-mandated 
program is article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, Government Code section 
17500 et seq., and related case law. 

The Commission adopted the modified staff analysis to partially approve this test claim at the 
hearing by a vote of 7 to 0. 

Summary of Findings 
The County of Los Angeles filed a test claim on June 29, 2001, alleging that amendments to 
California’s mandatory child abuse reporting laws impose a reimbursable state-mandated 
program. 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,” or 
CANRA.  As part of this program, the Department of Justice (DOJ) maintains a Child Abuse 
Centralized Index, which, since 1965, maintains reports of child abuse statewide.  The index is 
now used by government agencies conducting background checks on individuals who will 
interact with children in employment or volunteer settings. 

A number of changes to the law have occurred, particularly with a reenactment in 1980, and 
substantive amendments in 1997 and 2000.  Claimant alleges that all of these changes have 
imposed a reimbursable state-mandated program.   

Initially, Department of Finance (DOF) and the Department of Social Services (DSS) both 
opposed the test claim, arguing that the claim alleges duties of law enforcement and child 
protective services that were required by prior law.  Where the state agencies acknowledge that 
some new duties may have been imposed, they contend that adequate funding has already been 
provided to counties as part of the joint federal-state-local funding scheme for child welfare.  At 
the test claim hearing on December 6, 2007, DOF stated agreement with the staff analysis. 

The Commission finds that the test claim statutes and executive orders have created numerous 
new local 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.   

At this time, there is no evidence in the record to demonstrate that the mandated activities have 
been offset or funded by the state or federal government in a manner and amount “sufficient to 
fund the cost of the state mandate.” On the contrary, Welfare and Institutions Code section 
10101 indicates that “the state’s share of the costs of the child welfare program shall be 70 
percent of the actual nonfederal expenditures for the program, or the amount appropriated by the 
Legislature for that purpose, whichever is less.”  Conversely, counties must have a share of costs 
for child welfare services of at least 30 percent of the nonfederal expenditures.  In addition, there 
is no evidence that the counties are required to use the funds identified for the costs of mandated 
activities.   

Therefore, the Commission finds that Government Code section 17556, subdivision (e) does not 
apply to disallow a finding of costs mandated by the state, but that all claims for reimbursement 
for the approved activities must be offset by any program funds already received from non-local 
sources. 
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Statement of Decision 
ICAN (00-TC-22) 

3

Conclusion 
The Commission concludes that Penal Code sections 11165.9, 11166, 11166.2, 11166.9, 11168 
(formerly 11161.7), 11169, 11170, 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 and 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; and executive orders California Code of Regulations, title 11, section 
903, and “Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583, mandate new programs or higher 
levels of service within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, 
and impose costs mandated by the state pursuant to Government Code section 17514, for cities 
and counties for the following specific new activities: 

Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• Distribute the child abuse reporting form adopted by the Department of Justice (currently 
known as the “Suspected Child Abuse Report” Form SS 8572) to mandated reporters.  
(Pen. Code, § 11168, formerly § 11161.7.) 

Reporting Between Local Departments 
Accepting and Referring Initial Child Abuse Reports when a Department Lacks Jurisdiction:  

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• Transfer a call electronically or immediately refer the case by telephone, fax, or 
electronic transmission, to an agency with proper jurisdiction, whenever the department 
lacks subject matter or geographical jurisdiction over an incoming report of suspected 
child abuse or neglect.  (Pen. Code, § 11165.9.) 

Cross-Reporting of Suspected Child Abuse or Neglect from County Welfare and Probation 
Departments to the Law Enforcement Agency with Jurisdiction  and the District Attorney’s 
Office:  

A county probation department shall: 

• Report by telephone immediately, or as soon as practically possible, to the law 
enforcement agency having jurisdiction over the case, to the agency given the 
responsibility for investigation of cases under Section 300 of the Welfare and Institutions 
Code, and to the district attorney’s office every known or suspected instance of child 
abuse, as defined in Penal Code section 11165.6, except acts or omissions coming within 
subdivision (b) of section 11165.2, or reports made pursuant to section 11165.13 based 
on risk to a child which relates solely to the inability of the parent to provide the child 
with regular care due to the parent’s substance abuse, which shall be reported only to the 
county welfare department. (Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. (h), now subd. (j).) 
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• 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 this 
subdivision. 

As of January 1, 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.  (Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. (h), now subd. (j).) 

A county welfare department shall: 

• Report by telephone immediately, or as soon as practically possible, to the agency given 
the responsibility for investigation of cases under Section 300 of the Welfare and 
Institutions Code, and to the district attorney’s office every known or suspected instance 
of child abuse, as defined in Penal Code section 11165.6, except acts or omissions 
coming within subdivision (b) of section 11165.2, or reports made pursuant to section 
11165.13 based on risk to a child which relates solely to the inability of the parent to 
provide the child with regular care due to the parent’s substance abuse, which shall be 
reported only to the county welfare department.  

This activity does not include making an initial report of child abuse and neglect from a 
county welfare department to the law enforcement agency having jurisdiction over the 
case, which was required under prior law to be made “without delay.”  (Pen. Code,  
§ 11166, subd. (h), now subd. (j).) 

• Send a written report thereof within 36 hours of receiving the information concerning the 
incident to any agency, including the law enforcement agency having jurisdiction over 
the case, to which it is required to make a telephone report under this subdivision. 

As of January 1, 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.  (Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. (h), now subd. (j).) 

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:  

A city or county law enforcement agency shall: 

• 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, 
subdivision (b), which shall be reported only to the county welfare department.   
(Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. (i), now subd. (k).) 

• 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. (Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. (i), now subd. (k).) 
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• 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 this 
subdivision. 

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. (Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. (i), now subd. (k).) 

Receipt of Cross-Reports by District Attorney’s Office: 

A district attorney’s office shall: 

• Receive reports of every known or suspected instance of child abuse reported to law 
enforcement, county probation or county welfare departments, except acts or omissions 
of general neglect coming within Penal Code section 11165.2, subdivision (b).   
(Pen. Code, § 11166, subds. (h) and (i), now subds. (j) and (k).) 

Reporting to Licensing Agencies: 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• 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.  The agency shall also send, fax, or electronically transmit 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 this 
subdivision. 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.  
(Pen. Code, § 11166.2.) 

Additional Cross-Reporting in Cases of Child Death: 

A city or county law enforcement agency shall: 

• Cross-report all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or neglect to 
the county child welfare agency.  (Pen. Code, § 11166.9, subd. (k), now § 11174.34, 
subd. (k).) 

A county welfare department shall: 

• Cross-report all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or neglect to 
law enforcement.  (Pen. Code, § 11166.9, subd. (k), now § 11174.34, subd. (k).) 

• Create a record in the Child Welfare Services/Case Management System (CWS/CMS) on 
all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or neglect.  (Pen. Code, § 
11166.9, subd. (l), now § 11174.34, subd. (l).) 
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• Enter information into the CWS/CMS upon notification that the death was subsequently 
determined not to be related to child abuse or neglect.  (Pen. Code, § 11166.9, subd. (l), 
now § 11174.34, subd. (l).) 

Investigation of Suspected Child Abuse, and Reporting to and from the  
State Department of Justice  

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• 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.  (Pen. Code, § 11169, subd. (a); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 11, § 903, “Child Abuse 
Investigation Report” Form SS 8583.)  

• Forward 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 and may be sent by fax 
or electronic transmission.  (Pen. Code, § 11169, subd. (a); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 11, § 
903, “Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583.)  

Notifications Following Reports to the Central Child Abuse Index 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• 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.  
(Pen. Code, § 11169, subd. (b).) 

• Make relevant information available, when received from the Department of Justice, to 
the child custodian, guardian ad litem appointed under section 326, or counsel appointed 
under section 317 or 318 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, or the appropriate 
licensing agency, if he or she is treating or investigating a case of known or suspected 
child abuse or severe neglect.  (Pen. Code, § 11170, subd. (b)(1).) 

• Inform the mandated reporter of the results of the investigation and of 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.  (Pen. Code,  
§ 11170, subd. (b)(2).) 

• Notify, in writing, the person listed in the Child Abuse Central Index that he or she is in 
the index, upon receipt of relevant information concerning child abuse or neglect 
investigation reports contained in the index from the Department of Justice when 
investigating a home for the placement of dependant children. The notification shall 
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include the name of the reporting agency and the date of the report.  (Pen. Code, § 11170, 
subd. (b)(5), now subd. (b)(6).) 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• Obtain the original investigative report from the reporting agency, and draw independent 
conclusions regarding the quality of the evidence disclosed, and its sufficiency for 
making decisions regarding investigation, prosecution, licensing, or placement of a child, 
when a report is received from the Child Abuse Central Index. (Pen. Code, § 11170, 
subd. (b)(6)(A), now (b)(8)(A).)  

Any city or county law enforcement agency, county probation department, or county welfare 
department shall: 

• Notify, in writing, the person listed in the Child Abuse Central Index that he or she is in 
the index, upon receipt of relevant information concerning child abuse or neglect reports 
contained in the index from the Department of Justice regarding placement with a 
responsible relative pursuant to Welfare and Institutions Code sections 281.5, 305, and 
361.3. The notification shall include the location of the original investigative report and 
the submitting agency. The notification shall be submitted to the person listed at the same 
time that all other parties are notified of the information, and no later than the actual 
judicial proceeding that determines placement.  (Pen. Code, § 11170, subd. (c).) 

Record Retention 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, or county probation department if 
designated by the county to receive mandated reports shall: 

• Retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports that result in a report filed with the 
Department of Justice for a minimum of 8 years for counties and cities (a higher level of 
service above the two-year record retention requirement pursuant to Gov. Code §§ 26202 
(cities) and 34090 (counties).)  If a subsequent report on the same suspected child abuser 
is received within the first 10-year period, the report shall be maintained for an additional 
10 years.  (Pen. Code, § 11169, subd. (c).) 

A county welfare department shall: 

• Retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports that result in a report filed with the 
Department of Justice for a minimum of 7 years for welfare records (a higher level of 
service above the three-year record retention requirement pursuant to Welf. & Inst. Code, 
§ 10851.)  If a subsequent report on the same suspected child abuser is received within 
the first 10-year period, the report shall be maintained for an additional 10 years.   (Pen. 
Code, § 11169, subd. (c).)  

The Commission concludes that any test claim statutes, executive orders and allegations not 
specifically approved above, do not mandate a new program or higher level of service, or impose 
costs mandated by the state under article XIII B, section 6. 

7



Statement of Decision 
ICAN (00-TC-22) 

8

BACKGROUND 
This test claim alleges that amendments to California’s mandatory child abuse reporting laws 
impose a reimbursable state-mandated program. 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 substantively amended the law, entitling it the 
“Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Act,” sometimes referred to as “CANRA.”   

The court in Planned Parenthood Affiliates v. Van de Kamp (1986) 181 Cal.App.3d 245, pages 
258-260, provides an overview of the complete Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Act, 
following the 1980 reenactment at Penal Code section 11164 et seq. (footnotes omitted): 

The law is designed to bring the child abuser to justice and to protect the innocent 
and powerless abuse victim. (See Comment, Reporting Child Abuse: When Moral 
Obligations Fail (1983) 15 Pacific L.J. 189.) The reporting law imposes a 
mandatory reporting requirement on individuals whose professions bring them 
into contact with children. (Id., at pp. 189-190.) Physical abuse, sexual abuse, 
willful cruelty, unlawful corporal punishment and neglect must be reported.   

¶…¶ 

The reporting law applies to three broadly defined groups of professionals: 
“health practitioners,” child care custodians, and employees of a child protective 
agency.  “Health practitioners” is a broad category subdivided into “medical” and 
“nonmedical” practitioners, and encompasses a wide variety of healing 
professionals, including physicians, nurses, and family and child counselors. (§§ 
11165, subds. (i), (j); 11165.2.) “Child care custodians” include teachers, day care 
workers, and a variety of public health and educational professionals. (§§ 11165, 
subd. (h); 11165.1 [first of two identically numbered sections]; 11165.5.) 
Employees of “child protective agencies” consist of police and sheriff’s officers, 
welfare department employees and county probation officers. (§ 11165, subd. 
(k).) 

The Legislature acknowledged the need to distinguish between instances of abuse 
and those of legitimate parental control. “[T]he Legislature recognizes that the 
reporting of child abuse ... involves a delicate balance between the right of parents 
to control and raise their own children by imposing reasonable discipline and the 
social interest in the protection and safety of the child ... . [I]t is the intent of the 
Legislature to require the reporting of child abuse which is of a serious nature and 
is not conduct which constitutes reasonable parental discipline.” (Stats. 1980, ch. 
1071, § 5, p. 3425.) 

To strike the “delicate balance” between child protection and parental rights, the 
Legislature relies on the judgment and experience of the trained professional to 
distinguish between abusive and nonabusive situations. “[A]ny child care 
custodian, medical practitioner, nonmedical practitioner, or employee of a child 
protective agency who has knowledge of or observes a child in his or her 
professional capacity or within the scope of his or her employment whom he or 
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she knows or reasonably suspects has been the victim of child abuse shall report 
the known or suspected instance of child abuse to a child protective agency .... 
‘[R]easonable suspicion’ means that it is objectively reasonable for a person to 
entertain such a suspicion, based upon facts that could cause a reasonable person 
in a like position, drawing when appropriate on his or her training and 
experience, to suspect child abuse.” (§ 11166, subd. (a), italics added.) As one 
commentator has observed, “[t]he occupational categories ... are presumed to be 
uniquely qualified to make informed judgments when suspected abuse is not 
blatant.” (See Comment, Reporting Child Abuse: When Moral Obligations Fail, 
supra., 15 Pacific L.J. at p. 214, fn. omitted.) 

The mandatory child abuse report must be made to a “child protective agency,” 
i.e., a police or sheriff’s department or a county probation or welfare department. 
The professional must make the report “immediately or as soon as practically 
possible by telephone.” The professional then has 36 hours in which to prepare 
and transmit to the agency a written report, using a form supplied by the 
Department of Justice. The telephone and the written reports must include the 
name of the minor, his or her present location, and the information that led the 
reporter to suspect child abuse. (§§ 11166, subd. (a); 11167, subd. (a); 11168.) 
Failure to make a required report is a misdemeanor, carrying a maximum 
punishment of six months in jail and a $1,000 fine. (§ 11172, subd. (e).) 

The child protective agency receiving the initial report must share the report with 
all its counterpart child protective agencies by means of a system of cross-
reporting. An initial report to a probation or welfare department is shared with the 
local police or sheriff’s department, and vice versa. Reports are cross-reported in 
almost all cases to the office of the district attorney. (§ 11166, subd. (g).) Initial 
reports are confidential, but may be disclosed to anyone involved with the current 
investigation and prosecution of the child abuse claim, including the district 
attorney who has requested notification of any information relevant to the 
reported instance of abuse. (§ 11167.5.) 

A child protective agency receiving the initial child abuse report then conducts an 
investigation. The Legislature intends an investigation be conducted on every 
report received. The investigation should include a determination of the “person 
or persons apparently responsible for the abuse.” (Stats. 1980, ch. 1071, § 5, pp. 
3425-3426.) Once the child protective agency conducts an “active investigation” 
of a report and determines that it is “not unfounded,” the agency must forward a 
written report to the Department of Justice, on forms provided by the department. 
(§§ 11168, 11169.) An “unfounded” report is one “which is determined by a child 
protective agency investigator to be false, to be inherently improbable, to involve 
an accidental injury, or not to constitute child abuse as defined in Section 11165.” 
(§ 11165.6, subd. (c)(2).) 

The Department of Justice retains the reports in a statewide index, a computerized 
data bank known as the “Child Abuse Central Registry,” which is to be 
continually updated and “shall not contain any reports that are determined to be 
unfounded.” (§ 11170, subd. (a).) If a child protective agency subsequently 
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determines that a report is “unfounded,” it must so inform the Department of 
Justice who shall remove the report from its files. (§ 11169.) 

The reports in the registry are not public documents, but may be released to a 
number of individuals and government agencies. Principally, the information may 
be released to an investigator from the child protective agency currently 
investigating the reported case of actual or suspected abuse or to a district 
attorney who has requested notification of a suspected child abuse case. Past 
reports involving the same minor are also disclosable to the child protective 
agency and the district attorney involved or interested in a current report under 
investigation. In addition, future reports involving the same minor will cause 
release of all past reports to the investigating law enforcement agencies.  
(§§ 11167.5, subd. (b)(1); 11167, subd. (c); 11170, subd. (b)(1).) 

As part of the earlier versions of California’s mandated reporting laws, a Child Abuse 
Centralized Index has been operated by the Department of Justice (DOJ) since 1965.1  In 
addition, in January 1974, Congress enacted the federal “Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment 
Act,” known as CAPTA (Pub.L. No. 93-247).  This established a federal advisory board and 
grant funding for states with comprehensive child abuse and neglect reporting laws.  This law 
has been continually reenacted and currently provides grant funds to all eligible states and 
territories for child abuse and neglect reporting, prevention, and treatment programs. 2 

Claimant’s Position 
The County of Los Angeles’s June 29, 20013 test claim filing alleges that amendments to child 
abuse reporting statutes since January 1, 1975, and related DOJ regulations and forms, have 
resulted in reimbursable increased costs mandated by the state.  The test claim narrative and 
declarations allege that the test claim statutes and executive orders imposed new activities on the 
claimant in the following categories: 

1. Program Implementation 

2. Initial Case Finding and Reporting 

3. Taking and Referring Reports 

4. Cross-Reporting and District Attorney Reporting 

5. Investigation and File Queries, Maintenance 

6. Child Abuse Central Index Reporting 

7. Notifications 

The filing includes declarations of representatives from the County of Los Angeles Department 
of Children and Family Services, the District Attorney’s Office, and the Sheriff’s Department. 

                                                 
1 Former Penal Code section 11165.1, as amended by Statutes 1974, chapter 348. 
2 42 United States Code section 5106a. 
3 The potential reimbursement period begins no earlier than July 1, 1999, based upon the filing 
date for this test claim.  (Gov. Code, § 17557.) 
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Claimant filed comments on September 7, 2007, expressing agreement with the draft staff 
analysis findings and conclusions, and attaching exhibits related to the county’s implementation 
of the program.  

Department of Finance Position 
In comments filed December 10, 2001, DOF alleges the test claim does not meet filing standards, 
stating that “[t]he claimant has failed to set forth clearly and precisely which specific statutory 
provisions, enacted on or after 1975, imposed new mandates on local government, as required by 
[Commission regulations.]” 

Addressing the substantive issues raised, DOF argued that no reimbursable state-mandated 
program has been imposed by any of the test claim statutes or executive orders.  DOF asserted 
that the claim “attempts to characterize as “new duties” many of the long-standing statutory 
obligations of local law enforcement, probation, and child protective agencies to receive and 
refer reports concerning allegations of child abuse.”   

DOF also contended that “[a]rticle XIII B, section 6 requires subvention only when the costs in 
question can be recovered solely from local tax revenues. [footnote (fn): County of Fresno v. 
State of California (1991) 53 Cal.3d 482, 487.]  The Child Welfare Program, of which child 
protective services are a part, is funded by a combination of federal, state and local funds.   
[fn: Welfare and Institutions Code § 10101, Exhibit 4, attached.]”  DOF argued that because of 
this joint funding, “the test claim legislation is not subject to state subvention.”   

On July 20, 2007, DOF filed a response to Commission staff’s request for additional information 
to address the assertion that the test claim activities have been funded.  DOF’s response included 
a CD containing pages from the Budget Act regarding Item 5180-151-0001, and DSS County 
Fiscal Letters, from fiscal year 1999-2000 through 2006-2007.  This filing is discussed further at 
Issue 3 below. 

On September 12, 2007, DOF filed comments on the draft staff analysis stating concurrence with 
the recommendation to partially approve the test claim, but concluding that if the analysis is 
approved by the Commission, “the claimant’s statements that the activities have neither been 
offset or funded by the state or federal government must be fully substantiated.” 

Department of Social Services Position 
DSS’s comments on the test claim filing, submitted December 10, 2001, conclude that for any 
new activities alleged “no additional reimbursement is warranted.  The existing funding scheme 
adequately reimburses local government for costs associated with the delivery of child welfare 
services which includes the provision of services and level of services mandated under current 
law.”  DSS’s comments regarding specific test claim activities will be addressed in the analysis 
below. 

COMMISSION FINDINGS 
The courts have found that article XIII B, section 6, of the California Constitution4 recognizes 
the state constitutional restrictions on the powers of local government to tax and spend.5  “Its 
                                                 
4 Article XIII B, section 6, subdivision (a), provides:  (a) 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 
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purpose is to preclude the state from shifting financial responsibility for carrying out 
governmental functions to local agencies, which are ‘ill equipped’ to assume increased financial 
responsibilities because of the taxing and spending limitations that articles XIII A and XIII B 
impose.”6  A test claim statute or executive order may impose a reimbursable state-mandated 
program if it orders or commands a local agency or school district to engage in an activity or 
task.7  In addition, the required activity or task must be new, constituting a “new program,” or it 
must create a “higher level of service” over the previously required level of service.8   

The courts have defined a “program” subject to article XIII B, section 6, of the California 
Constitution, as one that carries out the governmental function of providing public services, or a 
law that imposes unique requirements on local agencies or school districts to implement a state 
policy, but does not apply generally to all residents and entities in the state.9  To determine if the 
program is new or imposes a higher level of service, the test claim statutes and executive orders 
must be compared with the legal requirements in effect immediately before the enactment.10  A 
“higher level of service” occurs when the new “requirements were intended to provide an 
enhanced service to the public.”11   

Finally, the newly required activity or increased level of service must impose costs mandated by 
the state.12 

The Commission is vested with exclusive authority to adjudicate disputes over the existence of 
state-mandated programs within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6.13  In making its 
                                                                                                                                                             

program or increased level of service, except that the Legislature may, but need not, provide a 
subvention of funds for the following mandates:  (1) Legislative mandates requested by the local 
agency affected.  (2) Legislation defining a new crime or changing an existing definition of a 
crime.  (3) Legislative mandates enacted prior to January 1, 1975, or executive orders or 
regulations initially implementing legislation enacted prior to January 1, 1975. 
5 Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (Kern High School Dist.) (2003) 30 
Cal.4th 727, 735. 
6 County of San Diego v. State of California (1997) 15 Cal.4th 68, 81. 
7 Long Beach Unified School Dist. v. State of California (1990) 225 Cal.App.3d 155, 174.   
8 San Diego Unified School Dist. v. Commission on State Mandates (2004) 33 Cal.4th 859, 878, 
(San Diego Unified School Dist.); Lucia Mar Unified School Dist. v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal.3d 
830, 835 (Lucia Mar). 
9 San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 874-875 (reaffirming the test set out in 
County of Los Angeles v. State of California (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46, 56; see also Lucia Mar, supra, 
44 Cal.3d 830, 835.) 
10 San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 878; Lucia Mar, supra, 44 Cal.3d 830, 
835. 
11 San Diego Unified School Dist., supra, 33 Cal.4th 859, 878. 
12 County of Fresno v. State of California (1991) 53 Cal.3d 482, 487; County of Sonoma v. 
Commission on State Mandates (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1284 (County of Sonoma); 
Government Code sections 17514 and 17556. 
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decisions, the Commission must strictly construe article XIII B, section 6, and not apply it as an 
“equitable remedy to cure the perceived unfairness resulting from political decisions on funding 
priorities.”14 

Issue 1: What is the scope of the Commission’s jurisdiction on this test claim? 
DOF challenged the sufficiency of the test claim pleadings in their comments filed December 10, 
2001.  Government Code section 17551 requires the Commission to hear and decide upon a 
claim by a local agency or school district that the claimant is entitled to reimbursement pursuant 
to article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution. Government Code section 17521 
defines the test claim as the first claim filed with the Commission alleging that a particular 
statute or executive order imposes costs mandated by the state. Thus, the Government Code 
gives the Commission jurisdiction only over those statutes or executive orders pled by the 
claimant in the test claim.  At the time of the test claim filing on June 29, 2001, section 1183, 
subdivision (e), of the Commission regulations required the following content for an acceptable 
filing:15 

All test claims, or amendments thereto, shall be filed on a form provided by the 
commission [and] shall contain at least the following elements and documents: 

(1) A copy of the statute or executive order alleged to contain or impact the 
mandate.  The specific sections of chaptered bill or executive order alleged must 
be identified.  

The regulation also required copies of all “relevant portions of” law and “[t]he specific chapters, 
articles, sections, or page numbers must be identified,” as well as a detailed narrative describing 
the prior law and the new program or higher level of service alleged.  

The test claim cover pages list “Penal Code Part 4, Title 1, Chapter 2, Article 2.5: The Child 
Abuse and Neglect Report Act, as Specified, and as Added or Amended by Chapter 1071, 
Statutes of 1980 and Subsequent Statutes, Including Penal Code Section 11168, and as Including 
Former Penal Code Section 11161.7, Amended by Chapter 958, Statutes of 1977.”  The title 
pages also include specific references to three regulations and two state forms, pled as executive 
orders.   

The Commission identifies specific allegations in the test claim narrative or in the claimant’s 
rebuttal comments filed February 15, 2002, regarding Penal Code sections 11165.1, 11165.2, 
11165.3, 11165.4, 11165.5, 11165.6, 11165.7, 11165.9, 11165.12, 11166, 11166.2, 11166.9, 
11168, 11169, and 11170, as added or amended by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071, through 
amendments by Statutes 2001, chapter 916.  The test claim allegations also include former Penal 
Code section 11161.7, as amended by Statutes 1977, chapter 958, as it was later incorporated 
into Penal Code section 11168.  The claim alleges reimbursable costs are imposed on the county 
Department of Children and Family Services, the District Attorney’s Office, and the Sheriff’s 
                                                                                                                                                             
13 Kinlaw v. State of California (1991) 54 Cal.3d 326, 331-334; Government Code sections 
17551 and 17552.   
14 County of Sonoma, supra, 84 Cal.App.4th 1265, 1280, citing City of San Jose v. State of 
California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802, 1817.   
15 The required contents of a test claim are now codified at Government Code section 17553. 
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Department.  The Commission takes jurisdiction over these statutes and code sections, along 
with the executive orders pled, and these will be analyzed below for the imposition of a 
reimbursable state mandated program. 

In addition, San Bernardino Community College District filed interested party comments on the 
draft staff analysis on September 7, 2007, requesting that the test claim findings be made for the 
legal requirements “for all police departments and law enforcement agencies, and not exclude 
school district police departments without a compelling reason.”  On December 5, 2007, a 
request was received from DOF to postpone the hearing on ICAN until a final decision is reached 
in Department of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates, [California Court of Appeal Case 
No. C056833 (POBOR)].  In order to allow the County of Los Angeles claim to move forward 
on the December 6, 2007 hearing agenda, the test claim statutes and executive orders pled in  
00-TC-22, as they may apply to other types of local governmental entities, were severed and 
consolidated with another pending test claim, Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting, 01-TC-21, 
filed by the San Bernardino Community College District.  Therefore, this statement of decision is 
limited to findings for cities and counties. 

Issue 2: Do the test claim statutes and executive orders mandate a new program or 
higher level of service on cities and counties within the meaning of article 
XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution? 

A test claim statute or executive order mandates a new program or higher level of service within 
an existing program when it compels a local agency or school district to perform activities not 
previously required, or when legislation requires that costs previously borne by the state are now 
to be paid by local government.16 Thus, in order for a statute to be subject to article XIII B, 
section 6 of the California Constitution, the statutory language must order or command that local 
governmental agencies perform an activity or task, or result in “a transfer by the Legislature from 
the State to cities, counties, cities and counties, or special districts of complete or partial financial 
responsibility for a required program for which the State previously had complete or partial 
financial responsibility.”17    

The test claim allegations will be analyzed by areas of activities, as follows: (a) mandated 
reporting of child abuse and neglect (b) distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form;  
(c) reporting between local departments; (d) investigation of suspected child abuse, and reporting 
to and from the state Department of Justice; (e) notifications following reports to the Child 
Abuse Central Index; and (f) record retention.  The prior law in each area will be identified. 

(A) Mandated Reporting of Child Abuse and Neglect 

Penal Code Section 11166, Subdivision (a): 

Penal Code section 11166,18 subdivision (a), as pled, provides that “a mandated reporter shall 
make a report to an agency specified in Section 11165.9 whenever the mandated reporter, in his 

                                                 
16 Lucia Mar Unified School Dist., supra, 44 Cal.3d 830, 836. 
17 California Constitution, article XIII B, section 6, subdivision (c). 
18 As added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071; amended by Statutes 1981, chapter 435, Statutes 
1982, chapter 905, Statutes 1984, chapter 1423, Statutes 1986, chapter 1289, Statutes 1987, 
chapter 1459, Statutes 1988, chapters 269 and 1580, Statutes 1990, chapter 1603, Statutes 1992, 
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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. The mandated reporter shall make a report to the agency immediately 
or as soon as is practicably possible by telephone and the mandated reporter shall prepare and 
send a written report thereof within 36 hours of receiving the information concerning the 
incident.”  Penal Code section 11165.9 requires reports be made “to any police department, 
sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated by the county to receive 
mandated reports, or the county welfare department. It does not include a school district police or 
security department.”  

Mandated child abuse reporting has been part of California law since 1963, when Penal Code 
section 11161.5 was first added.  Former Penal Code section 11161.5, as amended by Statutes 
1974, chapter 348, required specified medical professionals, public and private school officials 
and teachers, daycare workers, summer camp administrators, and social workers to report on 
observed non-accidental injuries or apparent sexual molest, by making a report by telephone and 
in writing to local law enforcement and juvenile probation departments, or county welfare or 
health departments.  The code section began: 

(a) In any case in which a minor is brought to a physician and surgeon, dentist, 
resident, intern, podiatrist, chiropractor, or religious practitioner for diagnosis, 
examination or treatment, or is under his charge or care, or in any case in which a 
minor is observed by any registered nurse when in the employ of a public health 
agency, school, or school district and when no physician and surgeon, resident, or 
intern is present, by any superintendent, any supervisor of child welfare and 
attendance, or any certificated pupil personnel employee of any public or private 
school system or any principal of any public or private school, by any teacher of 
any public or private school, by any licensed day care worker, by an administrator 
of a public or private summer day camp or child care center, or by any social 
worker, and it appears to the [reporting party] from observation of the minor that 
the minor has physical injury or injuries which appear to have been inflicted upon 
him by other than accidental means by any person, that the minor has been 
sexually molested, or that any injury prohibited by the terms of Section 273a has 
been inflicted upon the minor, he shall report such fact by telephone and in 
writing, within 36 hours, to both the local police authority having jurisdiction and 
to the juvenile probation department;19 or in the alternative, either to the county 
welfare department, or to the county health department.  The report shall state, if 
known, the name of the minor, his whereabouts and the character and extent of 
the injuries or molestation. 

The list of “mandated reporters,” as they are now called, has grown since 1975.  The detailed list, 
now found at Penal Code section 11165.7,20 includes all of the original reporters and now also 
                                                                                                                                                             

chapter 459, Statutes 1993, chapter 510, Statutes 1996, chapters 1080 and 1081, and Statutes 
2000, chapter 916. 
19 Subdivision (b) provided that reports that would otherwise be made to a county probation 
department are instead made to the county welfare department under specific circumstances. 
20 Added by Statutes 2000, chapter 916. 
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includes: teacher’s aides and other classified school employees; county office of education 
employees whose employment requires regular child contact; licensing workers; peace officers 
and other police or sheriff employees; firefighters; therapists; medical examiners; animal control 
officers; film processors; clergy and others. 

The Commission finds that the duties alleged are not required of local entities, but of mandated 
reporters as individual citizens.  The statutory scheme requires duties of individuals, identified 
by either their profession or their employer, but the duties are not being performed on behalf of 
the employer or for the benefit of the employer, nor are they required by law to be performed 
using the employer’s resources.  Penal Code section 11166 also includes the following provision, 
criminalizing the failure of mandated reporters to report child abuse or neglect:21 

Any mandated reporter who fails to report an incident of known or reasonably 
suspected child abuse or neglect as required by this section is guilty of a 
misdemeanor punishable by up to six months confinement in a county jail or by a 
fine of one thousand dollars ($1,000) or by both that fine and punishment. 

Failure to make an initial telephone report, followed by preparation and submission of a written 
report within 36 hours, on a form designated by the Department of Justice, subjects the mandated 
reporter to criminal liability.  This criminal penalty applies to mandated reporters as individuals 
and does not extend to their employers.  In addition, under Penal Code section 11172, mandated 
reporters are granted immunity as individuals for any reports they make: “No mandated reporter 
shall be civilly or criminally liable for any report required or authorized by this article, and this 
immunity shall apply even if the mandated reporter acquired the knowledge or reasonable 
suspicion of child abuse or neglect outside of his or her professional capacity or outside the 
scope of his or her employment.” [Emphasis added.]  Therefore, the Commission finds that the 
duties are required of mandated reporters as individuals, and Penal Code section 11166, 
subdivision (a), does not mandate a new program or higher level of service on local governments 
for the activities required of mandated reporters. 

Definitions of Child Abuse and Neglect: Penal Code Sections 11165.1, 11165.2, 11165.3, 
11165.4, 11165.5, and 11165.6: 

Penal Code section 11165.6,22 as pled, defines “child abuse” as “a physical injury that is inflicted 
by other than accidental means on a child by another person.” The code section also defines the 
term “child abuse or neglect” as including the statutory definitions of sexual abuse  
(§ 11165.123), neglect (§ 11165.224), willful cruelty or unjustifiable punishment (§ 11165.325), 

                                                 
21 This provision was moved to Penal Code section 11166 by Statutes 2000, chapter 916.  Prior 
to that, the misdemeanor provision was found at section 11172, as added by Statutes 1980, 
chapter 1071. 
22 As repealed and reenacted by Statutes 2000, chapter 916. 
23 Added by Statutes 1987, chapter 1459; amended by Statutes 1997, chapter 83 and Statutes 
2000, chapter 287.  Derived from former Penal Code section 11165 and 11165.3. 
24 Added by Statutes 1987, chapter 1459.  Derived from former Penal Code section 11165. 
25 Added by Statutes 1987, chapter 1459.  
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unlawful corporal punishment or injury (§ 11165.426), and abuse or neglect in out-of-home care 
(§ 11165.527).   

The test claim alleges that all of the statutory definitions of abuse and neglect in the Child Abuse 
and Neglect Reporting Act result in a reimbursable state-mandated program.  While the 
definitional code sections alone do not require any activities, they do require analysis to 
determine if, in conjunction with the other test claim statutes, they mandate a new program or 
higher level of service by increasing the “scope of child abuse and neglect that is initially 
reported to child protective services,”28 as suggested by the claimant. 

Former Penal Code section 11161.5 mandated child abuse reporting when “the minor has 
physical injury or injuries which appear to have been inflicted upon him by other than accidental 
means by any person, that the minor has been sexually molested, or that any injury prohibited by 
the terms of Section 273a has been inflicted upon the minor.”  The prior law of Penal Code 
section 273a29 follows:  

(1) Any person who, under circumstances or conditions likely to produce great 
bodily harm or death, willfully causes or permits any child to suffer, or inflicts 
thereon unjustifiable physical pain or mental suffering, or having the care or 
custody of any child, willfully causes or permits the person or health of such child 
to be injured, or willfully causes or permits such child to be placed in such 
situation that its person or health is endangered, is punishable by imprisonment in 
the county jail not exceeding 1 year, or in the state prison for not less than 1 year 
nor more than 10 years. 

(2) Any person who, under circumstances or conditions other than those likely to 
produce great bodily harm or death, willfully causes or permits any child to 
suffer, or inflicts thereon unjustifiable physical pain or mental suffering, or having 
the care or custody of any child, willfully causes or permits the person or health of 
such child to be injured, or willfully causes or permits such child to be placed in 
such situation that its person or health may be endangered, is guilty of a 
misdemeanor.  

The Commission finds that the definition of child abuse and neglect found in prior law was very 
broad, and required mandated child abuse reporting of physical and sexual abuse, as well as non-
accidental acts by any person which could cause mental suffering or physical injury.  Prior law 

                                                 
26 Added by Statutes 1987, chapter 1459; amended by Statutes 1988, chapter 39, and Statutes 
1993, chapter 346. 
27 Added by Statutes 1987, chapter 1459; amended by Statutes 1988, chapter 39, Statutes 1993, 
chapter 346, and Statutes 2000, chapter 916.  The cross-reference to section 11165.5 was 
removed from section 11165.6 by Statutes 2001, chapter 133. 
28 Test Claim Filing, page 13. 
29 Added by Statutes 1905, chapter 568; amended by Statutes 1963, chapter 783, and  
Statutes 1965, chapter 697.  The section has since had the penalties amended, but the description 
of the basic crime of child abuse and neglect remains good law at Penal Code section 273a. 
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also required mandated reporting of situations that injured the health or may endanger the health 
of the child, caused or permitted by any person.   

The Commission finds these sweeping descriptions of reportable child abuse and neglect under 
prior law encompass every part of the statutory definitions of child abuse and neglect, as pled.  
Even though the definitions have been rewritten, in Williams v. Garcetti (1993) 5 Cal.4th 561, 
568, the Court stated a fundamental rule of statutory construction:  “‘Where changes have been 
introduced to a statute by amendment it must be assumed the changes have a purpose ....’ ” 
[Citation omitted.] That purpose is not necessarily to change the law. ‘While an intention to 
change the law is usually inferred from a material change in the language of the statute 
[citations], a consideration of the surrounding circumstances may indicate, on the other hand, 
that the amendment was merely the result of a legislative attempt to clarify the true meaning of 
the statute.’” The Commission finds that the same acts of abuse or neglect that are reportable 
under the test claim statutes were reportable offenses under pre-1975 law. 

Penal Code section 11165.1 provides that “sexual abuse,” for purposes of child abuse reporting, 
includes “sexual assault” or “sexual exploitation,” which are further defined.  Sexual assault 
includes all criminal acts of sexual contact involving a minor, and sexual exploitation refers to 
matters depicting, or acts involving, a minor and “obscene sexual conduct.” Prior law required 
reporting of “sexual molestation,” as well as “unjustifiable physical pain or mental suffering.”   

“Sexual molestation” is not a defined term in the Penal Code.  However, former Penal Code 
section 647a, now section 647.6, criminalizes actions of anyone “who annoys or molests any 
child under the age of 18.”  In a case regularly cited to define “annoy or molest,” People v. 
Carskaddon (1957) 49 Cal.2d 423, 425-426, the California Supreme Court found that: 

The primary purpose of the above statute is the ‘protection of children from 
interference by sexual offenders, and the apprehension, segregation and 
punishment of the latter.’ (People v. Moore, supra, 137 Cal.App.2d 197, 199; 
People v. Pallares, 112 Cal.App.2d Supp. 895, 900 [246 P.2d 173].) The words 
‘annoy’ and ‘molest’ are synonymously used (Words and Phrases, perm. ed., vol. 
27, ‘molest’); they generally refer to conduct designed ‘to disturb or irritate, esp. 
by continued or repeated acts’ or ‘to offend’ (Webster’s New Inter. Dict., 2d ed.); 
and as used in this statute, they ordinarily relate to ‘offenses against children, 
[with] a connotation of abnormal sexual motivation on the part of the offender.’ 
(People v. Pallares, supra, p. 901.) Ordinarily, the annoyance or molestation 
which is forbidden is ‘not concerned with the state of mind of the child’ but it is 
‘the objectionable acts of defendant which constitute the offense,’ and if his 
conduct is ‘so lewd or obscene that the normal person would unhesitatingly be 
irritated by it, such conduct would ‘annoy or molest’ within the purview of’ the 
statute. (People v. McNair, 130 Cal.App.2d 696, 697-698 [279 P.2d 800].) 

By use of the general term “sexual molestation” in prior law, rather than specifying sexual 
assault, incest, prostitution, or any of the numerous Penal Code provisions involving sexual 
crimes, the statute required mandated child abuse reporting whenever there was evidence of 
“offenses against children, [with] a connotation of abnormal sexual motivation.”  Thus, sexual 
abuse was a reportable offense under prior law, as under the definition at Penal Code  
section 11165.1. 
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Penal Code section 11165.2 specifies that “neglect,” as used in the Child Abuse and Neglect 
Reporting Act, includes situations “where any person having care or custody of a child willfully 
causes or permits the person or health of the child to be placed in a situation such that his or her 
person or health is endangered,” “including the intentional failure of the person having care or 
custody of a child to provide adequate food, clothing, shelter, or medical care.” Not providing 
adequate food, clothing, shelter, or medical care is tantamount to placing a child “in such 
situation that its person or health may be endangered,” as described in prior law, above. Thus the 
same circumstances of neglect were reportable under prior law, as under the definition pled.  

The prior definition of child abuse included situations where “[a]ny person … willfully causes or 
permits any child to suffer, or inflicts thereon unjustifiable physical pain or mental suffering.”  
The current definition of “willful cruelty or unjustifiable punishment of a child,” found at Penal 
Code section 11165.3 carries over the language of Penal Code section 273a, without 
distinguishing between the misdemeanor and felony standards.30   

The definition of unlawful corporal punishment or injury, found at Penal Code section 11165.4, 
as pled, prohibits “any cruel or inhuman corporal punishment or injury resulting in a traumatic 
condition.”  Again, prior law required reporting of any non-accidental injuries, “willful cruelty,” 
and “unjustifiable physical pain or mental suffering,” which encompasses all of the factors 
described in the definition for reportable “unlawful corporal punishment or injury.” The current 
law also excludes reporting of self-defense and reasonable force when used by a peace officer or 
school official against a child, within the scope of employment.  This exception actually narrows 
the scope of child abuse reporting when compared to prior law.  

Penal Code section 11165.5 defines “abuse or neglect in out-of-home care” as all of the 
previously described definitions of abuse and neglect, “where the person responsible for the 
child’s welfare is a licensee, administrator, or employee of any facility licensed to care for 
children, or an administrator or employee of a public or private school or other institution or 
agency.”  Prior law required reporting of abuse by “any person,” and neglect by anyone who had 
a role in the care of the child.31  Thus any abuse reportable under section 11165.5, would have 
been reportable under prior law, as detailed above.  As further evidence of this redundancy, 
Statutes 2001, chapter 133, effective July 31, 2001, removed the reference to “abuse or neglect in 
out-of-home care” from the general definition of “child abuse and neglect” at Penal Code section 
11165.6. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that Penal Code sections 11165.1, 11165.2, 11165.3, 11165.4, 
11165.5, and 11165.6, do not mandate a new program or higher level of service by increasing the 
scope of child abuse and neglect reporting. 

                                                 
30 Penal Code section 273a distinguishes between those “circumstances or conditions likely to 
produce great bodily harm or death” (felony), and those that are not (misdemeanor). 
31 People v. Toney (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 618, 621-622: “No special meaning attaches to this 
language [care or custody] “beyond the plain meaning of the terms themselves.   The terms ‘care 
or custody’ do not imply a familial relationship but only a willingness to assume duties 
correspondent to the role of a caregiver.”  (People v. Cochran (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 826, 832, 
73 Cal.Rptr.2d 257.)” 
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Penal Code Section 11165.7: 

The claimant also requests reimbursement for training mandated reporters.  The test claim filing, 
at page 43, makes the following allegation (all brackets are in the claimant’s original text): 

Mandated reporters [Section 11165.7] report child abuse [as defined in Section 
11165.6] that is suspected [Section 11166(a)] and such reporters are required to 
undergo training in accordance with Section 11165.7 subdivisions (c) and (d): 

“(c) Training in the duties imposed by this article shall include training in 
child abuse identification and training in child abuse reporting. As part of 
that training, school districts shall provide to all employees being trained a 
written copy of the reporting requirements and a written disclosure of the 
employees’ confidentiality rights. 

(d) School districts that do not train the employees specified in subdivision 
(a) in the duties of child care custodians under the child abuse reporting 
laws shall report to the State Department of Education the reasons why 
this training is not provided.” 

Claimant’s quote of Penal Code section 11165.7,32 subdivisions (c) and (d) is accurate, as 
amended by Statutes 2000, chapter 916.  Penal Code section 11165.7, subdivision (a), is the list 
of professions that are mandated reporters; subdivision (b), as pled, provided that volunteers who 
work with children “are encouraged to obtain training in the identification and reporting of child 
abuse.”  

The specific language regarding training in the test claim statute refers to school districts. 33  A 
separate test claim was filed for training activities on this same code section by San Bernardino 
Community College District on behalf of school districts.  This will be heard by the Commission 
at a separate hearing: Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting (01-TC-21).  The analysis for Penal 
Code section 11165.7 in this test claim is limited to cities and counties. 

                                                 
32 Added by Statutes 1987, chapter 1459; amended by Statutes 1991, chapter 132, Statutes 1992, 
chapter 459, and Statutes 2000, chapter 916. 
33 Although this is addressed in more detail in the 01-TC-21 test claim, some history of Penal 
Code section 11165.7 is helpful to put the training language into legislative context.  Prior to 
amendment by Statutes 2000, chapter 916, subdivision (a) did not provide the complete list of 
mandated reporters, but instead defined the term “child care custodian” for the purposes of the 
Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Act.  The definition provided that a “child care custodian” 
included “an instructional aide, a teacher’s aide, or a teacher’s assistant employed by any public 
or private school, who has been trained in the duties imposed by this article, if the school district 
has so warranted to the State Department of Education; [and] a classified employee of any public 
school who has been trained in the duties imposed by this article, if the school has so warranted 
to the State Department of Education.”  All other categories of “child care custodian” defined in 
former Penal Code section 11165.7, including teachers, child care providers, social workers, and 
many others, were not dependent on whether the individual had received training on being a 
mandated reporter. 
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The Commission finds, based on the plain meaning of the statute,34 that there is no express duty 
in the test claim statute for local agencies, as employers or otherwise, to provide training to 
mandated reporters in child abuse identification and reporting.  Rather, as described in Planned 
Parenthood, supra, 181 Cal.App.3d 245, 259, at footnote 4: “[t]he Legislature has enacted 
numerous provisions to ensure these occupational categories [mandated reporters] receive the 
necessary training in child abuse detection. (See, e.g., Bus. & Prof. Code, §§ 28, 2089, 2091.)”  
So, while the Business and Professions Code requires that specific professionals, including 
psychologists, clinical social workers, marriage and family therapists, physicians, and surgeons, 
receive training on mandated child abuse reporting as part of their initial licensing and 
continuing education requirements, the training is not required to be provided by local agency 
employers pursuant to the test claim statutes.35  Therefore, the Commission finds that Penal Code 
section 11165.7, subdivisions (c) and (d), does not mandate a new program or higher level of 
service on local agencies for training mandated reporters.   

(B) Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form: 

Penal Code Section 11168, Including Former Penal Code Section 11161.7, and the  
“Suspected Child Abuse Report” Form SS 8572:   

Penal Code section 11161.7 was added by Statutes 1974, chapter 836, and required DOJ to issue 
an optional form, for use by medical professionals to report suspected child abuse.  Then, 
Statutes 1977, chapter 958, one of the test claim statutes, amended section 11161.7 and for the 
first time required a mandatory reporting form to be adopted by DOJ, to be distributed by county 
welfare departments. 

The 1980 reenactment of the child abuse reporting laws moved the provision to Penal Code 
section 11168,36 which now requires: 

The written reports required by Section 11166 shall be submitted on forms 
adopted by the Department of Justice after consultation with representatives of the 
various professional medical associations and hospital associations and county 
probation or welfare departments.  Those forms shall be distributed by the 
agencies specified in Section 11165.9. 

                                                 
34 “If the terms of the statute are unambiguous, the court presumes the lawmakers meant what 
they said, and the plain meaning of the language governs.”  (Estate of Griswold (2001)  
25 Cal.4th 904, 911.) 
35 The activity of training on the requirements of the Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Act, is 
one that, while not explicitly required by the plain language of the statute, may be found to be 
one “of the most reasonable methods of complying with the mandate” during the parameters and 
guidelines part of the test claim process.  California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1183.1, 
subdivision (a)(4), requires the parameters and guidelines to contain a description of the 
reimbursable activities, including “those methods not specified in statute or executive order that 
are necessary to carry out the mandated program.” 
36 As added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071 and amended by Statutes 2000, chapter 916. Derived 
from former Penal Code section 11161.7, added by Statutes 1974, chapter 836, and amended by 
Statutes 1977, chapter 958. 
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The Commission finds that agencies specified in section 11165.9 did not have a duty to distribute 
the state-issued “Suspected Child Abuse Report” (Form SS 8572), or any other child abuse 
reporting form, prior to Statutes 1977, chapter 958.  Therefore, the Commission finds that Penal 
Code section 11168, as pled, mandates a new program or higher level of service, as follows:   

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• Distribute the child abuse reporting form adopted by the Department of Justice (currently 
known as the “Suspected Child Abuse Report” Form SS 8572) to mandated reporters. 

(C) Reporting Between Local Departments 
Accepting and Referring Initial Child Abuse Reports when a Department Lacks Jurisdiction: 
Penal Code Section 11165.9: 

Penal Code section 11165.9,37 as pled, requires: 

Reports of suspected child abuse or neglect shall be made by mandated reporters 
to any police department, sheriff’s department, county probation department if 
designated by the county to receive mandated reports, or the county welfare 
department. It does not include a school district police or security department. 
Any of those agencies shall accept a report of suspected child abuse or neglect 
whether offered by a mandated reporter or another person, or referral by another 
agency, even if the agency to whom the report is being made lacks subject matter 
or geographical jurisdiction to investigate the reported case, unless the agency can 
immediately electronically transfer the call to an agency with proper jurisdiction. 
When an agency takes a report about a case of suspected child abuse or neglect in 
which that agency lacks jurisdiction, the agency shall immediately refer the case 
by telephone, fax, or electronic transmission to an agency with proper jurisdiction. 

As discussed above, the prior law of Penal Code section 11161.5, subdivision (a), required the 
mandated reporters to report child abuse “by telephone and in writing, within 36 hours, to both 
the local police authority having jurisdiction and to the juvenile probation department; or in the 
alternative, either to the county welfare department, or to the county health department.” 

Thus, police, sheriff’s, probation, and county health and welfare departments were required to 
accept mandated child abuse reports under prior law;38 however, one aspect of Penal Code 
section 11165.9 creates a new duty.  Now, local police, sheriff’s, probation or county welfare 
departments, even when they lack jurisdiction over the reported incident “shall accept a report of 
suspected child abuse or neglect whether offered by a mandated reporter or another person, or 
referral by another agency” unless they take action to immediately transfer the telephone call to 
the proper agency.  Otherwise, they must accept the report, and then forward it “immediately” by 
telephone, fax or electronic transmission to the proper agency.  Prior law placed the burden 
solely on the mandated reporter to file the report with an agency with proper jurisdiction.  With 
the change made by Statutes 2000, chapter 916, a local police, sheriff’s, probation or county 
welfare department with improper jurisdiction must take affirmative steps to accept and refer a 
                                                 
37 As added by Statutes 2000, chapter 916.  Derived from former Penal Code section 11165. 
38 Former Penal Code section 11161.5, subdivision (a). 
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child abuse report, rather than simply telling a caller that they have contacted the wrong 
department.  Therefore, the Commission finds that Penal Code section 11165.9, as added by 
Statutes 2000, chapter 916, mandates a new program or higher level of service, as follows: 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• Transfer a call electronically or immediately refer the case by telephone, fax, or 
electronic transmission, to an agency with proper jurisdiction, whenever the department 
lacks subject matter or geographical jurisdiction over an incoming report of suspected 
child abuse or neglect. 

Cross-Reporting of Suspected Child Abuse or Neglect from County Welfare and Probation 
Departments to the Law Enforcement Agency with Jurisdiction and the District Attorney’s 
Office:  
Penal Code Section 11166, Subdivision (h):39 

Penal Code section 11166, subdivision (h), as pled, requires reporting from the county probation 
or welfare departments to the law enforcement agency with jurisdiction, and to the district 
attorney’s office.  The law requires county welfare or probation departments to report by 
telephone, fax or electronic transmission “every known or suspected instance of child abuse or 
neglect” to the law enforcement agency with jurisdiction, the local agency responsible for 
investigation of Welfare and Institutions Code section 300 cases (such as a child protective 
services department), and to the district attorney’s office.  There is an exception to reporting 
cases to law enforcement and the district attorney when they only involve general neglect, or an 
inability to provide “regular care due to the parent’s substance abuse.”  If an initial telephone 
report is made, a written report by mail, fax or electronic transmission must follow within 36 
hours. 

Statutes 2000, chapter 916, operative January 1, 2001, modified the reporting requirements by 
allowing the initial reports to be made by fax or electronic means, rather than initially by 
telephone.  Thus, there is now the option of meeting the mandate requirements in a single step if 
the initial report is made by fax or electronic transmission.  Statutes 2005, chapter 713, operative 
January 1, 2006, following the filing of the test claim, made the same change for reports from 
law enforcement agencies.  This statute also re-lettered the subdivisions from (h) to (j). 

The prior law of former section 11161.5, subdivision (a), required “cross-reporting” by county 
welfare or health departments to the local police authority with jurisdiction and juvenile 
probation departments, as follows: 

Whenever it is brought to the attention of a director of a county welfare 
department or health department that a minor has physical injury or injuries which 
appear to have been inflicted upon him by other than accidental means by any 
person, that a minor has been sexually molested, or that any injury prohibited by 
the terms of Section 273a has been inflicted upon a minor, he shall file a report 

                                                 
39 Subsequent amendments (not pled) re-lettered subdivision (h).  The subdivision is now lettered 
(j).  For consistency with the pleadings, the subdivision will be referred to as (h) in the 
discussion. 
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without delay with the local police authority having jurisdiction and to the 
juvenile probation department as provided in this section. 

Thus, prior law did require county welfare departments to file a report of suspected child abuse 
or neglect “with the local police authority with jurisdiction,” “without delay.”40  However, all of 
the other local child abuse cross-reporting duties were added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071, or 
in later amendments. 

The Commission finds that Penal Code section 1116641 mandates a new program or higher level 
of service on county probation and welfare departments for the following activities, as of the 
beginning of the reimbursement period, July 1, 1999: 

A county probation department shall: 

• Report by telephone immediately, or as soon as practically possible, to the law 
enforcement agency having jurisdiction over the case, to the agency given the 
responsibility for investigation of cases under Section 300 of the Welfare and Institutions 
Code, and to the district attorney’s office every known or suspected instance of child 
abuse, as defined in Penal Code section 11165.6, except acts or omissions coming within 
subdivision (b) of section 11165.2, or reports made pursuant to section 11165.13 based 
on risk to a child which relates solely to the inability of the parent to provide the child 
with regular care due to the parent’s substance abuse, which shall be reported only to the 
county welfare department.  

• 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 this 
subdivision. 

As of January 1, 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. 

A county welfare department shall: 

• Report by telephone immediately, or as soon as practically possible, to the agency given 
the responsibility for investigation of cases under Section 300 of the Welfare and 
Institutions Code, and to the district attorney’s office every known or suspected instance 
of child abuse, as defined in Penal Code section 11165.6, except acts or omissions 
coming within subdivision (b) of section 11165.2, or reports made pursuant to section 
11165.13 based on risk to a child which relates solely to the inability of the parent to 

                                                 
40 A common definition of the word “immediately,” which is used in the current statute, is 
“without delay,” which is used in the prior law.  (American Heritage Dict. (4th ed. 2000).) 
41 As added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071; amended by Statutes 1981, chapter 435, Statutes 
1982, chapter 905, Statutes 1984, chapter 1423, Statutes 1986, chapter 1289, Statutes 1987, 
chapter 1459, Statutes 1988, chapters 269 and 1580, Statutes 1990, chapter 1603, Statutes 1992, 
chapter 459, Statutes 1993, chapter 510, Statutes 1996, chapters 1080 and 1081, and Statutes 
2000, chapter 916. 
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provide the child with regular care due to the parent’s substance abuse, which shall be 
reported only to the county welfare department.  

This activity does not include making an initial report of child abuse and neglect from a 
county welfare department to the law enforcement agency having jurisdiction over the 
case, which was required under prior law to be made “without delay.” 

• Send a written report thereof within 36 hours of receiving the information concerning the 
incident to any agency, including the law enforcement agency having jurisdiction over 
the case, to which it is required to make a telephone report under this subdivision. 

As of January 1, 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. 

Cross-Reporting of Suspected Child Abuse or Neglect from the Law Enforcement Agency to the 
the County Welfare and Institutions Code Section 300 Agency, County Welfare, and the District 
Attorney’s Office:  
Penal Code Section 11166, Subdivision (i):42 

Penal Code section 11166, subdivision (i) provides the requirement that law enforcement 
agencies must relay known or suspected child abuse and neglect reports by telephone to the 
Welfare and Institutions Code section 300 agency for the county, and to the district attorney’s 
office, with an exception for reporting cases of general neglect to the district attorney.  The law 
enforcement agency must also cross-report to the county welfare department all reports of 
suspected child abuse or neglect alleged to have occurred as a result of the action of a person 
responsible for the child’s welfare.  A written report by mail, fax or electronic transmission must 
follow any telephone report within 36 hours. 

Statutes 2000, chapter 916, operative January 1, 2001, modified the reporting requirements by 
allowing the initial reports to be made by fax or electronic means, rather than initially by 
telephone.  Thus, there is now the option of meeting the mandate requirements in a single step if 
the initial report is made by fax or electronic transmission.  Statutes 2005, chapter 713, operative 
January 1, 2006, following the filing of the test claim, made the same change for reports from 
law enforcement agencies.  This statute also re-lettered the subdivisions from (i) to (k). 

The Commission finds that Penal Code section 11166, subdivision (i)43 mandates a new program 
or higher level of service on city and county law enforcement agencies for the following 
activities, as of the beginning of the reimbursement period, July 1, 1999: 

                                                 
42 Subsequent amendments (not pled) re-lettered subdivision (i).  The subdivision is now lettered 
(k).  For consistency with the pleadings, the subdivision will be referred to as (i) in the 
discussion. 
43 As added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071; amended by Statutes 1981, chapter 435, Statutes 
1982, chapter 905, Statutes 1984, chapter 1423, Statutes 1986, chapter 1289, Statutes 1987, 
chapter 1459, Statutes 1988, chapters 269 and 1580, Statutes 1990, chapter 1603, Statutes 1992, 
chapter 459, Statutes 1993, chapter 510, Statutes 1996, chapters 1080 and 1081, and Statutes 
2000, chapter 916. 
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A city or county law enforcement agency shall: 

• 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, 
subdivision (b), which shall be reported only to the county welfare department.   

• 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.  

• 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 this 
subdivision. 

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. 

Receipt of Cross-Reports by District Attorney’s Office: 
Penal Code Section 11166, Subdivisions (h) and (i): 

The claimant also alleges that Penal Code section 11166, by requiring cross-reporting of 
suspected child abuse to the district attorney, imposes a consequential “duty of the District 
Attorney to receive, monitor or audit those reports.”44  The activity of “receiving” the suspected 
child abuse reports on the part of the district attorney is one that is implicit as a reciprocal duty in 
response to the requirement that law enforcement, probation and county welfare departments 
provide such reports.  Therefore, the Commission finds that Penal Code section 11166 also 
mandates a new program or higher level of service, as follows:  

A district attorney’s office shall: 

• Receive reports of every known or suspected instance of child abuse reported to law 
enforcement, county probation or county welfare departments, except acts or omissions 
of general neglect coming within Penal Code section 11165.2, subdivision (b). 

The test claim includes a declaration from the Los Angeles County District Attorney’s Office, 
stating that the agency “is required to audit each case so reported and ensure that, pursuant to the 
test claim legislation, appropriate investigative agency’s reports are completed by these 
agencies.”  As described by the California Supreme Court in Dix v. Superior Court (1991) 53 
Cal.3d 442, 451, “[t]he prosecutor ordinarily has sole discretion to determine whom to charge, 
what charges to file and pursue, and what punishment to seek.”  The test claim statutes have not 
altered that level of independence, nor has the plain meaning of the test claim statutes required 
any new duties of the district attorney’s office to monitor or audit the reports received. To the 

                                                 
44 Claimant’s February 15, 2002 Comments, page 14. 
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extent that such follow-up activities are necessary, they are part of the prosecutor’s ordinary, 
discretionary, duty to determine whom and what to charge, as described in the Dix case. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the activities of monitoring and auditing the suspected 
child abuse reports, as alleged, are not required by the plain meaning of the test claim statutes, 
and they do not mandate a new program or higher level of service upon the district attorney’s 
office.   

Reporting to Licensing Agencies:  
Penal Code Section 11166.2: 

Penal Code section 11166.2, 45 as pled, “any agency specified in Section 11165.9 shall 
immediately or as soon as practically possible report by telephone to the appropriate licensing 
agency” when suspected child 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.”  In addition, the reporting agency “shall also send, fax, or electronically transmit 
a written report thereof within 36 hours of receiving the information.”  Finally, the reporting 
“agency shall send the licensing agency a copy of its investigation report and any other pertinent 
materials.” 

Statutes 2001, chapter 133, operative July 31, 2001, following the filing of the test claim, 
modified the reporting requirements by allowing agencies to make the initial reports by fax or 
electronic means, rather than initially by telephone.  Thus, reporting agencies now have the 
option of meeting the mandate requirements in a single step if they make the initial report by fax 
or electronic transmission.  

No cross-reports were required to be made to community care licensing or other licensing 
agencies under prior law.  Therefore, the Commission finds Penal Code section 11166.2 
mandates a new program or higher level of service, for the following new activity: 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• 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.  The agency shall also send, fax, or electronically transmit 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 this 
subdivision. 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. 

                                                 
45 As added by Statutes 1985, chapter 1598 and amended by Statutes 1987, chapter 531; Statutes 
1988, chapter 269; Statutes 1990, chapter 650; and Statutes 2000, chapter 916. 
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Additional Cross-Reporting in Cases of Child Death: 
Penal Code Section 11166.9, Subdivisions (k) and (l): 

Claimant also alleges in comments filed on February 15, 2002, at page 17, that new activities 
were required when Penal Code section 11166.9 was amended by Statutes 1999, chapter 1012, 
adding subdivisions (k) and (l).46   Previously the code section addressed the statewide effort to 
identify and address issues related to child deaths, but did not require any mandatory activities of 
local government. 

With the amendment by Statutes 1999, chapter 1012, Penal Code section 11166.9, subdivision 
(k) requires “Law enforcement and child welfare agencies shall cross-report all cases of child 
death suspected to be related to child abuse or neglect whether or not the deceased child has any 
known surviving siblings.”  

In addition, pursuant to subdivision (l), the county child welfare department must also create a 
record in a state reporting system regarding the case of a child death.  Therefore, the Commission 
finds that Penal Code section 11166.9, subdivisions (k) and (l), mandates a new program or 
higher level of service, for the following new activities: 

A city or county law enforcement agency shall: 

• Cross-report all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or neglect to 
the county child welfare agency. 

A county welfare department shall: 

• Cross-report all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or neglect to 
law enforcement. 

• Create a record in the Child Welfare Services/Case Management System (CWS/CMS) on 
all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or neglect. 

• Enter information into the CWS/CMS upon notification that the death was subsequently 
determined not to be related to child abuse or neglect.   

                                                 
46 As added by Statutes 1992, chapter 844 and amended by Statutes 1995, chapter 539; Statutes 
1997, chapter 842; Statutes 1999, chapter 1012; Statutes 2000, chapter 916.  This code section 
has since been renumbered Penal Code section 11174.34, by Statutes 2004, chapter 842, without 
amending the text.  For consistency with the pleadings, the section will be referred to as 11166.9 
in the discussion. 
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(D) Investigation of Suspected Child Abuse, and Reporting to and from the  
State Department of Justice  

Penal Code Sections 11165.12, 11166, Subdivision (a), 11169, Subdivision (a), and 11170; and 
the Automated Child Abuse Reporting System (ACAS): California Code of Regulations, Title 11, 
Sections 901, 902, and 903; and the “Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583: 

Penal Code section 11169, subdivision (a),47 as pled, requires “[a]n agency specified in section 
11165.9,” to forward a written report to DOJ, by mail, fax or electronic transmission “of every 
case it investigates of known or suspected child abuse or neglect which is determined not to be 
unfounded,” other than cases of general neglect.  The reports are required to be in a form 
approved by DOJ. 

Penal Code section 11165.1248 provides the definitions of unfounded, substantiated and 
inconclusive reports.  Each requires a determination “by the investigator who conducted the 
investigation.”  Unfounded reports -- those which have been found following an active 
investigation to be false, inherently improbable, the result of an accidental injury, or otherwise 
not satisfying the statutory definition of child abuse and neglect -- are not to be reported to DOJ.  
Thus, only substantiated and inconclusive reports are to be forwarded to DOJ, pursuant to section 
11169, subdivision (a), as described above. 

California Code of Regulations, title 11, section 901, provides definitions for the Automated 
Child Abuse System, or ACAS.  Section 902 states the purpose of ACAS “as the index of 
investigated reports of suspected child abuse received,” and is a reference file “used to refer 
authorized individuals or entities to the underlying child abuse investigative files maintained at 
the reporting CPA.”49 The Commission finds that California Code of Regulations, title 11, 
sections 901 or 902, do not require any activities that are not otherwise described in statute, and 
thus do not mandate a new program or higher level of service. 

Penal Code section 11169, subdivision (a) provides that “[t]he reports required by this section 
shall be in a form approved by the Department of Justice and may be sent by fax or electronic 
transmission.”  California Code of Regulations, title 11, section 903, designates the current form 
SS 8583 as “the standard reporting form for submitting summary reports of child abuse to DOJ,” 
and describes mandatory information which must be included on the form “in order for it to be 
considered a “retainable report” by DOJ and entered into ACAS.” 

The prior law, former Penal Code section 11161.5, subdivision (a), required all written child 
abuse reports received by the police to be forwarded to the state, as follows: 

                                                 
47 As added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071 and amended by Statutes 1981, chapter 435, Statutes 
1985, chapter 1598, Statutes 1988, chapters 269 and 1497, Statutes 1997, chapter 842, and 
Statutes 2000, chapter 916. 
48 As added by Statutes 1987, chapter 1459 and amended by Statutes 1990, chapter 1330, 
Statutes 1997, chapter 842, and Statutes 2000, chapter 916.   
49 “CPA” refers to “child protective agency,” which is defined in California Code of Regulations, 
title 11, section 901, subdivision (f), as referring back to the agencies listed in Penal Code 
section 11165.9. 
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Copies of all written reports received by the local police authority shall be 
forwarded to the Department of Justice.   

Thus, prior law only required a local police authority that received a written report of child abuse 
to forward a copy of the report to the state, as received. 

The claimant further alleges that “investigation” is newly required by the test claim statutes and 
regulations, in order to complete Form SS 8583, pled as an executive order, for submittal to DOJ.  
The state agencies dispute that investigation is a new activity.  DSS, in comments filed 
December 10, 2001, states: “Department staff believes that the requirement for the county 
welfare department to conduct an independent investigation in response to allegations of abuse 
and neglect is not a newly imposed duty.”  Neither DSS nor DOF’s comments cite any provision 
of law demonstrating that independent investigation of child abuse reports was required by prior 
law. 

Claimant correctly cites the 1999 Alejo v. City of Alhambra appellate court decision,50 in which 
the court found that the duty to investigate reports of suspected child abuse and neglect is 
mandatory.  The Alejo case concerned a claim of “negligence per se” against the city and the 
individual police officer for failing to investigate a report from a father that his three-year-old 
son was being physically abused by the mother’s live-in boyfriend. The negligence per se 
doctrine is used to litigate situations where a violation of a statute or regulation ultimately leads 
to an injury of a type that the law was intended to prevent.  In this case, the court found that the 
police violated a statute that required the investigation of child abuse reports, which led to the 
three-year-old child being further abused by the mother’s boyfriend.  First, the court determined 
that the police have no general duty to investigate individual reports of child abuse or neglect: 

We acknowledge, as a general rule one has no duty to come to the aid of another. 
(Williams v. State of California (1983) 34 Cal.3d 18, 23 [192 Cal.Rptr. 233, 664 
P.2d 137].) Accordingly, there is no duty owed by police to individual members 
of the general public because “[a] law enforcement officer’s duty to protect the 
citizenry is a general duty owed to the public as a whole.” (Von Batsch v. 
American Dist. Telegraph Co. (1985) 175 Cal.App.3d 1111, 1121 [222 Cal.Rptr. 
239].) Therefore, absent a special relationship or a statute creating a special duty, 
the police may not be held liable for their failure to provide protection. (Id. at p. 
1122.)51 

Since the court determined that the police have a general duty to protect the public at large, but 
not a duty to protect specific individuals in the absence of another statute, the opinion then 
examines whether any specific statute was violated by the police for failing to investigate the 
report of child abuse.  The court determined that Penal Code section 11166, subdivision (a), 
“creates such a duty.”52 

As we read section 11166, subdivision (a), it imposes two mandatory duties on a 
police officer who receives an account of child abuse. 

                                                 
50 Alejo v. City of Alhambra (1999) 75 Cal.App.4th 1180. 
51 Id. at page 1185. 
52 Ibid. 
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Although section 11166, subdivision (a) does not use the term “investigate,” it 
clearly envisions some investigation in order for an officer to determine whether 
there is reasonable suspicion to support the child abuse allegation and to trigger 
a report to the county welfare department and the district attorney under section 
11166, subdivision (i) and to the Department of Justice under section 11169, 
subdivision (a). The latter statute provides in relevant part: “A child protective 
agency shall forward to the Department of Justice a report in writing of every case 
it investigates of known or suspected child abuse which is determined not to be 
unfounded .... A child protective agency shall not forward a report to the 
Department of Justice unless it has conducted an active investigation and 
determined that the report is not unfounded, as defined in Section 11165.12.” An 
“unfounded” report is one “which is determined by a child protective agency 
investigator to be false, to be inherently improbable, to involve an accidental 
injury, or not to constitute child abuse, as defined in Section 11165.6.”  
(§ 11165.12, subd. (a).) “Child abuse” is defined in section 11165.6 as “a physical 
injury which is inflicted by other than accidental means on a child by another 
person.” 

¶…¶ 

Contrary to the city’s position, the duty to investigate and report child abuse is 
mandatory under section 11166, subdivision (a) if a reasonable person in Officer 
Doe’s position would have suspected such abuse. The language of the statute, 
prior cases and public policy all support this conclusion.53 

Thus, the court finds that the test claim statutes do mandate investigation, and the Commission 
must follow this statement of law when reaching its conclusions in this test claim.  However, the 
court was not examining the law from a mandates perspective, and made the finding based on 
current law.  For its purposes, the court had no need to determine whether the earlier versions of 
the child abuse reporting law initially created the duty to investigate.   

The investigation activity identified in the test claim is one that is necessary in order to complete 
the state “Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583.  Penal Code section 11169, 
subdivision (a), as added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071, and substantively amended by Statutes 
1985, chapter 1598, provides that the “agency specified in Section 11165.9” must first conduct 
an active investigation to determine whether the child abuse or severe neglect “report is not 
unfounded” before sending a completed report form to the state.54  No earlier statutes required 
any determination of the validity of a report of child abuse or neglect before completing a child 
abuse investigative report form and forwarding it to the state.  Therefore, the Commission finds 
that an investigation sufficient to determine whether a report of suspected child abuse or neglect 
is unfounded, substantiated, or inconclusive, as defined by Penal Code section 11165.12, is 
newly mandated by Penal Code section 11169, subdivision (a), as described by the court in 
Alejo.55   

                                                 
53 Id. at pages 1186-1187. [Emphasis added.] 
54 Penal Code section 11169. 
55 Alejo v. City of Alhambra, supra, 75 Cal.App.4th 1180, 1186. 
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The Commission finds that Penal Code section 11169, subdivision (a), the California Code of 
Regulations, title 11, section 903, and the state “Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 
8583, mandate a new program or higher level of service, as follows: 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• 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. 

• Forward 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 and may be sent by fax 
or electronic transmission. 

(E) Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 

Penal Code Section 11169, Subdivision (b): 

Penal Code section 11169, subdivision (b), as amended by Statutes 2000, chapter 916, for the 
first time requires that when “an agency specified in section 11165.9,” forwards a report of 
suspected child abuse or neglect to DOJ: 

the agency shall also notify in writing the known or suspected child abuser that he 
or she has been reported to the Child Abuse Central Index. The notice required by 
this section shall be in a form approved by the Department of Justice. The 
requirements of this subdivision shall apply with respect to reports forwarded to 
the department on or after the date on which this subdivision becomes operative. 

DSS’s December 10, 2001 comments concur with the claimant that written notification is a new 
activity, but disputes the claim for reimbursement based upon the existing funding scheme.  
DOF’s comments on the test claim filing similarly acknowledge “that this particular requirement 
was added to the child abuse reporting scheme after 1975, and that it may result in trace cost 
increases to the claimant,” but concludes that such costs are subject to a federal-state-local 
funding ratio and “not subject to state subvention.” 

The Commission finds that the statute requires an entirely new duty that was not mandated by 
prior law.  Therefore, the Commission finds that the plain language of Penal Code section 11169, 
subdivision (b), mandates a new program or higher level of service, for the following new 
activity:  

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 
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• 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. 

The potential reimbursement period for this activity begins no earlier than January 1, 2001—the 
operative date of Statutes 2000, chapter 916. 

Penal Code Section 11170: 

Penal Code section 1117056 describes the duties of the DOJ to maintain the Child Abuse Central 
Index and make reports available.  It refers to reports made pursuant to Penal Code section 
11169.  As described above, Penal Code section 11169 requires reports to be made by “an 
agency specified in Section 11165.9.”  When “submitting agency,” “investigating agency” or 
similar terms are used in Penal Code section 11170, the statute refers back to the agencies that 
submitted the initial Child Abuse Investigation Reports pursuant to section 11169—which in turn 
are the agencies identified in Penal Code section 11165.9.   

The pre-1975 law of former Penal Code section 11161.5 provided that if the DOJ records 
resulted in reports or information being returned to the reporting agency, the reports received 
were required to be made available to specified individuals “having a direct interest in the 
welfare of the minor” and others, including probation and child welfare departments, as follows: 

Reports and other pertinent information received from the department shall be 
made available to: any licensed physician and surgeon, dentist, resident, intern, 
podiatrist, chiropractor, or religious practitioner with regard to his patient or 
client; any director of a county welfare department, school superintendent, 
supervisor of child welfare and attendance, certificated pupil personnel employee, 
or school principal having a direct interest in the welfare of the minor; and any 
probation department, juvenile probation department, or agency offering child 
protective services. 

Penal Code section 11170, subdivision (b)(1), requires that after information is received by “an 
agency that submits a report pursuant to Section 11169” from the DOJ “that is relevant to the 
known or suspected instance of child abuse or severe neglect reported by the agency,” “[t]he 
agency shall make that information available to the reporting medical practitioner, child 
custodian, guardian ad litem” or appointed counsel, “or the appropriate licensing agency, if he or 
she is treating or investigating a case of known or suspected child abuse or severe neglect.”  
While the requirement is similar to prior law, there was no duty in prior law for the reporting 
agency to make reports and information available to the child custodian, guardian ad litem, 
appointed counsel or licensing agency.  Therefore, the Commission finds that Penal Code section 
11170, subdivision (b)(1) mandates a new program or higher level of service for the following 
activity: 
                                                 
56 As added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071; amended by Statutes 1981, chapter 435, Statutes 
1982, chapter 162, Statutes 1984, chapter 1613, Statutes 1985, chapter 1598, Statutes 1986, 
chapter 1496, Statutes 1987, chapter 82, Statutes 1989, chapter 153, Statutes 1990, chapters 1330 
and 1363, Statutes 1992, chapters 163 and 1338, Statutes 1993, chapter 219, Statutes 1996, 
chapter 1081, Statutes 1997, chapters 842, 843, and 844, Statutes 1999, chapter 475, and Statutes 
2000, chapter 916. 
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Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• Make relevant information available, when received from the Department of Justice, to 
the child custodian, guardian ad litem appointed under section 326, or counsel appointed 
under section 317 or 318 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, or the appropriate 
licensing agency, if he or she is treating or investigating a case of known or suspected 
child abuse or severe neglect. 

Another new provision, Penal Code section 11170, subdivision (b)(2) creates a duty for the 
agency that investigated a mandated report of child abuse to report back to the mandated reporter 
on the conclusion of the investigation.  Penal Code section 11170, subdivision (b)(2) refers to the 
investigating agency of a report made pursuant to Penal Code section 11166, subdivision (a), 
which in turn requires mandated reports be made to agencies specified in section 11165.9.  There 
was no duty in prior law for agencies listed in 11165.9 to provide such information, therefore, 
the Commission finds that Penal Code section 11170, subdivision (b)(2), mandates a new 
program or higher level of service for the following activity: 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• Inform the mandated reporter of the results of the investigation and of 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. 

Penal Code section 11170, subdivision (b)(5), now numbered (b)(6),57 requires the DOJ to make 
information available to “investigative agencies or probation officers, or court investigators” 
“responsible for placing children or assessing the possible placement of children” regarding any 
known or suspected child abusers residing in the home.  When such information is received by 
an investigating agency, the statute requires that the agency notify the person that they are in the 
Child Abuse Central Index.  There was no duty in prior law for the investigating agency to 
provide such information; therefore, the Commission finds that Penal Code section 11170, 
subdivision (b)(5), now (b)(6), mandates a new program or higher level of service for the 
following activity: 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• Notify, in writing, the person listed in the Child Abuse Central Index that he or she is in 
the index, upon receipt of relevant information concerning child abuse or neglect 
investigation reports contained in the index from the Department of Justice when 
investigating a home for the placement of dependant children. The notification shall 
include the name of the reporting agency and the date of the report. 

Claimant alleges that there is a new program or higher level of service required by Penal Code 
section 11170, subdivision (b)(6)(A), now renumbered (b)(8)(A).58  The subdivision, as pled, 

                                                 
57 This subdivision was renumbered by Statutes 2004, chapter 842. 
58 This subdivision was renumbered by Statutes 2004, chapter 842. 
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provides that an investigating party, including any agency named in section 11169 that is 
required to make reports to the Child Abuse Central Index (these are the agencies receiving child 
abuse and neglect reports pursuant to section 11165.9), as well as district attorney’s offices, and 
county licensing agencies, that receives information from the state Child Abuse Central Index is: 

responsible for obtaining the original investigative report from the reporting 
agency, and for drawing independent conclusions regarding the quality of the 
evidence disclosed, and its sufficiency for making decisions regarding 
investigation, prosecution, licensing, or placement of a child.   

The Commission finds that the words “responsible for” in this statute are vague and ambiguous, 
and may be interpreted alternatively as either mandatory (e.g. “investigators shall obtain the 
original report,”) or discretionary, (e.g. if the investigator finds it necessary for the investigation, 
they are to obtain the original report from the local reporter, rather than from the state.)  
Therefore it is necessary to look at extrinsic evidence of legislative intent.59  The statutory 
language was added by Statutes 1990, chapter 1330 (Sen. Bill No. (SB) 2788), as double joined 
with Statutes 1990, chapter 1363 (Assem. Bill No. (AB) 3532.)  The legislative history for SB 
2788 yields a reading of “responsible for” as a mandatory term.  Specifically, the Assembly 
Public Safety Committee, Republican Analysis, (Reg. Sess. 1989-1990) on SB 2788, version 
dated August 28, 1990, states: 

this bill would require any appropriate person or agency responsible for child care 
oversight to, upon notification that a report exist[s], seek the original information 
pertaining to the incident and make an independent decision on the merits of the 
report for investigation, prosecution or licensure determination. [Emphasis 
added.] 60 

Therefore, the Commission finds that Penal Code section 11170, subdivision (b)(6)(A), now 
(b)(8)(A), mandates a new program or higher level of service, as follows: 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department, county licensing 
agency, or district attorney’s office shall: 

                                                 
59 “Because the words themselves provide no definitive answer, we must look to extrinsic 
sources.”  People v. Woodhead (1987) 43 Cal.3d 1002, 1008. 
60 The court in Kaufman & Broad Communities, Inc. v. Performance Plastering, Inc. (2005)  
133 Cal.App.4th 26, 31, “set forth a list of legislative history documents that have been 
recognized by the California Supreme Court or this court as constituting cognizable legislative 
history,” including reports of the Assembly Committee on Public Safety (supra at p. 33.) 

Further, although an author’s letter to the Governor is not a reliable form of legislative history on 
its own, Sen. Newton R. Russell’s August 31, 1990 letter to the Governor is consistent with the 
committee analysis cited above: “SB 2788 will also insert language stating that all authorized 
persons and agencies, if conducting either child abuse or child care licensing investigation, and 
having access to information form the CACI, are required to obtain, and make independent 
conclusions from, the original child abuse report.” [Emphasis in original.] 
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• Obtain the original investigative report from the reporting agency, and draw independent 
conclusions regarding the quality of the evidence disclosed, and its sufficiency for 
making decisions regarding investigation, prosecution, licensing, or placement of a child, 
when a report is received from the Child Abuse Central Index.   

Penal Code section 11170, subdivision (c) requires that the DOJ provide information from the 
Child Abuse Central Index “to any agency responsible for placing children pursuant to …the 
Welfare and Institutions Code,” section 305 et seq., “upon request,” when relevant to a child’s 
potential “placement with a responsible relative pursuant to” Welfare and Institutions Code 
sections 281.5, 305, and 361.3.     

Welfare and Institutions Code section 305 et seq. refers to temporary custody and detention of 
dependent children.  Welfare and Institutions Code section 281.5 refers to placement by a 
probation officer; section 305 refers to temporary custody by “any peace officer”;61 and section 
361.3 concerns placement with a relative by “the county social worker and court.”  Thus, when 
any law enforcement agency, probation department, or child welfare department receives 
information regarding placement of a child with a relative from DOJ, as described in Penal Code 
section 11170, subdivision (c), the agency receiving the information is statutorily obligated to 
notify the individual “that he or she is in the index.”  There was no duty in prior law to provide 
such information; therefore, the Commission finds that Penal Code section 11170, subdivision 
(c), mandates a new program or higher level of service for the following activity:   

Any city or county law enforcement agency, county probation department, or county 
welfare department shall: 

• Notify, in writing, the person listed in the Child Abuse Central Index that he or she is in 
the index, upon receipt of relevant information concerning child abuse or neglect reports 
contained in the index from the Department of Justice regarding placement with a 
responsible relative pursuant to Welfare and Institutions Code sections 281.5, 305, and 
361.3. The notification shall include the location of the original investigative report and 
the submitting agency. The notification shall be submitted to the person listed at the same 
time that all other parties are notified of the information, and no later than the actual 
judicial proceeding that determines placement. 

Also, the claimant, at page 34 of the test claim filing, alleges that Penal Code section 11170, 
subdivision (d) requires that the claimant “provide certain information when necessary for out-
of-state law enforcement agencies.”  The Commission finds that the subdivision is directed 
solely to “the department,” which, when used through the rest of section 11170, refers to the 
state Department of Justice.  The context of subdivision (d) does not suggest a different usage 
was intended.62 Therefore the Commission finds that Penal Code section 11170, subdivision (d), 
does not mandate a new program or higher level of service. 

Similarly, claimant alleges a mandate from Penal Code section 11170, subdivision (e), which 
provides that an individual may make a request to DOJ to “determine if he or she is listed in the 

                                                 
61 Peace officers are defined at Penal Code section 830 et seq. 
62 “Terms ordinarily possess a consistent meaning throughout a statute.” People v. Standish 
(2006) 38 Cal.4th 858, 870. 
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Child Abuse Central Index.” If they are listed, DOJ is required to provide “the date of the report 
and the submitting agency.”   Then “[t]he requesting person is responsible for obtaining the 
investigative report from the submitting agency pursuant to paragraph (13) of subdivision (a) of 
Section 11167.5.”  Penal Code section 11167.5 indicates that reports are available pursuant to the 
Public Records Act (Gov. Code, § 6250, et seq.)  The duties expressed in Penal Code section 
11170, subdivision (e) are imposed on the state or individuals; any related activities for local 
governments are required by prior law, specifically Government Code section 6253 of the Public 
Records Act, not the test claim statutes.  Therefore, the Commission finds that Penal Code 
section 11170, subdivision (e), does not mandate a new program or higher level of service. 

(F) Record Retention 

Penal Code Section 11169, Subdivision (c): 

Penal Code section 11169, subdivision (c), requires: 

Agencies shall retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports that result in a 
report filed with the Department of Justice pursuant to subdivision (a) for the 
same period of time that the information is required to be maintained on the Child 
Abuse Central Index pursuant to this section. Nothing in this section precludes an 
agency from retaining the reports for a longer period of time if required by law. 

The time for retention of records on the Child Abuse Central Index is controlled by Penal Code 
section 11170,63 as follows: 

(3) Information from an inconclusive or unsubstantiated report filed pursuant to 
subdivision (a) of Section 11169 shall be deleted from the Child Abuse Central 
Index after 10 years if no subsequent report concerning the same suspected child 
abuser is received within that time period. If a subsequent report is received 
within that 10-year period, information from any prior report, as well as any 
subsequently filed report, shall be maintained on the Child Abuse Central Index 
for a period of 10 years from the time the most recent report is received by the 
department. 

Reading the two sections together, the record retention period for each of the underlying local 
investigatory files is a minimum of 10 years, much longer if a subsequent report on the same 
suspected child abuser is received during the 10 year period.  DSS and DOF dispute the claim for 
mandate reimbursement for record retention activities.  DSS asserts that the duty to retain the 
child protective agency’s investigative file documenting each investigation is not a new duty, 
citing Welfare and Institutions Code section 10851 and regulatory requirements for three years 

                                                 
63 As added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071; amended by Statutes 1981, chapter 435, Statutes 
1982, chapter 162, Statutes 1984, chapter 1613, Statutes 1985, chapter 1598, Statutes 1986, 
chapter 1496, Statutes 1987, chapter 82, Statutes 1989, chapter 153, Statutes 1990, chapters 1330 
and 1363, Statutes 1992, chapters 163 and 1338, Statutes 1993, chapter 219, Statutes 1996, 
chapter 1081, Statutes 1997, chapters 842, 843, and 844, Statutes 1999, chapter 475, and Statutes 
2000, chapter 916. 

37



Statement of Decision 
ICAN (00-TC-22) 

38

of records retention.64  DOF also cites the pre-existing three-year record retention requirement, 
and concludes that “the longer retention requirement for child abuse investigation records 
imposes no new costs, and may in fact avoid the costs of record destruction.  Finally, if the 
records are stored electronically, a longer retention period should result in no additional costs 
whatsoever.”  The Commission notes that the Welfare and Institutions Code record retention 
requirement is only applicable to public social services records.  Records required to be held by 
city police and county sheriff’s departments are only subject to the more general Government 
Code sections 26202 and 34090, which allow counties and cities, respectively, to authorize 
destruction of records after two years.   

Statutes 1997, chapter 842 added the records retention requirements to Penal Code sections 
11169 and 11170, resulting in a longer records retention period than otherwise required by prior 
law; thus mandating a higher level of service.   Therefore, the Commission finds that Penal Code 
section 11169, subdivision (c) mandates a new program or higher level of service, for the 
following: 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, or county probation department if 
designated by the county to receive mandated reports shall: 

• Retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports that result in a report filed with the 
Department of Justice for a minimum of 8 years for counties and cities (a higher level of 
service above the two-year record retention requirement pursuant to Gov. Code §§ 26202 
(cities) and 34090 (counties).)  If a subsequent report on the same suspected child abuser 
is received within the first 10-year period, the report shall be maintained for an additional 
10 years.  

A county welfare department shall: 

• Retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports that result in a report filed with the 
Department of Justice for a minimum of 7 years for welfare records (a higher level of 
service above the three-year record retention requirement pursuant to Welf. & Inst. Code, 
§ 10851.)  If a subsequent report on the same suspected child abuser is received within 
the first 10-year period, the report shall be maintained for an additional 10 years.  

Issue 3: Do the test claim statutes found to mandate a new program or higher level of 
service also impose costs mandated by the state pursuant to Government 
Code section 17514? 

Reimbursement under article XIII B, section 6 is required only if any new program or higher 
level of service is also found to impose “costs mandated by the state.”  Government Code  
section 17514 defines “costs mandated by the state” as any increased cost a local agency is 
required to incur as a result of a statute or executive order that mandates a new program or higher 
level of service.  The claimant alleges costs in excess of $200, the minimum standard at the time 
of filing the test claim, pursuant to Government Code section 17564.   

                                                 
64 DSS also cites the record retention requirement for juvenile courts (Welf. & Inst. Code, § 826), 
but it is irrelevant to the test claim allegations which address the records of the investigating 
agency, not those of the courts. 
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The only Government Code section 17556 exception that may apply to this test claim with 
respect to counties is subdivision (e), which provides, that “[t]he commission shall not find costs 
mandated by the state,” if: 

…  

 (e) The statute, executive order, or an appropriation in a Budget Act or other bill 
provides for offsetting savings to local agencies or school districts that result in no 
net costs to the local agencies or school districts, or includes additional revenue 
that was specifically intended to fund the costs of the state mandate in an amount 
sufficient to fund the cost of the state mandate.  

Both DSS and DOF’s December 10, 2001 comments assert that there are state funds available 
that can be used for new state-mandated child abuse reporting-related activities.  However, 
neither letter was specific in stating what funds were available for the activities. 

On May 9, 2007, Commission staff requested that the state agencies provide additional 
information in this regard, to “identify what funds have been appropriated and allocated to each 
county for child abuse and neglect reporting and investigation services.”  On July 20, 2007, DOF 
filed a response to the request, stating that: 

Counties receive allocations from: 1) Title IV-E federal funds, 2) Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grants, 3) Title XIX Funds, 4) Title 
XX Funds, 5) Title IV-B Funds, and 6) the General Fund.  Funds are appropriated 
in the annual Budget Act under Item 5180-151-0001. Additionally, transfer 
authority exists in other budget items that may be used for activities associated 
with ICAN.  Attached for your reference is a compact disc (CD) containing the 
Budget Act appropriations (Item 5180-151-0001) for fiscal years 1999-2000 
through 2006-2007.  The sections contain the funds appropriated for Department 
of Social Services’ local assistance programs.  Please note that these 
appropriations do not specify the multiple programs or specific activities that may 
be funded with the appropriation. 

The following describes the purpose of the various funds allocated to the counties. 

• General Fund appropriations are used to match Title IV-E funds based on the 
70/30 (state/county) share of nonfederal funds.  Title IV-E funds and General 
Fund appropriations are also used to provide “augmentation funds” to counties 
beyond the predetermined formulas based on caseload.  Augmentation 
funding occurs when a county has spent its share and additional money is 
needed to support County Welfare Services (CWS) programs. 

• TANF funds and county funds pay for emergency assistance, including 
investigation and crisis resolution activities performed by social workers. 

• Title IV-B funds are used to provide services and support to preserve families, 
protect children, and prevent child abuse and neglect. 

• Title IV-E funds can be used for case management and emergency assistance 
activities as well as training and professional development of a child welfare 
workforce.  These funds are budgeted based on a county welfare department’s 
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caseload and the number of social worker staff and clerical staff, using the 
specific county’s salaries, benefits, and associated overhead costs. 

• Title XIX funds are used for medical care assistance of CWS programs. 

• Title XX funds are used to provide for more flexibility in the delivery of child 
welfare services.  These funds are not used for medical care or employee 
wages. 

DOF’s CD also includes copies of the DSS County Fiscal Letters from 1999-2000 through 2006-
2007, as well as a table summarizing county welfare funding for those fiscal years.   

Despite all of the documentation provided, there is no evidence in the record to demonstrate that 
the mandated activities have been offset or funded by the state or federal government in a 
manner and amount “sufficient to fund the cost of the state mandate.” On the contrary, Welfare 
and Institutions Code section 10101 indicates that “the state’s share of the costs of the child 
welfare program shall be 70 percent of the actual nonfederal expenditures for the program or the 
amount appropriated by the Legislature for that purpose, whichever is less.”  Conversely, 
counties must have a share of costs for child welfare services of at least 30 percent of the 
nonfederal expenditures.  Even the augmentation funds are only available, according to DOF’s 
letter, “when a county has spent its share and additional money is needed.”  In addition, the 
funding information is limited to county welfare departments and does not include costs incurred 
by local law enforcement, when they perform the mandated activities identified.   

DOF’s December 10, 2001 comments cite the County of Fresno, supra, 53 Cal.3d. at page 487, 
to conclude that because test claim activities are jointly funded, “the test claim legislation is not 
subject to state subvention.”  The County of Fresno decision addressed a challenge to the 
constitutionality of Government Code section 17556, subdivision (d), which provides an 
exception to a finding of costs mandated by the state when the local government may pay for the 
new activities through service charges, fees, or assessments.  In determining that the limit 
expressed by subdivision (d) was constitutional, the California Supreme Court stated that “the 
Constitution requires reimbursement only for those expenses that are recoverable solely from 
taxes.”  However, contrary to DOF’s suggestion, the County of Fresno decision does not apply as 
this test claim does not have facts addressing available fees, service charges, or assessments for 
mandatory child abuse reporting.    

Government Code section 17556, subdivision (e) requires that there must be “no net costs,” or 
appropriated funds must be “specifically intended to fund the costs of the state mandate in an 
amount sufficient to fund the cost of the state mandate.”  To interpret the law as the December 
10, 2001 state agency comments urge would render much of the language of Government Code 
section 17556, subdivision (e) meaningless.  The Commission finds that section 17556, 
subdivision (e) does not apply to disallow a finding of costs mandated by the state, but that all 
claims for reimbursement for the approved activities must be offset by any program funds 
already received and applied to the program from non-local sources.  There is no evidence that 
the counties are required to use the funds identified by DOF for the expenses of the mandated 
activities. 

Thus, for the activities listed in the conclusion below, the Commission finds that the new 
program or higher level of service also imposes costs mandated by the state within the meaning 
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of Government Code section 17514, and none of the exceptions of Government Code section 
17556 apply. 

CONCLUSION 

The Commission concludes that Penal Code sections 11165.9, 11166, 11166.2, 11166.9, 11168 
(formerly 11161.7), 11169, 11170, 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 and 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; and executive orders California Code of Regulations, title 11, section 
903, and “Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583, mandate new programs or higher 
levels of service within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, 
and impose costs mandated by the state pursuant to Government Code section 17514, for cities 
and counties for the following specific new activities: 

Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form: 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• Distribute the child abuse reporting form adopted by the Department of Justice (currently 
known as the “Suspected Child Abuse Report” Form SS 8572) to mandated reporters.  
(Pen. Code, § 11168, formerly § 11161.7.)65 

Reporting Between Local Departments 
Accepting and Referring Initial Child Abuse Reports when a Department Lacks Jurisdiction:  

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• Transfer a call electronically or immediately refer the case by telephone, fax, or 
electronic transmission, to an agency with proper jurisdiction, whenever the department 
lacks subject matter or geographical jurisdiction over an incoming report of suspected 
child abuse or neglect.  (Pen. Code, § 11165.9.)66 

Cross-Reporting of Suspected Child Abuse or Neglect from County Welfare and Probation 
Departments to the Law Enforcement Agency with Jurisdiction  and the District Attorney’s 
Office:   

A county probation department shall: 

• Report by telephone immediately, or as soon as practically possible, to the law 
enforcement agency having jurisdiction over the case, to the agency given the 

                                                 
65 As added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071 and amended by Statutes 2000, chapter 916. Derived 
from former Penal Code section 11161.7, as amended by Statutes 1977, chapter 958. 
66 As added by Statutes 2000, chapter 916, operative January 1, 2001. 
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responsibility for investigation of cases under Section 300 of the Welfare and Institutions 
Code, and to the district attorney’s office every known or suspected instance of child 
abuse, as defined in Penal Code section 11165.6, except acts or omissions coming within 
subdivision (b) of section 11165.2, or reports made pursuant to section 11165.13 based 
on risk to a child which relates solely to the inability of the parent to provide the child 
with regular care due to the parent’s substance abuse, which shall be reported only to the 
county welfare department. (Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. (h), now subd. (j).)67 

• 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 this 
subdivision. 

As of January 1, 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.  (Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. (h), now subd. (j).)68 

A county welfare department shall: 

• Report by telephone immediately, or as soon as practically possible, to the agency given 
the responsibility for investigation of cases under Section 300 of the Welfare and 
Institutions Code, and to the district attorney’s office every known or suspected instance 
of child abuse, as defined in Penal Code section 11165.6, except acts or omissions 
coming within subdivision (b) of section 11165.2, or reports made pursuant to section 
11165.13 based on risk to a child which relates solely to the inability of the parent to 
provide the child with regular care due to the parent’s substance abuse, which shall be 
reported only to the county welfare department.  

This activity does not include making an initial report of child abuse and neglect from a 
county welfare department to the law enforcement agency having jurisdiction over the 
case, which was required under prior law to be made “without delay.”  (Pen. Code,  
§ 11166, subd. (h), now subd. (j).)69 

• Send a written report thereof within 36 hours of receiving the information concerning the 
incident to any agency, including the law enforcement agency having jurisdiction over 
the case, to which it is required to make a telephone report under this subdivision. 

As of January 1, 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.  (Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. (h), now subd. (j).)70 

                                                 
67 As added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071; amended by Statutes 1981, chapter 435, Statutes 
1982, chapter 905, Statutes 1984, chapter 1423, Statutes 1986, chapter 1289, Statutes 1987, 
chapter 1459, Statutes 1988, chapters 269 and 1580, Statutes 1990, chapter 1603, Statutes 1992, 
chapter 459, Statutes 1993, chapter 510, Statutes 1996, chapters 1080 and 1081, and Statutes 
2000, chapter 916. 
68 Ibid. 
69 Ibid. 
70 Ibid. 
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Cross-Reporting of Suspected Child Abuse or Neglect from the Law Enforcement Agency to the 
the County Welfare and Institutions Code Section 300 Agency, County Welfare, and the District 
Attorney’s Office:  

A city or county law enforcement agency shall: 

• 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, 
subdivision (b), which shall be reported only to the county welfare department.   
(Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. (i), now subd. (k).)71 

• 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. (Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. (i), now subd. (k).)72 

• 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 this 
subdivision. 

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. (Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. (i), now subd. (k).)73 

Receipt of Cross-Reports by District Attorney’s Office: 

A district attorney’s office shall: 

• Receive reports of every known or suspected instance of child abuse reported to law 
enforcement, county probation or county welfare departments, except acts or omissions 
of general neglect coming within Penal Code section 11165.2, subdivision (b).   
(Pen. Code, § 11166, subds. (h) and (i), now subds. (j) and (k).)74 

                                                 
71 As added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071; amended by Statutes 1981, chapter 435, Statutes 
1982, chapter 905, Statutes 1984, chapter 1423, Statutes 1986, chapter 1289, Statutes 1987, 
chapter 1459, Statutes 1988, chapters 269 and 1580, Statutes 1990, chapter 1603, Statutes 1992, 
chapter 459, Statutes 1993, chapter 510, Statutes 1996, chapters 1080 and 1081, and Statutes 
2000, chapter 916. 
72 Ibid. 
73 Ibid. 
74 As added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071; amended by Statutes 1981, chapter 435, Statutes 
1982, chapter 905, Statutes 1984, chapter 1423, Statutes 1986, chapter 1289, Statutes 1987, 
chapter 1459, Statutes 1988, chapters 269 and 1580, Statutes 1990, chapter 1603, Statutes 1992, 
chapter 459, Statutes 1993, chapter 510, Statutes 1996, chapters 1080 and 1081, and Statutes 
2000, chapter 916. 
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Reporting to Licensing Agencies: 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• 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.  The agency shall also send, fax, or electronically transmit 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 this 
subdivision. 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.  
(Pen. Code, § 11166.2.)75 

Additional Cross-Reporting in Cases of Child Death: 

A city or county law enforcement agency shall: 

• Cross-report all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or neglect to 
the county child welfare agency.  (Pen. Code, § 11166.9, subd. (k), now § 11174.34, 
subd. (k).)76 

A county welfare department shall: 

• Cross-report all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or neglect to 
law enforcement.  (Pen. Code, § 11166.9, subd. (k), now § 11174.34, subd. (k).)77 

• Create a record in the Child Welfare Services/Case Management System (CWS/CMS) on 
all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or neglect.  (Pen. Code, § 
11166.9, subd. (l), now § 11174.34, subd. (l).)78 

• Enter information into the CWS/CMS upon notification that the death was subsequently 
determined not to be related to child abuse or neglect.  (Pen. Code, § 11166.9, subd. (l), 
now § 11174.34, subd. (l).)79 

                                                 
75 As added by Statutes 1985, chapter 1598 and amended by Statutes 1987, chapter 531; Statutes 
1988, chapter 269; Statutes 1990, chapter 650; and Statutes 2000, chapter 916. 
76 As amended by Statutes 1999, chapter 1012, operative January 1, 2000.  This code section has 
since been renumbered as Penal Code section 11174.34, without amendment, by Statutes 2004, 
chapter 842. 
77 Ibid. 
78 Ibid. 
79 Ibid. 
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Investigation of Suspected Child Abuse, and Reporting to and from the  
State Department of Justice  

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• 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.  (Pen. Code, § 11169, subd. (a); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 11, § 903, “Child Abuse 
Investigation Report” Form SS 8583.) 80 

• Forward 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 and may be sent by fax 
or electronic transmission.  (Pen. Code, § 11169, subd. (a); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 11, § 
903, “Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583.) 81 

Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare department shall: 

• 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.  
(Pen. Code, § 11169, subd. (b).)82 

• Make relevant information available, when received from the Department of Justice, to 
the child custodian, guardian ad litem appointed under section 326, or counsel appointed 
under section 317 or 318 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, or the appropriate 
licensing agency, if he or she is treating or investigating a case of known or suspected 
child abuse or severe neglect.  (Pen. Code, § 11170, subd. (b)(1).)83 

                                                 
80 Code section as added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071, amended by Statutes 1981, chapter 435, 
Statutes 1985, chapter 1598, Statutes 1988, chapters 269 and 1497, Statutes 1997, chapter 842, 
and Statutes 2000, chapter 916.  Regulation as filed and operative July 17, 1998. 
81 Ibid. 
82 As amended by Statutes 1997, chapter 842, Statutes 1999, chapter 475, and Statutes 2000, 
chapter 916.  The potential reimbursement period for this activity begins no earlier than January 
1, 2001—the operative date of Statutes 2000, chapter 916. 
83 As added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071; amended by Statutes 1981, chapter 435, Statutes 
1982, chapter 162, Statutes 1984, chapter 1613, Statutes 1985, chapter 1598, Statutes 1986, 
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• Inform the mandated reporter of the results of the investigation and of 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.  (Pen. Code,  
§ 11170, subd. (b)(2).)84 

• Notify, in writing, the person listed in the Child Abuse Central Index that he or she is in 
the index, upon receipt of relevant information concerning child abuse or neglect 
investigation reports contained in the index from the Department of Justice when 
investigating a home for the placement of dependant children. The notification shall 
include the name of the reporting agency and the date of the report.  (Pen. Code, § 11170, 
subd. (b)(5), now subd. (b)(6).)85 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated 
by the county to receive mandated reports, county welfare department, county licensing 
agency, or district attorney’s office shall: 

• Obtain the original investigative report from the reporting agency, and draw independent 
conclusions regarding the quality of the evidence disclosed, and its sufficiency for 
making decisions regarding investigation, prosecution, licensing, or placement of a child, 
when a report is received from the Child Abuse Central Index. (Pen. Code, § 11170, 
subd. (b)(6)(A), now (b)(8)(A).) 86  

Any city or county law enforcement agency, county probation department, or county welfare 
department shall: 

• Notify, in writing, the person listed in the Child Abuse Central Index that he or she is in 
the index, upon receipt of relevant information concerning child abuse or neglect reports 
contained in the index from the Department of Justice regarding placement with a 
responsible relative pursuant to Welfare and Institutions Code sections 281.5, 305, and 
361.3. The notification shall include the location of the original investigative report and 
the submitting agency. The notification shall be submitted to the person listed at the same 
time that all other parties are notified of the information, and no later than the actual 
judicial proceeding that determines placement.  (Pen. Code, § 11170, subd. (c).) 

                                                                                                                                                             

chapter 1496, Statutes 1987, chapter 82, Statutes 1989, chapter 153, Statutes 1990, chapters 1330 
and 1363, Statutes 1992, chapters 163 and 1338, Statutes 1993, chapter 219, Statutes 1996, 
chapter 1081, Statutes 1997, chapters 842, 843, and 844, Statutes 1999, chapter 475, and Statutes 
2000, chapter 916. 
84 Ibid. 
85 As amended by Statutes 1997, chapter 844, Statutes 1999, chapter 475, and Statutes 2000, 
chapter 916. This subdivision was renumbered by Statutes 2004, chapter 842. 
86 Ibid. 
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Record Retention 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, or county probation department if 
designated by the county to receive mandated reports shall: 

• Retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports that result in a report filed with the 
Department of Justice for a minimum of 8 years for counties and cities (a higher level of 
service above the two-year record retention requirement pursuant to Gov. Code §§ 26202 
(cities) and 34090 (counties).)  If a subsequent report on the same suspected child abuser 
is received within the first 10-year period, the report shall be maintained for an additional 
10 years. (Pen. Code, § 11169, subd. (c).)87 

A county welfare department shall: 

• Retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports that result in a report filed with the 
Department of Justice for a minimum of 7 years for welfare records (a higher level of 
service above the three-year record retention requirement pursuant to Welf. & Inst. Code, 
§ 10851.)  If a subsequent report on the same suspected child abuser is received within 
the first 10-year period, the report shall be maintained for an additional 10 years.   (Pen. 
Code, § 11169, subd. (c).) 88 

The Commission concludes that any test claim statutes, executive orders and allegations not 
specifically approved above, do not mandate a new program or higher level of service, or impose 
costs mandated by the state under article XIII B, section 6. 

 

                                                 
87 As amended by Statutes 1997, chapter 842. 
88 Ibid. 
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BEFORE THE 

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

 

IN RE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES: 

Penal Code Sections 11165.9, 11166,11166.2, 
11166.9,1 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 and 
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, No. 29)2  

“Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 
8583 (Rev. 3/91) 

Period of reimbursement begins July 1, 1999, or 
later for specified activities added by subsequent 
statutes.   Reimbursement ends for specified 
activities on January 1, 2012. 

Case No.: 00-TC-22 

Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect 
Investigation Reports 
STATEMENT OF DECISION PURSUANT 
TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 17500 
ET SEQ.; CALIFORNIA CODE OF 
REGULATIONS, TITLE 2, DIVISION 2, 
CHAPTER 2.5, ARTICLE 7 

(Adopted December 6, 2013) 

(Served December 16, 2013) 

 

STATEMENT OF DECISION 
The Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted this statement of decision and 
parameters and guidelines during a regularly scheduled hearing on December 6, 2013.   

1 Renumbered at Penal Code section 11174.34 (Stats. 2004, ch. 842 (SB 1313)). 
2 The substantive requirements of section 903 are now found at section 902, pursuant to 
amendments effected by Register 2010, Number 2. 
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Ed Jewik appeared on behalf of the claimant, the County of Los Angeles.  Michael Byrne and 
Kathleen Lynch appeared on behalf of the Department of Finance. 

The law applicable to the Commission’s determination of a reimbursable state-mandated 
program is article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution, Government Code  
section 17500 et seq., and related case law. 

The Commission adopted the parameters and guidelines and statement of decision by a vote of  
7-0. 

I. SUMMARY OF THE MANDATE 
These proposed parameters and guidelines pertain to the Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect 
Investigation Reports (ICAN) test claim, 00-TC-22, adopted December 6, 2007.  Based on the 
filing date of the test claim, the period of reimbursement begins on July 1, 1999, or later for 
specified activities added by subsequent statutes.  Some of the activities end as of January 1, 
2012, due to a subsequent change in law.   

The test claim addresses amendments to the Child Abuse and Neglect Reporting Act (CANRA).  
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 
Commission found that Penal Code sections 11165.9, 11166, 11166.2, 11166.9, 11168 (formerly 
11161.7), 11169, and 11170, 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 and 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; and executive orders California Code of Regulations, title 11, section 903 as 
added by Register 98, No. 29, and “Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583, mandate 
new programs or higher levels of service within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution, and impose costs mandated by the state pursuant to Government Code 
section 17514, for cities and counties for the following specific new activities: 

Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form: 
Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if 
designated by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare 
department shall: 

• Distribute the child abuse reporting form adopted by the Department of 
Justice (currently known as the “Suspected Child Abuse Report” Form SS 
8572) to mandated reporters.  (Pen. Code, § 11168, formerly § 11161.7.)3 

3 As added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071 and amended by Statutes 2000, chapter 916. Derived 
from former Penal Code section 11161.7, as amended by Statutes 1977, chapter 958. 
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Reporting Between Local Departments 
Accepting and Referring Initial Child Abuse Reports when a Department Lacks 
Jurisdiction:  
Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if 
designated by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare 
department shall: 

• Transfer a call electronically or immediately refer the case by telephone, fax, 
or electronic transmission, to an agency with proper jurisdiction, whenever the 
department lacks subject matter or geographical jurisdiction over an incoming 
report of suspected child abuse or neglect.  (Pen. Code, § 11165.9.)4 

Cross-Reporting of Suspected Child Abuse or Neglect from County Welfare and 
Probation Departments to the Law Enforcement Agency with Jurisdiction  and the 
District Attorney’s Office:   

A county probation department shall: 

• Report by telephone immediately, or as soon as practically possible, to the law 
enforcement agency having jurisdiction over the case, to the agency given the 
responsibility for investigation of cases under Section 300 of the Welfare and 
Institutions Code, and to the district attorney’s office every known or 
suspected instance of child abuse, as defined in Penal Code section 11165.6, 
except acts or omissions coming within subdivision (b) of section 11165.2, or 
reports made pursuant to section 11165.13 based on risk to a child which 
relates solely to the inability of the parent to provide the child with regular 
care due to the parent’s substance abuse, which shall be reported only to the 
county welfare department.  (Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. (h), now subd. (j).)5 

• 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 this subdivision. 

As of January 1, 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.  (Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. (h), now subd. 
(j).)6 

  

4 As added by Statutes 2000, chapter 916, operative January 1, 2001. 
5 As added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071; amended by Statutes 1981, chapter 435, Statutes 
1982, chapter 905, Statutes 1984, chapter 1423, Statutes 1986, chapter 1289, Statutes 1987, 
chapter 1459, Statutes 1988, chapters 269 and 1580, Statutes 1990, chapter 1603, Statutes 1992, 
chapter 459, Statutes 1993, chapter 510, Statutes 1996, chapters 1080 and 1081, and Statutes 
2000, chapter 916. 
6 Ibid. 
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A county welfare department shall: 

• Report by telephone immediately, or as soon as practically possible, to the 
agency given the responsibility for investigation of cases under Section 300 of 
the Welfare and Institutions Code, and to the district attorney’s office every 
known or suspected instance of child abuse, as defined in Penal Code section 
11165.6, except acts or omissions coming within subdivision (b) of section 
11165.2, or reports made pursuant to section 11165.13 based on risk to a child 
which relates solely to the inability of the parent to provide the child with 
regular care due to the parent’s substance abuse, which shall be reported only 
to the county welfare department.  

This activity does not include making an initial report of child abuse and 
neglect from a county welfare department to the law enforcement agency 
having jurisdiction over the case, which was required under prior law to be 
made “without delay.”  (Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. (h), now subd. (j).)7 

• Send a written report thereof within 36 hours of receiving the information 
concerning the incident to any agency, including the law enforcement agency 
having jurisdiction over the case, to which it is required to make a telephone 
report under this subdivision. 

As of January 1, 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.  (Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. (h), now subd. 
(j).)8 

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:  

A city or county law enforcement agency shall: 

• 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, subdivision (b), which shall be 
reported only to the county welfare department.  (Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. 
(i), now subd. (k).)9 

7 Ibid. 
8 Ibid. 
9 As added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071; amended by Statutes 1981, chapter 435, Statutes 
1982, chapter 905, Statutes 1984, chapter 1423, Statutes 1986, chapter 1289, Statutes 1987, 
chapter 1459, Statutes 1988, chapters 269 and 1580, Statutes 1990, chapter 1603, Statutes 1992, 
chapter 459, Statutes 1993, chapter 510, Statutes 1996, chapters 1080 and 1081, and Statutes 
2000, chapter 916. 
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• 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.  (Pen. 
Code, § 11166, subd. (i), now subd. (k).)10 

• 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 this subdivision. 

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.  (Pen. Code, § 11166, subd. (i), now subd. 
(k).)11 

Receipt of Cross-Reports by District Attorney’s Office: 

A district attorney’s office shall: 

• Receive reports of every known or suspected instance of child abuse reported 
to law enforcement, county probation or county welfare departments, except 
acts or omissions of general neglect coming within Penal Code section 
11165.2, subdivision (b).  (Pen. Code, § 11166, subds. (h) and (i), now subds. 
(j) and (k).)12 

Reporting to Licensing Agencies: 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if 
designated by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare 
department shall: 

• 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.  The agency shall also send, fax, or electronically transmit a written 
report thereof within 36 hours of receiving the information concerning the 

10 Ibid. 
11 Ibid. 
12 As added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071; amended by Statutes 1981, chapter 435, Statutes 
1982, chapter 905, Statutes 1984, chapter 1423, Statutes 1986, chapter 1289, Statutes 1987, 
chapter 1459, Statutes 1988, chapters 269 and 1580, Statutes 1990, chapter 1603, Statutes 1992, 
chapter 459, Statutes 1993, chapter 510, Statutes 1996, chapters 1080 and 1081, and Statutes 
2000, chapter 916. 
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incident to any agency to which it is required to make a telephone report under 
this subdivision. 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.  (Pen. Code, § 11166.2.)13 

Additional Cross-Reporting in Cases of Child Death: 

A city or county law enforcement agency shall: 

• Cross-report all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or 
neglect to the county child welfare agency.  (Pen. Code, § 11166.9, subd. (k), 
now § 11174.34, subd. (k).)14 

A county welfare department shall: 

• Cross-report all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or 
neglect to law enforcement.  (Pen. Code, § 11166.9, subd. (k), now § 
11174.34, subd. (k).)15 

• Create a record in the Child Welfare Services/Case Management System 
(CWS/CMS) on all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse 
or neglect.  (Pen. Code, § 11166.9, subd. (l), now § 11174.34, subd. (l).)16 

• Enter information into the CWS/CMS upon notification that the death was 
subsequently determined not to be related to child abuse or neglect.  (Pen. 
Code, § 11166.9, subd. (l), now § 11174.34, subd. (l).)17 

Investigation of Suspected Child Abuse, and Reporting to and from the  
State Department of Justice  
Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if 
designated by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare 
department shall: 

• 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 

13 As added by Statutes 1985, chapter 1598 and amended by Statutes 1987, chapter 531; Statutes 
1988, chapter 269; Statutes 1990, chapter 650; and Statutes 2000, chapter 916. 
14 As amended by Statutes 1999, chapter 1012, operative January 1, 2000.  This code section has 
since been renumbered as Penal Code section 11174.34, without amendment, by Statutes 2004, 
chapter 842. 
15 Ibid. 
16 Ibid. 
17 Ibid. 
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state “Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583, or subsequent 
designated form, to the Department of Justice.  (Pen. Code, § 11169, subd. (a); 

Cal. Code Regs., tit. 11, § 903, “Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 
8583.) 18 

• Forward 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 and may be sent by fax or electronic transmission.  (Pen. Code, § 
11169, subd. (a); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 11, § 903, “Child Abuse Investigation 
Report” Form SS 8583.) 19 

Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 
Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if 
designated by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare 
department shall: 

• 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.  (Pen. Code, § 11169, subd. (b).)20 

• Make relevant information available, when received from the Department of 
Justice, to the child custodian, guardian ad litem appointed under section 326, 
or counsel appointed under section 317 or 318 of the Welfare and Institutions 
Code, or the appropriate licensing agency, if he or she is treating or 
investigating a case of known or suspected child abuse or severe neglect.  
(Pen. Code, § 11170, subd. (b)(1).)21 

18 Code section as added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071, amended by Statutes 1981, chapter 435, 
Statutes 1985, chapter 1598, Statutes 1988, chapters 269 and 1497, Statutes 1997, chapter 842, 
and Statutes 2000, chapter 916.  Regulation as added by Register 98, No. 29. 
19 Ibid. 
20 As amended by Statutes 1997, chapter 842, Statutes 1999, chapter 475, and Statutes 2000, 
chapter 916.  The potential reimbursement period for this activity begins no earlier than January 
1, 2001—the operative date of Statutes 2000, chapter 916. 
21 As added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071; amended by Statutes 1981, chapter 435, Statutes 
1982, chapter 162, Statutes 1984, chapter 1613, Statutes 1985, chapter 1598, Statutes 1986, 
chapter 1496, Statutes 1987, chapter 82, Statutes 1989, chapter 153, Statutes 1990, chapters 1330 
and 1363, Statutes 1992, chapters 163 and 1338, Statutes 1993, chapter 219, Statutes 1996, 
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• Inform the mandated reporter of the results of the investigation and of 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.  (Pen. Code, § 11170, subd. (b)(2).)22 

• Notify, in writing, the person listed in the Child Abuse Central Index that he 
or she is in the index, upon receipt of relevant information concerning child 
abuse or neglect investigation reports contained in the index from the 
Department of Justice when investigating a home for the placement of 
dependent children. The notification shall include the name of the reporting 
agency and the date of the report.  (Pen. Code, § 11170, subd. (b)(5), now 
subd. (b)(6).)23 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if 
designated by the county to receive mandated reports, county welfare department, 
county licensing agency, or district attorney’s office shall: 

• Obtain the original investigative report from the reporting agency, and draw 
independent conclusions regarding the quality of the evidence disclosed, and 
its sufficiency for making decisions regarding investigation, prosecution, 
licensing, or placement of a child, when a report is received from the Child 
Abuse Central Index.  (Pen. Code, § 11170, subd. (b)(6)(A), now (b)(8)(A).) 24  

Any city or county law enforcement agency, county probation department, or 
county welfare department shall: 

• Notify, in writing, the person listed in the Child Abuse Central Index that he 
or she is in the index, upon receipt of relevant information concerning child 
abuse or neglect reports contained in the index from the Department of Justice 
regarding placement with a responsible relative pursuant to Welfare and 
Institutions Code sections 281.5, 305, and 361.3. The notification shall 
include the location of the original investigative report and the submitting 
agency. The notification shall be submitted to the person listed at the same 
time that all other parties are notified of the information, and no later than the 
actual judicial proceeding that determines placement.  (Pen. Code, § 11170, 
subd. (c).) 

  

chapter 1081, Statutes 1997, chapters 842, 843, and 844, Statutes 1999, chapter 475, and Statutes 
2000, chapter 916. 
22 Ibid. 
23 As amended by Statutes 1997, chapter 844, Statutes 1999, chapter 475, and Statutes 2000, 
chapter 916. This subdivision was renumbered by Statutes 2004, chapter 842. 
24 Ibid. 
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Record Retention 
Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, or county probation department 
if designated by the county to receive mandated reports shall: 

• Retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports that result in a report filed 
with the Department of Justice for a minimum of eight years for counties and 
cities (a higher level of service above the two-year record retention 
requirement pursuant to Gov. Code §§ 26202 (cities) and 34090 (counties).)  
If a subsequent report on the same suspected child abuser is received within 
the first 10-year period, the report shall be maintained for an additional 10 
years.  (Pen. Code, § 11169, subd. (c).)25 

A county welfare department shall: 

• Retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports that result in a report filed 
with the Department of Justice for a minimum of seven years for welfare 
records (a higher level of service above the three-year record retention 
requirement pursuant to Welf. & Inst. Code, § 10851.)  If a subsequent report 
on the same suspected child abuser is received within the first 10-year period, 
the report shall be maintained for an additional 10 years.  (Pen. Code, § 
11169, subd. (c).) 26 

The Commission found that requirements imposed on individuals, termed “mandated reporters,” 
are not unique to government, but rather are generally applicable to all persons described in the 
statute.  Mandated reporters, including physicians, teachers, social workers, law enforcement 
personnel, and members of a number of other professions, are required to report to “an agency 
specified in section 11165.9,” whenever the mandated reporter knows or reasonably suspects that 
a child has been the victim of abuse or severe neglect.27  These requirements are imposed upon 
individuals by virtue of their vocation and professional training, irrespective of whether they are 
employed by local government.  Therefore, as discussed in the test claim statement of decision, 
those requirements do not constitute a state-mandated new program or higher level of service.28  
Additionally, some duties found in the test claim statutes are not new, or are otherwise excluded 
from reimbursement, pursuant to the Commission’s findings in the test claim statement of 

25 As amended by Statutes 1997, chapter 842. 
26 Ibid. 
27 Penal Code section 11166(a) (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, ch. 269; Stats. 1988, ch. 1580; Stats. 1990, ch. 1603 (SB2669); Stats. 1992, 
ch. 459 (SB1695); Stats. 1993, ch. 510 (SB665); Stats. 1996, ch. 1080 (AB295); Stats. 1996, ch. 
1081 (AB3354); Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB1241); Stats. 2001, ch. 133 (AB102); Stats. 2002, ch. 
936 (AB299); Stats. 2004, ch. 823 (AB20); Stats. 2004, ch. 842 (SB1313); Stats. 2005, ch. 42 
(AB299); Stats. 2005, ch. 713 (AB776); Stats. 2006, ch. 701 (AB525); Stats. 2007, ch. 393 
(AB673); Stats. 2010, ch. 123 (AB2380); Stats. 2012, ch. 728 (SB71); Stats. 2012, ch. 517 
(AB1713); Stats. 2012, ch. 521 (AB1817)). 
28 See County of Los Angeles v. State (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46, at p. 56. 
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decision.  Furthermore, maintaining the Child Abuse Central Index (CACI), and other duties 
imposed upon the Department of Justice, are not reimbursable activities because they affect state 
government, rather than local government.   

But the duties imposed on city and county law enforcement agencies, county welfare 
departments, and county probation departments, where authorized, to receive reports from 
mandated reporters of suspected child abuse; to refer those reports to the correct agency when 
the recipient agency lacks jurisdiction; to cross-report to other local agencies with concurrent 
jurisdiction and to the district attorneys’ offices; to report to licensing agencies; to make 
additional reports in the case of a child’s death from abuse or neglect; to distribute the 
standardized forms to mandated reporters; to investigate reports of suspected child abuse to 
determine whether to report to the Department of Justice; to notify suspected abusers of listing in 
the Child Abuse Central Index; and to retain records, as specified, are unique to local 
government, and were determined to constitute a reimbursable state-mandated program pursuant 
to article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution.  A small number of activities were also 
approved for county licensing agencies and district attorneys’ offices, as provided.  

II. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 
The test claim was filed on June 29, 2001, by the County of Los Angeles (claimant), and was 
partially approved by the Commission on December 6, 2007, by a vote of 7 to 0.29 

The adopted statement of decision was issued December 19, 2007, with instructions for the 
claimant to file proposed parameters and guidelines within 30 days.  The claimant submitted 
proposed parameters and guidelines on January 14, 2008.  On December 2, 2008, the claimant 
requested a prehearing conference on the draft parameters and guidelines.  Pursuant to the 
prehearing on December 11, 2008, the parties agreed that they would develop a reasonable 
reimbursement methodology (RRM) and submit the proposal to the Commission by  
April 1, 2009.  On March 10, 2009, the claimant submitted a request for a second prehearing.  
Pursuant to the second prehearing, Commission staff issued proposed schedules for the parties 
resulting in a tentative hearing date between September 2009 and January 2010.  When the 
claimant failed to submit the proposed RRMs for addition to the parameters and guidelines 
within the proposed schedules, Commission staff warned, in a letter dated August 19, 2009, that 
“if a proposed reimbursement methodology is not submitted by September 1, 2009,” the 
Commission would proceed in adopting an actual cost parameters and guidelines at the 
December 2009 hearing.  The claimant requested a third prehearing, which was set for  
October 29, 2009.  At the third prehearing, it was determined that the initial proposed parameters 
and guidelines did not describe the reimbursable activities consistently with the surveys that 
were being circulated to evaluate costs and form the proposed unit rate RRMs.  As a result, the 
claimant submitted revised proposed parameters and guidelines, on January 28, 2010, attempting 
to describe the reimbursable activities more in line with the information requested in the surveys. 

On March 11, 2010, the Department of Social Services (CDSS) requested an extension of time to 
file comments on the revised proposed parameters and guidelines.  On March 12, 2010, the State 
Controller’s Office (SCO) requested an extension of time to file comments on the revised 
proposed parameters and guidelines.  On March 18, 2010, CDSS submitted written comments on 

29 Exhibit A, Test Claim Statement of Decision, at pp. 1-2; 21-38. 
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the revised proposed parameters and guidelines.30  On March 30, 2010 the Department of 
Finance (DOF) submitted written comments on the revised proposed parameters and 
guidelines.31  On April 1, 2010, SCO submitted written comments on the revised proposed 
parameters and guidelines.32  On May 18, 2010, the claimant submitted rebuttal comments and a 
second revised proposed parameters and guidelines.33  

On March 12, 2013, Commission staff issued a draft proposed statement of decision and 
parameters and guidelines.34  On March 20, 2013, the claimant requested an extension of time to 
file comments, from April 2, 2013 to May 2, 2013, and a postponement of the hearing date from 
April 19, 2013 to May 24, 2013.  The request for extension and postponement was granted for 
good cause.  On March 27, 2013 the SCO filed comments on the draft proposed statement of 
decision and parameters and guidelines.35  On April 17, 2013, the claimant filed comments on 
the draft proposed statement of decision and parameters and guidelines.36  On April 19, 2013, 
DOF filed a request for extension and postponement, which was granted for good cause on April 
22, 2013, extending time to file comments until June 7, 2013, and setting the matter for hearing 
on July 26, 2013.   

On June 7, 2013, DOF submitted comments on the draft proposed statement of decision, 
suggesting that Proposition 30, adopted by the voters in 2012, might have an impact on the 
Commission’s findings regarding costs mandated by the state.37  On June 10, 2013, CDSS 
submitted comments on the draft proposed statement of decision, requesting that the 
Commission consider the potential impact of Proposition 30 and the 2011 Realignment 
legislation.38 

On June 14, 2013, Commission staff issued a request for comments and additional briefing 
addressing the 2011 Realignment Legislation and Proposition 30, and the possible impacts on 
existing public safety-related mandates, such as the ICAN program.39  On July 8, 2013, DOF 

30 Exhibit C, CDSS Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines. 
31 Exhibit D, DOF Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines. 
32 Exhibit E, SCO Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines. 
33 Exhibit F, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines. 
34 Exhibit I, Draft Staff Analysis and Proposed Parameters and Guidelines. 
35 Exhibit J, SCO Comments on Draft Proposed Statement of Decision and Parameters and 
Guidelines. 
36 Exhibit K, Claimant Comments on Draft Proposed Statement of Decision and Parameters and 
Guidelines. 
37 Exhibit L, DOF Comments on Draft Proposed Statement of Decision and Parameters and 
Guidelines. 
38 Exhibit M, CDSS Comments on Draft Proposed Statement of Decision and Parameters and 
Guidelines. 
39 Exhibit N, Commission Request for Comments on New Substantive Issue. 
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requested an extension of time to file comments and postponement of the hearing to the 
December 6, 2013 hearing, which was granted for good cause.40  The parties and interested 
parties submitted comments in response to Commission staff’s request on September 3 and 5, 
2013.41, 42,43 

III. POSITION OF THE PARTIES 
A. Claimant’s Position and Proposed Parameters and Guidelines 

The claimant’s revised proposed parameters and guidelines offered a combination of actual cost 
reimbursement for some activities and standard times-based RRMs for others.  In response to 
agency comments, the claimant submitted rebuttal comments and a second revised proposed 
parameters and guidelines, which introduced a “streamlined three-tiered classification of 
required investigations,”44 but otherwise made no changes to the prior revised proposed 
parameters and guidelines.  For that reason, both the revised proposed parameters and guidelines 
and the second revised proposed parameters and guidelines are analyzed below.   

The claimant proposes actual cost reimbursement for most activities expressly approved in the 
statement of decision, and most activities alleged to be reasonably necessary to complete those 
activities, including a number of case-specific investigative activities and costs, such as 
polygraph testing, DNA testing, medical examinations, and other evidence-gathering activities.  
In addition, the claimant proposes standard time RRMs for the following repetitive activities: 

• For law enforcement to complete an investigation of suspected child abuse to 
determine whether a report is unfounded, substantiated or inconclusive:  multiple 
standard time RRMs are proposed by the claimant based upon the level of 
investigation required in each case;45 and  

• For county welfare departments to complete certain reports and comply with 
specified notice requirements.46   

The activities proposed for reimbursement by the claimant are based on declarations in the 
record detailing the procedures that Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department employs to 
investigate reports of suspected child abuse.  The standard times were developed on the basis of 
survey information collected from Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department personnel, and 

40 Exhibit O, DOF Request for Extension and Postponement. 
41 Exhibit P, CSAC Response to Commission Request for Comments. 
42 Exhibit Q, County of LA Response to Commission Request for Comments.  
43 Exhibit R, DOF Response to Commission Request for Comments. 
44 Exhibit F, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, at p. 6. 
45 Exhibit F, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, at p. 14-18. 
46 Exhibit F, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, at p. 27. 
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provide reimbursement for repetitive activities conducted by law enforcement agencies when 
inquiring into reports of suspected child abuse.  Standard time RRMs are proposed for three 
levels of investigations, based on the progress of the investigation, Level 1 being the lowest 
level.    

In cases in which the report is facially inaccurate, or where a preliminary investigation results in 
a finding that no abuse has occurred, standard times are proposed for the recordkeeping and 
investigative activities necessary to receive and track the report, and to decide not to forward the 
report to DOJ; these cases are described as levels 1 and 2, and include receiving and reviewing 
the initial report, and, where necessary, tasking a patrol officer to conduct interviews and 
preliminary investigation, concluding with closure of the case, which includes supervisory 
review.47  Cases in which some evidence is adduced that necessitates further investigation are 
categorized as level 3 investigations.  Level 3 includes follow-up interviews conducted by a 
“Child abuse investigator,” conducting a background check on the suspect(s), conferring with 
social services, and writing additional reports, including the CACI report required for DOJ.48  
The claimant proposes applying one of the standard times to each category of case, as reported 
by each eligible claimant, and multiplying the standard times by the hourly pay rates for each 
law enforcement agency.   

The standard times RRMs proposed for county welfare agencies to prepare and submit certain 
reports and satisfy certain notice requirements were developed on the basis of information from 
CDSS detailing the procedures required of individual county welfare agencies, and surveys of 
eligible agencies in Los Angeles County taken to determine how much time is spent on each 
activity.  The standard times are proposed for the completion of the Child Abuse Summary 
Report form, the Suspected Child Abuse Report form, the Notice of Child Abuse Central Index 
Listing form, filing copies of the forms, and responding to Department of Justice requests.  The 
standard times are proposed to be applied to the number of these activities completed, multiplied 
by the hourly pay rates for eligible county welfare departments. The proposed RRMs are silent 
regarding reimbursement for probation departments that may perform some of the activities 
proposed for the RRMs. 

In response to the draft proposed statement of decision issued March 12, 2013, the claimant 
submitted rebuttal comments and declarations in support.  The claimant continues to stress that 
the scope of investigation for which reimbursement is required includes regulations put in place 
by DOJ after the test claim decision, which require a full investigation, including gathering and 
preserving evidence.  The claimant argues that these activities should therefore be reimbursable.  
In the additional declarations submitted by the claimant, each declarant expressed a belief that all 
investigative activities and steps necessary to complete an investigation must be reimbursed.49  
In addition, the claimant continues to argue for reimbursement for annual training of “ICAN 

47 Exhibit F, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, at pp. 15-16. 
48 Exhibit F, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, at p. 17. 
49 Exhibit K, Claimant’s Comments on Draft Proposed Parameters and Guidelines. 
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staff” and reimbursement for developing and updating software and computer systems to track 
and process child abuse reports.50 

In response to Commission staff’s request for comments on the realignment issue, the claimant 
argued that “the ICAN statutes are not funded by the 2011 Realignment Legislation” and 
therefore article XIII, section 36 had no effect on mandate reimbursement for the ICAN 
activities.51 

B. CDSS Position 
CDSS urges the Commission to reject claimant’s proposed parameters and guidelines, including 
the proposed law enforcement RRM, “because the activities described in it are not related to or 
required by CANRA.”  CDSS argues at length that CANRA does not give rise to any affirmative 
duty to investigate child abuse, and that in any event the investigative activities called for in the 
claimant’s revised proposed parameters and guidelines reach deep into the realm of criminal 
investigative activities.  CDSS argues that local law enforcement has a responsibility to 
investigate suspected child abuse, but that responsibility is not grounded in the provisions of 
CANRA.  CDSS does not discuss the county welfare standard times and the activities involved 
in its comments, addressing only the activities and proposed standard times for law 
enforcement.52 

On June 10, 2013, CDSS filed comments on the draft staff analysis, in which CDSS concludes 
that the draft parameters and guidelines “appear appropriate and reasonable, and the California 
Department of Social Services supports them.”  With respect to offsetting revenues, CDSS 
asserts that counties receive “significant state funding for the activities of social workers,” and 
that a 1991-1992 realignment of Child Welfare Services Programs (AB 948) constitutes a 
potential offset.  CDSS also declares that “[w]e also would expect the Commission to consider 
the implications of the [2011] realignment agreements’ statutory and constitutional changes in 
any reimbursable cost estimates beyond 2011.”53 

C. DOF Position 
DOF opposes the adoption of the claimant’s revised proposed parameters and guidelines on the 
ground that “the proposed RRM inappropriately includes the totality of its law enforcement 
response to reports of child abuse, and all activities leading up to a full criminal prosecution.”  
DOF argues that “the activities in levels 3, 4, and 5 are not requirements of CANRA but a more 
extensive investigation needed for the criminal justice system to apprehend and prosecute a 
criminal and therefore should not be reimbursable.”  DOF urges instead that “only those 
activities directly related to an investigation conducted to determine whether a report of 
suspected child abuse or neglect is unfounded, substantiated, or inconclusive, should be 
reimbursable.”54   

50 Ibid. 
51 Exhibit Q, Claimant’s Response to Commission Request for Comments. 
52 Exhibit C, CDSS Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at p. 1. 
53 Exhibit M, CDSS Comments on Draft Proposed Parameters and Guidelines. 
54 Exhibit D, DOF Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at p. 1. 
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On June 7, 2013, DOF submitted comments on the draft proposed parameters and guidelines, 
stating, “[g]enerally we have no concerns with the reimbursable activities as they appear to be 
consistent with the statement of decision.”  However, DOF did suggest that the 2011 realignment 
would impact not only the scope of costs mandated by the state, but the extent to which the 
activities themselves are mandated.55   

DOF responded to Commission staff’s request for comments on the realignment issue, 
concluding, “[a]fter deliberating the questions, as well as the ICAN activities[,]” that “the 
approved activities under the ICAN statutes are reimbursable under the law.”56  DOF stated that 
it “does not believe that the 2011 Realignment Legislation shifted complete or partial funding 
responsibility from the state to local government,” and therefore article XIII, section 36 is not 
applicable to the ICAN activities.57 

D. SCO Position 
The SCO states that “the activities specified in Section IV B [Reimbursable Activities] do not 
clearly identify the mandated activities in the Statement of Decision adopted by the Commission 
on December 19, 2007.”  SCO requests that the activities to which the standard time RRMs will 
apply be correlated to the reimbursable activities specified in the statement of decision.  SCO 
also suggests that the activities should be segregated between one-time and on-going activities.  
And, SCO recommends that only an RRM rate or actual cost methodology be applied to each 
activity, not “a combination of actual cost and or standard cost methodologies,” as proposed in 
the claimant’s revised proposed parameters and guidelines.58  On March 27, 2013, the SCO 
submitted comments on the draft proposed statement of decision, in which it recommended “no 
changes.”59 

IV. COMMISSION FINDINGS  
Commission staff has reviewed the claimant’s proposed parameters and guidelines and 
comments received.  Non-substantive, technical changes, for purposes of clarification, 
consistency, and conformity to the statement of decision and statutory language have been made, 
and are not addressed in this analysis.  The following analysis addresses only substantive 
changes to the activities approved in the statement of decision, and to the claimant’s proposed 
parameters and guidelines, and incorporates changes to the parameters and guidelines proposed 
by the parties, where appropriate.  The analysis also addresses whether the evidence in the record 
supports the adoption of the proposed RRMs. 

  

55 Exhibit L, DOF Comments on Draft Proposed Parameters and Guidelines. 
56 Exhibit R, DOF Response to Commission Request for Comments, at pp. 1-2. 
57 Ibid. 
58 Exhibit E, SCO Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at pp. 1-2. 
59 Exhibit J, SCO Comments on Draft Proposed Statement of Decision. 
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A. Substantive Changes in Law Affecting the Period of Reimbursement for Some 
Activities (Section III. of Proposed Parameters and Guidelines) 

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 County of 
Los Angeles filed the test claim on June 29, 2001, establishing eligibility for reimbursement for 
the 1999-2000 fiscal year.  Therefore, costs incurred on or after July 1, 1999 are reimbursable 
under this test claim, for statutes in effect before July 1, 1999, or later, as specified, for statutes 
effective after July 1, 1999. 

Here, the period of reimbursement must also take account of the subsequent amendments made 
to the test claim statutes that ended, or limited, some of the reimbursable activities.  Statutes 
2011, chapter 468 (AB 717) amended Penal Code section 11169 to provide, in pertinent part: 

(a)  An agency specified in Section 11165.9 shall forward to the Department of 
Justice a report in writing of every case it investigates of known or suspected 
child abuse or severe neglect that is determined to be substantiated, other than 
cases coming within subdivision (b) of Section 11165.2. An agency shall not 
forward a report to the Department of Justice unless it has conducted an active 
investigation and determined that the report is substantiated, as defined in Section 
11165.12. If a report has previously been filed which subsequently proves to be 
not substantiated, the Department of Justice shall be notified in writing of that fact 
and shall not retain the report. The reports required by this section shall be in a 
form approved by the Department of Justice and may be sent by fax or electronic 
transmission.  An agency specified in Section 11165.9 receiving a written report 
from another agency specified in Section 11165.9 shall not send that report to the 
Department of Justice. 

(b)  On and after January 1, 2012, a police department or sheriff’s department 
specified in Section 11165.9 shall no longer forward to the Department of Justice 
a report in writing of any case it investigates of known or suspected child abuse or 
severe neglect. 

(c) At the time an agency specified in Section 11165.9 forwards a report in 
writing to the Department of Justice pursuant to subdivision (a), the agency shall 
also notify in writing the known or suspected child abuser that he or she has been 
reported to the Child Abuse Central Index (CACI).The notice required by this 
section shall be in a form approved by the Department of Justice. The 
requirements of this subdivision shall apply with respect to reports forwarded to 
the department on or after the date on which this subdivision becomes operative.60 

Prior to the 2011 amendment, this section required agencies specified in section 11165.961 to 
forward to DOJ, after investigation, reports of suspected child abuse or neglect that were 

60 Penal Code section 11169 (Stats. 2011, ch. 468 (AB 717)) [emphasis added]. 
61 Penal Code section 11165.9 lists the agencies to which the remaining sections of the Child 
Abuse and Neglect Reporting Act apply: city and county police and sheriff’s departments, except 
school district police or security departments; county welfare departments; and county probation 
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determined to be “not unfounded.”62  By changing the requirement from those cases that were 
“not unfounded,” to only those that are “substantiated,” the amended section now excludes an 
“inconclusive” case, meaning that forwarding to DOJ “inconclusive” reports of suspected child 
abuse or neglect is no longer reimbursable as of the effective date of the amendment,  
January 1, 2012.63   

The new section also provides that law enforcement agencies “shall no longer” forward reports 
of suspected child abuse to DOJ, even if those reports are substantiated.  Therefore, for law 
enforcement agencies only, reimbursement for forwarding reports of suspected child abuse to 
DOJ is no longer mandated as of January 1, 2012.  This change was intended, in part, to provide 
cost savings to the state by limiting the mandate, including ending reimbursement for all law 
enforcement investigations required to satisfy the reporting requirements.64  However, AB 717 
did not change any other statutory or common law requirements imposed upon police officers, as 
mandated reporters, to investigate child abuse pursuant to Penal Code section 11166. The 
Commission, in its statement of decision on the test claim, specifically found that section 11166 
did not impose a reimbursable mandate on local government since the duty of a mandated 
reporter is not unique to government.65  Therefore, beginning January 1, 2012, for law 
enforcement only, the activity of investigating child abuse, for purposes of preparing the report 
to DOJ, is no longer a reimbursable activity. 

Note also that subdivision (c) requires that “At the time an agency specified in Section 
11165.9 forwards a report [to DOJ]…the agency shall also notify in writing the known or 
suspected child abuser that he or she has been reported to the Child Abuse Central Index 
(CACI).”  Because this notice requirement is triggered by the report forwarded to DOJ, and law 
enforcement agencies are no longer required to forward reports to DOJ pursuant to section 
11169(b), law enforcement agencies are also no longer are required to notify the suspected child 
abuser that he or she has been listed in CACI, at the time a report is forwarded.  And, because 

departments where designated by the county to receive reports of suspected child abuse from 
mandated reporters. (Stats. 2000, ch. 916). 
62 Penal Code section 11169(a) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 5 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 27 
(AB 1241); Code of Regulations, Title 11, section 903 (Register 98, No. 29); “Child Abuse 
Investigation Report” Form SS 8583. 
63 Penal Code section 11169 (As amended by Stats. 2011, ch. 468 (AB 717)). 
64 See Exhibit X, AB 717 Senate Committee Analysis [“By deleting the requirement to report 
inconclusive reports, as well as limiting CACI reporting agencies to child welfare and probation 
departments, the provisions of this bill will result in future state-reimbursable cost savings due to 
reduced mandated reporting workload on local reporting agencies”]. 
65 See e.g. Alejo v. City of Alhambra, 75 Cal.App.4th 1180, addressing the duty of a law 
enforcement officer, as a mandated reporter, to investigate alleged child abuse reported to the 
officer; see also 11165.14, addressing the duty of law enforcement to investigate a child abuse 
complaint filed by a parent or guardian of a pupil with a school or an agency specified in Section 
11165.9 against a school employee or other person that commits an act of child abuse against a 
pupil at a schoolsite.  However, these investigative requirements have not been found to impose 
reimbursable state-mandated programs. 
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only “substantiated” reports, rather than all reports that are “not unfounded” are now required to 
be forwarded to DOJ, the requirement for other agencies subject to the mandate to inform the 
suspected child abuser of the listing in the CACI will arise with diminished frequency. However, 
a number of other notice requirements approved in the test claim statement of decision remain 
unaffected by the amendments made by Statutes 2011, chapter 468.  The remaining activities 
relating to notice requirements approved by the Commission arise from section 11170, and are 
unaffected by the substantive amendments to the test claim statutes; the code section from which 
these activities arise was not substantively altered by Statutes 2011, chapter 468.  Furthermore, 
these activities are triggered by events other than the initial listing in the CACI or initial 
forwarding of a report to DOJ, which were substantively altered by Statutes 2011, chapter 468.  
The remaining notice requirements are therefore included in the parameters and guidelines 
without further analysis. 

Based on the foregoing analysis and discussion, the language of Section III, Period of 
Reimbursement, reflects the ending of certain activities, as of January 1, 2012.  Additionally, for 
purposes of clarity, activities that are ended by subsequent amendments are specified in Section 
IV, Reimbursable Activities.  

B. Reimbursable Activities (Section IV. of Proposed Parameters and Guidelines)  
The majority of reimbursable activities included in the parameters and guidelines are drawn 
directly from the test claim statement of decision, and are approved without substantial analysis.  
However, for purposes of clarity and consistency, the parameters and guidelines provide, 
consistent with Penal Code section 11165.9, that “city and county law enforcement agencies” 
and “city or county police or sheriff’s departments” are used interchangeably throughout the test 
claim statutes, and this analysis, and are not distinct entities subject to the mandate, as might be 
inferred from the test claim statement of decision.  Additionally, for purposes of clarity and 
consistency, activities relating to obtaining the original investigative report and drawing 
independent conclusions, and retaining records of suspected child abuse reports, will be analyzed 
briefly.  And finally, the scope of the activities approved in the test claim statement of decision 
pertaining to investigations and forwarding reports to DOJ is analyzed at length. 

One-Time Activities: Developing Policies and Procedures to Implement the Mandate, 
Including Due Process Procedures 
Government Code section 17557 provides that “[t]he proposed parameters and guidelines may 
include proposed reimbursable activities that are reasonably necessary for the performance of the 
state-mandated program.”66  The Commission’s regulations provide that parameters and 
guidelines shall include “a description of the most reasonable methods of complying with the 
mandate.”  “‘The most reasonable methods of complying with the mandate’ are those methods 
not specified in statute or executive order that are necessary to carry out the mandated 
program.”67  The claimant has proposed the following reasonably necessary activities: 

66 Government Code section 17557 (as amended by Stats. 2010, ch. 719 § 32 (SB 856) effective 
October 19, 2010; Stats. 2011, ch. 144 (SB 112)). 
67 Code of Regulations, Title 2, section 1183.1(a)(4) (Register 96, No. 30; Register 2005, No. 
36). 
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1) Annually, update Departmental policies and procedures necessary to comply 
with ICAN's requirements. 

2) Periodically, meet and confer with State and local agencies in coordinating 
ICAN cross-reporting and collaborative efforts. 

3) Annually, train ICAN staff in State Department of Justices' [DOJ] ICAN 
requirements. Reimbursable specialized ICAN training costs include those 
incurred to compensate participants and instructors for their time in 
participating in an annual training session and to provide necessary facilities, 
training materials and audio visual presentations.  

4) Periodically, to develop, update or obtain computer software and obtain 
equipment necessary for ICAN cross-reporting and reporting to DOJ. 

5) Testing and evaluation costs that are incurred when reasonably necessary to 
make an evidentiary finding. Reimbursement is provided for the costs of tests 
and evaluations on suspects as well as victims. Victim costs include those 
incurred for medical exams for sexual assault and/or physical abuse, mental 
health exams, and, where the victim dies, for autopsies. Suspect costs include 
those incurred for DNA and polygraph testing. Also included, when 
reasonably necessary to make an evidentiary finding are the costs of video-
taping interviews of victims and suspects.  

6) Due process costs incurred by law enforcement and county welfare agencies 
to develop and maintain ICAN due process procedures reasonably necessary 
to comply with federal due process procedural protections under the 14th 
Amendment which need to be afforded suspects reported to the DOJ's Child 
Abuse Central Index [CACI].68  

SCO recommended, in its comments, that the proposed reasonably necessary activities “be 
delineated between One-time and Ongoing Activities.”  The Commission agrees; identification 
of one-time and ongoing activities is a necessary and usual convention of parameters and 
guidelines, and the parameters and guidelines for this mandated program therefore include such 
delineation.   

Government Code section 17559 provides that a claimant or the state may petition to set aside a 
Commission decision not supported by substantial evidence.  The Commission’s regulations 
provide that hearings need not be conducted according to strict and technical rules of evidence, 
but that evidence must be “the sort of evidence on which responsible persons are accustomed to 
rely in the conduct of serious affairs,” and that hearsay evidence will usually not be sufficient to 
support a finding unless admissible over objection in a civil action.  The regulations also provide 
for admission of oral or written testimony, the introduction of exhibits, and taking official notice 
“in the manner and of such information as is described in Government Code section 11515.”  
Therefore the reasonably necessary activities proposed must be supported by substantial 
evidence in order to withstand judicial review, and that evidence must include something other 
than hearsay evidence. 

68 See Exhibit B, Claimant’s Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at p. 25. 
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With respect to activity 1), above, SCO suggested that “Annually updating Departmental policies 
and procedures,” as proposed, should be only reimbursable as a one-time activity.  SCO 
therefore recommended striking the word “annually” above, and instead approving one-time 
reimbursement to “[d]evelop and establish policies and procedures necessary to comply with 
ICAN’s requirements.”69  DOF, similarly, suggested striking the word “annually” and approving 
only a one-time reimbursement to “[u]pdate Departmental policies and procedures to comply 
with ICAN requirements.”70 

The claimant has submitted excerpts from the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department Child 
Abuse Protocol, suggesting that the department developed a written policy for child abuse 
investigations.  The claimant has not submitted evidence directly explaining why policy updates 
are necessary, but it is reasonable to assume, in this limited context, that in implementing the test 
claim statutes some policies and procedures required updating.  Accordingly, the Commission 
has frequently approved similar policy and procedure updates as a reasonably necessary activity. 

However, there is no evidence that compliance with ICAN requirements necessitates annual 
updates to departmental policies and procedures.  Since the enactment of the test claim statute in 
Statutes 2000, chapter 916, very few substantive changes have been made that pertain to the 
mandated activities approved in the test claim statement of decision, and the claimant has not 
made any showing that changes to the ICAN requirements are frequent enough or substantial 
enough to warrant annual updates to policies and procedures.71  

Accordingly, the Commission finds that only a one-time update of policies and procedures for 
the ongoing activities approved by the Commission is reasonably necessary to carry out the 
mandate.  Reimbursement for a one-time update of policies and procedures is reflected in the 
parameters and guidelines. 

With respect to items 2) through 5), above, the claimant did not submit evidence with its 
proposed parameters and guidelines to establish that the proposed activities are reasonably 
necessary to comply with the mandate; only unsupported assertions of necessity are found in the 
record.72  Because there was no evidence in the record to support these items, Commission staff 
recommended in the draft staff analysis that items 2) through 5) be denied.73  In response to the 
draft staff analysis, the claimant submitted comments which provide some evidence that some of 
the activities described in items 3) through 5) might be reasonably necessary to comply with the 
mandate.   

69 Exhibit E, SCO Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at p. 3. 
70 Exhibit D, DOF Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at p. 2. 
71 See, e.g., Statutes 2011, chapter 468 (AB 717), amending Penal Code section 11169 to provide 
that only substantiated reports must be forwarded to the DOJ, and not “inconclusive” reports; 
and to provide that as of January 1, 2012, law enforcement agencies no longer are required to 
forward reports of suspected child abuse to DOJ. 
72 Exhibit B, Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at pp. 20-21; 26. 
73 Exhibit I, Draft Staff Analysis and Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at p. 27. 
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With respect to item 3), proposing annual training of “ICAN staff,” the claimant submitted the 
declaration of Sergeant Daniel Scott, which states that “it is my information and belief that 
specialized training is necessary to ensure that ICAN’s comprehensive child abuse referral 
assessments, investigations and reports are completed in a timely manner and in accordance with 
DOJ’s requirements.”  Sergeant Scott further expressed a belief that ICAN training should be 
performed annually, so that “new ICAN staff can be promptly trained and deployed.”74  In 
addition, the claimant noted SCO’s Comments in April 2010, in which it was recommended that 
one-time activities include training “in State Department of Justice (DOJ) ICAN 
requirements.”75  The Commission notes that both DOF and SCO expressed their agreement with 
the Commission’s draft proposed parameters and guidelines, absent any provision for training.76  
However, the Commission has often provided for training with respect to past mandates, and the 
cross-reporting duties of local agencies, as well as the receipt of mandated reports and 
forwarding completed reports to DOJ, all may necessitate some amount of training.  Therefore, 
the Commission finds that the recommendation of ICAN training one time per employee 
required to implement ICAN activities is reasonably necessary to comply with the mandate. 

With respect to item 4), “Periodically, to develop, update or obtain computer software and obtain 
equipment necessary for ICAN cross-reporting and reporting to DOJ,” the claimant has 
submitted the declaration of John E. Langstaff, “a Children Services Administrator II with the 
Los Angeles County Department of Children and Family Services (DFCS).”  Mr. Langstaff 
declares that “it is his information and belief that ICAN cross-reporting allows written reports 
transmission by ‘fax or electronic transmission’ and that electronic transmission includes 
transmission using computers and specialized software.”77  Mr. Langstaff further declares that 
fax machines are not reliable, and that the E-SCARS system in Los Angeles County “also has a 
database to track or produce reports regarding transmission, receipt of the SCAR, agency 
personnel assigned to investigate, agency findings, comments, report numbers…and many more 
features.”  Therefore, Mr. Langstaff declares “that it is my information and belief that ICAN 
cross-reporting reimbursements should include those for computerized systems which are 
reasonably necessary in providing child abuse referrals and reports in a timely, reliable, and cost-
efficient manner.”78  The Commission notes that in the SCO’s comments on the claimant’s 
revised proposed parameters and guidelines, the SCO did not suggest eliminating computer 
equipment and software entirely, but rather seemed inclined to allow reimbursement to 
“[d]evelop or procure computer software and equipment necessary for ICAN cross-reporting and 
reporting to DOJ,” with the caveat that such costs be prorated to include “only the costs related 
to the mandate.”79  The cross-reporting requirements (section 11166), and the requirements to 
report to DOJ (section 11169) permit, but do not require, electronic transmission.  Section 11166 

74 Exhibit K, Claimant Comments on Draft Staff Analysis, at pp. 40-41. 
75 See Exhibit E, SCO Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at p. 3. 
76 See Exhibit J, SCO Comments on Draft Proposed Parameters and Guidelines; Exhibit L, DOF 
Comments on Draft Proposed Parameters and Guidelines. 
77 Exhibit K, Claimant Comments on Draft Staff Analysis, at p. 18. 
78 Exhibit K, Claimant Comments on Draft Staff Analysis, at p. 51. 
79 See Exhibit E, SCO Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at p. 3. 
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requires cross-reporting by phone, fax, or electronic transmission, and section 11169 provides 
for reporting to DOJ “in a form approved by the Department of Justice and may be sent by fax or 
electronic transmission.”  Electronic transmission is an option available, and according to the 
County of Los Angeles a more reliable option, but it is not required.  Moreover, the current form 
SS (or BCIA) 8583 is available from the DOJ’s website in “pdf” format with electronic fields 
that can be filled and printed, or sent via email.80  The Commission takes official notice that no 
specialized software or computer systems are required to access and utilize these forms.81  
Therefore, developing or obtaining software or specialized computer systems is not reasonably 
necessary to comply with the mandate.  Finally, as the declaration of Mr. Langstaff indicates, the 
software utilized by the County of Los Angeles has many additional features that are not 
required to comply with the mandate, including, for example, tracking agency personnel 
assigned to investigate and District Attorney staff assigned, and indexing court case numbers.82  
The County’s chosen method to implement the mandate exceeds the mandate, based on the 
description given by Mr. Langstaff.  Therefore, the Commission finds that item 4) is not 
reasonably necessary to implement the mandate.83 

With respect to item 5), “Testing and evaluation costs that are incurred when reasonably 
necessary to make an evidentiary finding,” the claimant continues to stress that tests and 
evaluations, and other types of evidence-gathering, are required to complete an “active 
investigation.”  The claimant relies in part on the definition of “active investigation” in Code of 
Regulations, title 11, section 901, which was amended after the test claim was filed, and which 
the Commission found, in the test claim decision, did not impose any mandated activities or 
costs.84  The claimant asserts, mistakenly, that section 901 was approved for reimbursement.85  
The claimant also points to the SCO’s comments on the Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, in which the SCO recommended reimbursement to “gather and evaluate evidence 
when reasonably necessary to make evidentiary findings on suspects and victims…”86  However, 

80 Exhibit X, Form BCIA 8583 (Revised 03/08). 
81 Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1187.5 [“Official notice may be taken in the manner and 
of such information as is described in Government Code Section 11515.”]; Government Code 
section 11515 (Stats. 1945, ch. 867) [“In reaching a decision official notice may be taken, either 
before or after submission of the case for decision, of any generally accepted technical or 
scientific matter within the agency’s special field, and of any fact which may be judicially 
noticed by the courts of this State.”]; Evidence Code section 451(f) (Stats. 1986, ch. 248) 
[“Judicial notice shall be taken of the following: ¶…¶ Facts and propositions of generalized 
knowledge that are so universally known that they cannot reasonably be the subject of dispute.”]. 
82 Exhibit K, Claimant Comments on Draft Staff Analysis, at p. 50. 
83 The claimant proposes adding language regarding computer software and equipment to each of 
the ongoing cross-reporting activities approved in the test claim statement of decision.  Based on 
the above analysis, that language is denied here, and will not be further addressed below. 
84 Exhibit A, Test Claim Statement of Decision, at p. 29.  See also, Exhibit X, Excerpt from Test 
Claim 00-TC-22 and Exhibits including section 901. 
85 Exhibit K, Claimant Comments on Draft Staff Analysis, at pp. 3; 9-10. 
86 Exhibit K, Claimant Comments on Draft Staff Analysis, at p. 15. 
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the activity of investigating child abuse, as approved in the test claim decision, requires an 
investigation sufficient “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…to the Department of Justice.”  This issue is further explored below, in the discussion of 
the scope of investigation, but for purposes of “gathering and preserving evidence” or “testing 
and evaluation costs” it is sufficient to note that the scope of investigation required by the 
mandate is only that which is necessary to determine whether to forward the report to DOJ, 
which requires a finding only whether the report is “unfounded,” “inconclusive,” or 
“substantiated,” and does not compel reimbursement of any additional steps that local agencies 
would reasonably take to gather evidence for  a criminal prosecution.  As discussed below, the 
scope of investigation necessary to comply with the mandate is limited to the finding of whether 
a report of suspected child abuse is unfounded, inconclusive, or substantiated; the gathering of 
physical evidence or conducting forensic tests is begun to prove allegations, not to establish 
whether a report is unfounded.  Therefore, the Commission finds that item 5) is not necessary to 
implement the mandated program. 

The provision of due process, and related activities and costs, are examined more fully below, 
but the one-time activity of developing due process procedures is approved here.   

Based on the foregoing, the Commission finds that item 1) to develop policies and procedures to 
implement the mandate; item 3) to provide ICAN training one time to each employee required to 
comply with the mandate; and item 6) to develop policies and procedures to provide due process, 
are approved as follows: 

1. Policies and Procedures 
City and county police or sheriff’s departments, county welfare departments, and 
county probation departments where designated by the county to receive 
mandated reports, may claim reimbursement for the increased costs to: 
a. Update Departmental policies and procedures necessary to comply with the 

reimbursable activities identified in IV B.  (One-time costs only.) 
b. Develop ICAN due process procedures reasonably necessary to comply with 

federal due process procedural protections under the 14th Amendment which 
need to be afforded suspects reported to the DOJ's Child Abuse Central Index 
[CACI ]. (One-time costs only) 

2. Training 
City and county police or sheriff’s departments, county welfare departments, and 
county probation departments where designated by the county to receive 
mandated reports, may claim reimbursement for the increased costs to: 

Develop and implement training for ICAN staff to implement State 
Department of Justice (DOJ) ICAN requirements. Reimbursable specialized 
ICAN training costs include those incurred to compensate instructors for their 
time in participating in training sessions and to provide necessary facilities, 
training materials and audio visual presentations. (One time per employee 
whose job responsibilities involve ICAN mandated activities) 
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Ongoing Activities  
1. Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 

The Commission approved reimbursement in the test claim statement of decision for a city or 
county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department, as specified, or county 
welfare department, to distribute the child abuse reporting forms adopted by DOJ to mandated 
reporters.87  This activity is sufficiently clear from the plain language of the test claim finding, 
and is therefore approved without further analysis. 

2. Reporting Between Local Departments 
The Commission approved requirements in the test claim statement of decision for local agencies 
to receive and refer child abuse reports, and to promptly cross-report suspected child abuse 
among county welfare, county probation departments, local law enforcement, and the district 
attorney, as specified.88  These activities were all sufficiently clear based on the language of the 
test claim findings, and were therefore taken directly from the test claim statement of decision 
and included in the proposed parameters and guidelines without substantial analysis.89  

3. Reporting to the State Department of Justice  
The most significant disputed issue in these parameters and guidelines is the proper scope of 
reimbursable activities relating to investigating reports of suspected child abuse and forwarding 
reports that have merit, as specified, to DOJ.  The test claim statement of decision approved 
reimbursement for law enforcement agencies, county probation departments, or county welfare 
departments, to complete an investigation to determine whether a report of suspected child abuse 
or severe neglect is unfounded, substantiated, or inconclusive, for purposes of preparing and 
submitting Form SS 8583 to DOJ; and to forward a report in writing of every case the agency 
investigates that is not unfounded.90 

The claimant first requested reimbursement for the full course of investigative activities that law 
enforcement agencies undertake in cases of suspected child abuse or severe neglect.91  The 
claimant later submitted rebuttal comments and a second revised proposed parameters and 
guidelines, in which the claimant reevaluated its reimbursable activities, in an attempt to present 
a “streamlined three-tiered classification of required investigations.”92  The second revised 
proposed parameters and guidelines request reimbursement for the following activities: 

Level 1: No Child Abuse Based on Preliminary Information (Suspected Child 
Abuse Report (SCAR) or Call-for-Service) 

87 Exhibit A, Test Claim Statement of Decision, at p. 41. 
88 Exhibit A, Test Claim Statement of Decision, at pp. 41-44. 
89 See Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at pp. 4-8. 
90 Exhibit A, Test Claim Statement of Decision, at p. 45.  
91 Exhibit B, Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at pp. 23-24. 
92 Exhibit F, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines. 
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1. Officer receives, prints or transcribes child abuse reports (SCARs or calls-
for-service) from the public, cross-reporting agency department, and 
mandated reporters. 

2. Officer processes child abuse report into agency’s tracking system. 
3. Officer reviews report and determines based on SCAR or call-for-service that 

no further investigation is required. 
4. Officer’s findings are entered into agency’s system 
5. Supervising officer reviews investigation findings and approves closure of 

report indicating no child abuse. 
Level 2: Patrol Officer Investigation, No Child Abuse 
1. Officer receives, prints or transcribes child abuse reports (SCARs or calls-

for-service) from the public, cross-reporting agency department, and 
mandated reporters. 

2. Officer processes child abuse report into agency’s tracking system. 
3. Officer reviews report and assigns for appropriate follow-up investigation. 
4. Patrol officer receives call-for-service and acknowledges call. 
5. Patrol officer conducts preliminary interview with child/children. 
6. Patrol officer conducts preliminary interviews with parents, siblings, 

witnesses, and/or suspect(s). 
7. Patrol officer enters findings into agency’s systems (ends call in computer 

aided system and documents findings). 
8. Supervising officer reviews investigation findings and approves closure of the 

report indicating no child abuse. 
Level 3: Reported CACI Investigation 
1. Officer receives, prints or transcribes child abuse reports (SCARs or calls-

for-service) from the public, cross-reporting agency department, and 
mandated reporters. 

2. Officer processes child abuse report into agency’s tracking system. 
3. Officer reviews report and assigns for appropriate follow-up investigation. 
4. Patrol officer receives call-for-service and acknowledges call. 
5. Patrol officer conducts preliminary interview with child/children. 
6. Patrol officer conducts preliminary interviews with parents, siblings, 

witnesses, and/or suspect(s). 
7. Patrol officer enters findings into agency’s systems (ends call in computer 

aided system, writes report, enters evidence). 
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8. Supervising officer reviews investigation findings and approves report 
indicating child abuse is suspected. 

9. Secretary distributes, processes report. 
10. Child abuse investigator reviews child abuse report. 
11. Child abuse investigator conducts suspect background check. 
12. Child abuse investigator confers with social services. 
13. Child abuse investigator interviews child/children. 
14. Child abuse investigator interviews witnesses. 
15. Child abuse investigator interviews suspect(s). 
16. Child abuse investigator writes additional reports. 
17. Supervisor approves reports. 
18. Secretary process final files and reports. 
19. Child abuse investigator completes DOJ/CACI form. 
20. Child abuse investigator completes advisement form to suspect(s).93 

In addition, the claimant requests actual cost reimbursement for the following activities that are 
deemed non-repetitive, and are alleged to be “reasonably necessary in certain cases:” 

i. Medical Exam – Sexual Assault 
ii. Medical Exam – Physical Abuse 
iii. Polygraph 
iv. Collect, Store, and Review Evidence 
v. Obtain Search Warrant 
vi. Mental Health Examination 
vii. Autopsies 
viii. DNA Testing 
ix. Video Taping Interviews (Victim or Suspect)94 

The claimant has also proposed reimbursement for repetitive activities of county welfare 
departments, some of which are expressly approved elsewhere in this analysis, and some of 
which were not supported by evidence that they are reasonably necessary to perform the 
activities approved in the test claim statement of decision.  The county welfare activities are 
analyzed at Part 7., below. 

93 Ibid. 
94 Exhibit F, Claimant Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, at p. 18. 
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The following analysis will demonstrate that reimbursement is not required for the full course of 
investigative activities performed by law enforcement agencies, but only the investigative 
activities necessary to determine whether a report of suspected child abuse is unfounded, 
inconclusive, or substantiated, for purposes of preparing and submitting the Form SS 8583 to 
DOJ.  The analysis will show that the mandate to report to DOJ applies equally to all agencies 
subject to the mandate, and that therefore law enforcement should not be reimbursed for 
activities that go beyond what is required for all child protective agencies.  The analysis herein 
concludes, therefore, that law enforcement activities 1-8, above are reimbursable under the 
mandate, ending with a supervisor’s review of the investigative findings and approval of either 
the closure of the report (a finding of no child abuse) or a report indicating that child abuse is 
suspected (a substantiated or inconclusive finding).  In addition, the analysis below recognizes 
that activity 19, completing the CACI form (also referred to as the “Child Abuse Summary 
Report [SS 8583] form), is expressly approved in the test claim decision as a part of forwarding 
the report to DOJ.  Activity 20, providing notice to the suspected abuser, is addressed in Part 4., 
below.  The analysis in this section will conclude also that the non-repetitive activities above are 
not supported in the record and go beyond the scope of the mandate; these are activities to gather 
evidence for a criminal investigation, and therefore would be performed only after a 
determination has been made that the report is “not unfounded.”  In addition, the Level 3 
Investigation, as described by the claimant, is one that results in a report to CACI; therefore the 
activities in excess of a Level 2 Investigation are necessarily implicated only in the case that the 
report of suspected child abuse is “not unfounded.”  The analysis will also show that subsequent 
legislation excludes law enforcement’s duty to report to DOJ regarding child abuse, and thereby 
limits reimbursement for investigative activities for law enforcement agencies to the period prior 
to the amendment; and, subsequent legislation has limited the mandate for all other agencies 
subject to the mandate to report to DOJ only reports of child abuse that are substantiated, and no 
longer all reports that are “not unfounded.” 

a. The test claim statement of decision approved an investigation sufficient to 
determine whether a report of suspected child abuse is substantiated, 
inconclusive, or unfounded, in order to prepare and submit the Child Abuse 
Investigation Report Form SS 8583, or subsequent designated form to the 
Department of Justice. 

The test claim statement of decision approved the following: 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if 
designated by the county to receive mandated reports, or county welfare 
department shall: 

• 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.  (Pen. Code, § 
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11169, subd. (a); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 11, § 903, “Child Abuse Investigation 
Report” Form SS 8583.) 95 

• Forward 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 and may be sent by fax or electronic transmission.  (Pen. Code, § 
11169, subd. (a); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 11, § 903, “Child Abuse Investigation 
Report” Form SS 8583.)96 

The plain language of the approved reimbursable activities in the test claim statement of decision 
provides for a police or sheriff’s department, county probation department, or county welfare 
department to (1) complete an investigation to determine whether a report of suspected child 
abuse or severe neglect is unfounded, substantiated, or inconclusive, as defined; and (2) forward 
to DOJ a report in writing of every case that the local agency investigates which is determined to 
be substantiated or inconclusive.  As explained throughout the analysis below, the determination 
whether a report must be forwarded to DOJ constitutes the upper bound of the scope of the 
mandate to investigate child abuse.  

b. Penal Code section 11169(a), and Code of Regulations, title 11, section 903, as 
approved in the test claim statement of decision, require an agency receiving 
mandated reports to complete an investigation to determine whether a report 
or known or suspected child abuse must be forwarded to DOJ, and to obtain 
enough information to complete the report. 

The approved activities pertaining to investigation and forwarding reports arise primarily from 
Penal Code section 11169(a), which states the following: 

A child protective agency shall forward to the Department of Justice a report in 
writing of every case it investigates of known or suspected child abuse which is 
determined not to be unfounded, other than cases coming within subdivision (b) 
of Section 11165.2. A child protective agency shall not forward a report to the 
Department of Justice unless it has conducted an active investigation and 
determined that the report is not unfounded, as defined in Section 11165.12.  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 and shall not retain 
the report. The report required by this section shall be in a form approved by the 

95 Code section as added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071, amended by Statutes 1981, chapter 435, 
Statutes 1985, chapter 1598, Statutes 1988, chapters 269 and 1497, Statutes 1997, chapter 842, 
and Statutes 2000, chapter 916.  Register 98, Number 29. 
96 Ibid. 
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Department of Justice. A child protective agency receiving a written report from 
another child protective agency shall not send that report to the Department of 
Justice.97 

Code of Regulations, title 11, section 903, as approved in the test claim statement of decision, 
provided that:  

All information items on the standard report form SS 8583 should be completed 
by the investigating [child protective agency].  Certain information items on the 
SS 8583 must be completed by the CPA in order for it to be considered a 
“retainable report” by DOJ and entered into [the index].  Reports without these 
items will be returned to the contributor.  These information items are: 

(1) The complete name of the investigating agency and type of agency. 

(2) The agency’s report number or case name. 

(3) The action taken by the investigating agency. 

(4) The specific type of abuse. 

(5) The victim(s) name, birth date or approximate age, and gender. 

(6) Either the suspect(s) name or the notation “unknown.”98   

Other information on the form 8583, which “should be completed,” according to section 903, 
included the name of the investigating party, the date of the incident and the location, the address 
and relationship of suspect(s), and the present location of the victim, among other items.99 

The Commission approved, in the test claim statement of decision, the completion of an 
investigation “to determine whether a report of suspected child abuse or severe neglect is 
unfounded, substantiated or inconclusive… for purposes of preparing and submitting the state 
“Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583.”  The Commission based its finding on 
Penal Code section 11169; Code of Regulations, title 11, section 903 (Register 98, No. 29); and 
Form SS 8583.100  The Commission found that the mandate only requires enough information to 
determine whether to file a Form 8583, or subsequent designated form, and enough information 
to render the Form 8583 a “retainable report,” under section 903.101   

In comments filed on the draft proposed statement of decision, the claimant continues to assert 
that the Commission approved an “active investigation,” which the claimant defines by reference 

97 Penal Code section 11169 (Stats. 2000, ch. 916). 
98 Code of Regulations, title 11, section 903 (Register 98, No. 29).  The regulations pled in the 
test claim have been subsequently amended, but the Commission does not here take jurisdiction 
of the amended regulations that were not pled in the test claim. 
99 Exhibit X, Form SS 8583 (Revised 3/91). 
100 The version of Form 8583 included in the test claim exhibits was last revised 3/91. 
101 Penal Code section 11169 (Stats. 2000, ch. 916); Code of Regulations, title 11, section 903 
(Register 98, No. 29). 
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to section 901 of the DOJ regulations.  The claimant asserts that Form 8583 and section 901 
require: 

“ . . . at a minimum: assessing the nature and seriousness of the known or 
suspected abuse; conducting interviews of the victim(s) and any known suspect(s) 
and witness(es) when appropriate and/or available; gathering and preserving 
evidence; determining whether the incident is substantiated, inconclusive, or 
unfounded; and preparing a report that will be retained in the files of the 
investigating agency.” 

The claimant provides a copy of Form 8583 and of section 901 of title 11 in the exhibits attached 
to the claimant’s comments.  However, the version of form 8583 that was approved in the test 
claim statement of decision requires a substantially lesser degree of detail than that cited by the 
claimant; the form and the instructions have been amended by subsequent regulations, which are 
not subject to analysis at this time.102   

Furthermore, the claimant states that section 901 “was included in the County's test claim 
legislation and found to impose reimbursable ‘costs mandated by the State’ upon local 
governmental agencies by the Commission.”103  The claimant is mistaken; the version of section 
901 pled and analyzed in the test claim (Register 98, Number 29) contained no such 
definition.104  Rather, version of section 901 that claimant cites to is a result of a 2005 
amendment to the regulation, which was never pled and was not the subject of this or any other 
test claim.  Only section 903 was approved in the test claim: “[t]he Commission finds that 
California Code of Regulations, title 11, sections 901 or 902, do not require any activities that 
are not otherwise described in statute, and thus do not mandate a new program or higher level of 
service.”105 

Therefore, the investigation approved in the test claim statement of decision is only that required 
to comply with section 11169 and to complete the Form 8583, as those authorities existed at the 
time of the test claim decision.  Any additional activities or costs allegedly mandated by later 
adopted executive orders, not pled in the original test claim would require a new test claim 
decision.  Furthermore, the requirements of section 901 of the regulations may not be analyzed 
as a reasonably necessary activity; section 901 as it then read was denied in the test claim, and no 
new test claim has been filed on the amended regulations.  Moreover, reasonably necessary 
activities are defined in the regulations as “those methods not specified in statute or executive 
order that are necessary to carry out the mandated program.”106 

102 The version of Form 8583 and the instructions included in the claimant’s exhibits was revised 
in 2005, and was not pled in the test claim.  See Exhibit K, Claimant Comments on Draft 
Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at p. 81.  
103 Exhibit K, Claimant Comments on Draft Proposed Statement of Decision, at p. 8. 
104 Exhibit X, Excerpt from Test Claim Exhibits: California Code of Regulations, Title 11, 
sections 901-903. 
105 Exhibit A, Test Claim Statement of Decision, at p. 29. 
106 Code of Regulations, Title 2, section 1183.1. 
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c. The claimant’s proposal provides reimbursement for activities in excess of 
the scope of the mandate. 

As discussed above, claimant originally included a combination of RRMs and actual cost 
claiming for five levels of investigation in its revised proposed parameters and guidelines.  The 
original proposal sought reimbursement for the full scope of investigative activities, as discussed 
herein.    

DOF argues, in its comments on the claimant’s revised proposed parameters and guidelines, that 
the claimant’s proposal “inappropriately includes the totality of its law enforcement response to 
reports of child abuse, and all activities leading up to a full criminal prosecution.”  DOF argues 
that the activities alleged “extend beyond the limited investigation approved in the Statement of 
Decision (SOD) for the purpose of preparing and submitting Form SS 8583 to the Department of 
Justice (DOJ).”107   

CDSS ignores the test claim statement of decision, and argues that no investigation is required 
under CANRA, except for the very narrow instance required under section 11165.14, not pled in 
this test claim.108  However, CDSS also notes that its regulations require county welfare agencies 
to conduct in person interviews, and that “CDSS' investigatory requirements parallel the law 
enforcement activities described in the [parameters and guidelines] only up to the point that the 
patrol officer completes his or her duties in the investigation.”109  CDSS argues that county 
welfare agencies are required to make a determination whether to report to DOJ, pursuant to 
section 11169, on the basis of those initial in-person interviews.  CDSS concludes: “[i]f these 
investigations comport with CANRA, and the county does not contend otherwise, it is improper 
for the county to maintain that the exhaustive and redundant investigatory steps performed by 
law enforcement  in the criminal justice arena are mandated by CANRA.”110 

Based on these and other comments from the parties and interested parties, claimant submitted 
rebuttal comments and a second revised parameters and guidelines proposal.111  The claimant’s 
second revised proposed parameters and guidelines focuses primarily on the activities 
undertaken by law enforcement, leaving the remainder of the revised proposed parameters and 
guidelines substantially unchanged, and provides reimbursement for a list of repetitive activities, 
including interviews with the child, parents, siblings, witnesses, and suspect(s); follow up 
interviews by a child abuse investigator, if necessary; and a report detailing the findings, which 
must be reviewed by a supervisor.112  The claimant also seeks reimbursement on a case-by-case 
basis for certain other activities that the claimant called “non-repetitive,” including medical 

107 Exhibit D, DOF Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at p. 1. 
108 Exhibit C, CDSS Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at pp. 1-3. 
109 Exhibit C, CDSS Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at p. 11. 
110 Exhibit C, CDSS Comments on Claimant’s Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at 
p. 11. 
111 Exhibit F, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, at p. 9. 
112 Exhibit F, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, at pp. 15-17. 
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examinations, obtaining a search warrant, DNA testing, conducting an autopsy, and collecting, 
storing, and reviewing physical evidence.113   

In exhibits attached to the revised proposed parameters and guidelines the claimant submitted 
declarations from Suzie Ferrell and Daniel Scott, both of whom are employees of the Los 
Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, and both of whom assert a belief that all activities 
described in the proposal are “reasonably necessary in conducting ICAN investigations, 
preparing ICAN reports and performing other required ICAN duties.”114  The Scott declaration 
introduces an excerpt from the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department Child Abuse Protocol, 
which describes the procedures followed by the department in response to a report of suspected 
child abuse.  The Scott declaration also states that “it is my information and belief that the 
omission of one or more ICAN activities described in Exhibit 4 or ICAN steps described in 
Exhibit 2 could impair the requirement to conduct an ‘active investigation’” as defined in the 
DOJ forms.115  Neither declarant provides any indication that he or she has considered whether 
the steps should be reimbursable; only that they are necessary to complete an investigation.  
Moreover, what is reasonably necessary to implement the mandate is a finding of law, and the 
declarations submitted by the claimant may inform that decision, but do not control the legal 
issue. 

In exhibits attached to the claimant’s second revised proposed parameters and guidelines, a new 
declaration from Ms. Ferrell states that the revised proposal “contains only those activities that 
are reasonably necessary in order to complete the state ‘Child Abuse Investigation Report’ Form 
SS 8583,” and that “those activities necessary to meet additional criminal prosecution duties are 
not included” in the second revised proposal.116  In both the rebuttal comments and second 
revised proposed parameters and guidelines, and in comments filed on the draft proposed 
statement of decision and parameters and guidelines, the claimant continues to emphasize the 
credentials of the declarants, and that the declarants believe that “omission of one or more ICAN 
investigation activity [sic] could impair the requirement to conduct an active investigation.”117  
The claimant concludes that each declarant’s statement should be given considerable weight, for 
example: “Sergeant Scott provides substantial evidence supporting the County's version of 
reimbursement provisions for child abuse investigations.”  More specifically, the claimant 
objects to the absence of reimbursement in the proposed parameters and guidelines for 
“assessing the nature and seriousness of the known or suspected abuse,” and “gathering and 

113 Exhibit F, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, at pp. 9; 18. 
114 Exhibit B, Claimant’s Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, Narrative, at pp. 9; 45; 
53.  
115 Exhibit B, Claimant’s Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, Exhibit 3, Declaration of 
Daniel Scott, at pp. 1-2. 
116 Exhibit F, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines. 
117 Exhibit K, Claimant Comments on Draft Proposed Statement of Decision and Parameters and 
Guidelines, at p. 11.  See also, Exhibit F, Claimant Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised 
Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at p. 50.  
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preserving evidence.”  The claimant’s proposed reimbursable activity with respect to 
investigating child abuse would include the following: 

Except as provided in the paragraph below, reimbursement for this activity 
includes but is not limited to: assessing the nature and seriousness of the known or 
suspected abuse, review of the initial Suspected Child Abuse Report (Form 8572); 
conducting interviews of the victim(s) and parent(s) and any known suspect(s) 
and witness(es) in their spoken language when appropriate and/or available; 
gathering and preserving evidence including, but not limited to, where applicable, 
videotaping interviews, obtaining medical exams, mental health exams, autopsies, 
DNA samples and polygraph tests necessary to gather and preserve evidence to 
determine if child abuse is unfound or if not unfound, whether child abuse is 
inconclusive or substantiated; and preparing a report that will be retained in the 
files of the investigating agency.  

As discussed throughout this analysis, the scope of reimbursable investigative activities is 
limited by the plain language of the statute, which requires an investigation to determine whether 
a report of suspected child abuse is unfounded, inconclusive, or substantiated.  In addition, the 
scope of investigation is limited to the degree of investigation that DOJ has allowed to constitute 
a “retainable report;” in other words, the minimum degree of investigation that is sufficient to 
complete the reporting requirement is the maximum degree of investigation reimbursable under 
the test claim statute.  Based on the following analysis, the Commission finds, as a matter of law, 
that the activities described in the declarations, and in the proposed language, go beyond the 
scope of the mandate, as discussed herein.118 

Penal Code section 11164 states that the “intent and purpose of [CANRA] is to protect children 
from abuse and neglect.”  The section recognizes that investigation is essential to the purpose 
(though it does not necessarily imply that all investigations will lead to criminal prosecution or 
penalties), saying: “[i]n any investigation of suspected child abuse or neglect, all persons 
participating in the investigation of the case shall consider the needs of the child victim and shall 
do whatever is necessary to prevent psychological harm to the child victim.”119  CDSS argues, 
accordingly, that the purpose of CANRA is the protection of children, not the investigation and 
prosecution of crime.120  CDSS argues that the reporting required by CANRA does not involve 
identification of suspects,121 does not require the same standards of proof as a criminal 

118 The declarations submitted still fail to address specifically whether reimbursement is required 
for these activities.  The declarants, and the claimant more broadly, suggest that if the 
Commission limits reimbursement as proposed, law enforcement agencies will fail to complete 
an investigation.  There is no evidence that the completion of an investigation relies so closely 
upon the level of mandate reimbursement; and, moreover, the limitations proposed are consistent 
with the statement of decision, and with the reimbursement requirement of article XIII B, section 
6. 
119 Penal Code section 11164 (Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241)). 
120 Exhibit C, CDSS Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at pp. 1-2. 
121 Section 903 of title 11, Code of Regulations, states that all information on the form 8583, 
“should be completed.”  However, the same section also states that a “retainable report” entered 
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investigation or prosecution, and does not differentiate cases on the basis of severity.122  The 
point is well-taken: if a significant focus of CANRA were the investigation of criminal instances 
of child abuse, the requirements of section 11169 would be crafted differently for law 
enforcement agencies as compared with county welfare departments, respective to their abilities 
and resources.  But the requirements are not crafted differently for different agencies; the 
requirements to complete an investigation and to report to DOJ apply equally to all entities 
subject to the mandate.  To the extent that a mandate to investigate can be tied to or derived from 
CANRA, it must be limited to the investigative activities that all agencies can and do undertake.  
Any further investigation should not be attributed to the mandate of CANRA. 

The CDSS Manual of Policies and Procedures, an excerpt of which is submitted by the claimant 
as Exhibit 9, states that a social worker “shall have in-person contact with all children alleged to 
be abused,” and if the report is not unfounded, “shall interview all children present at time of the 
investigation, and all parents who have access,” and “shall make a determination as to whether 
services are appropriate,” and “shall request assistance from law enforcement if necessary.”  The 
Manual goes on to state that the county “shall submit a report pursuant to PC Section 11169 to 
the Department of Justice of every case it investigates…that it has determined not to be 
unfounded.”123  CDSS does not assert that all activities required in the Manual of Policies and 
Procedures are required by CANRA; in fact most are required by the Welfare and Institutions 
Code.124  Nevertheless, as CDSS points out:  

Every year, thousands of reports are referred by county welfare departments to the 
Department of Justice based on the results of these investigations.  CDSS is aware 
of no case [or] instance in which the Department of Justice rejected a county 
welfare department CACI referral based on the sufficiency of the social worker’s 
investigation.   

CDSS argues that the maximum level of investigation that county welfare departments are 
required to undertake is to conduct interviews with parents, suspects, victims, and witnesses, and 
that “[b]ased on these investigative activities; the social worker is required under CDSS 
regulations at MPP 31-501 to determine whether the results of the investigation require referral 
to the Department of Justice under CANRA.”125   

into the index may include “[e]ither the suspect(s) name or the notation ‘unknown.’” (Code of 
Regs., tit. 11, § 903 (Reg. 98, No. 29)). 
122 Exhibit C, CDSS Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at p. 8. 
123 Exhibit B, Claimant’s Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at Exhibit 9. 
124 Exhibit X, CDSS MPP 31-101et seq. referencing Welfare and Institutions Code section 
16501(f) as the source of the requirement to investigate.   See also Exhibit C, CDSS Comments 
on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines p. 15 stating the following:  “The investigative 
activities performed by county social workers under CDSS's regulations are exclusively and 
totally connected with duties established under the Welfare and Institutions Code, not CANRA.  
Accordingly, costs for those activities are not related to the claim in the matter.” 
125 Exhibit C, CDSS Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at pp. 10-11 
[emphasis added]. 
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In summary, these rules require the social worker to first decide whether an in-
person investigation is necessary, which includes consideration of a multitude of 
considerations.  If an in-person is investigation of reported child abuse is 
determined to be necessary, CDSS regulations at MPP 31-115 describe what steps 
are necessary for the conduct of the investigation.  These rules require direct 
contact with all alleged child victims, and at least one adult who has information 
regarding the allegations.  If after that stage the social worker does not find the 
referral to be unfounded, the social worker must conduct an in-person 
investigation with all children present at the time of the initial in-person 
investigation, all parents who have access to the child alleged to be at risk of 
abuse, noncustodial parents if he/she has regular or frequent in-person contact 
with the child, and make necessary collateral contacts with persons having 
knowledge of the condition of the child.  Based on these investigative activities; 
the social worker is required under CDSS regulations at MPP 31-501 to determine 
whether the results of the investigation require referral to the Department of 
Justice under CANRA.  There is no requirement for redundancy in the 
investigation as described PG between patrol officer and detective interviews.  
There is no tracking, booking, or arresting of suspects. There is no requirement 
for forensic evidence to be collected or analyzed.  There is no review of school 
records.  Basically, CDSS' investigatory requirements parallel the law 
enforcement activities described in the PG only up to the point that the patrol 
officer completes his or her duties in the investigation.126    

CDSS concludes that the interviews with suspect(s), victim(s) and witness(es) conducted by 
county welfare departments are sufficient to comply with the mandate, and that law enforcement 
activities are reimbursable only to the same extent.127  The claimant has requested 
reimbursement, as discussed above, for a much more extensive investigation normally pursued 
by law enforcement agencies, whether the investigation results in a finding of no child abuse, or 
a finding that the suspected child abuse is substantiated.  In accordance with CDSS’ evidence, 
and the plain language of the test claim decision and the approved statute and regulations, the 
Commission finds that a patrol officer’s (or county probation or county welfare employee’s) 
interviews with the child, parents, siblings, witnesses, and/or suspect(s), and preliminary report 
of the findings, including supervisory review, constitute the maximum extent of investigation 
necessary to make the determination whether to forward the report to DOJ, and to make the 
report retainable. 

In comments submitted in response to the draft proposed statement of decision and parameters 
and guidelines, the claimant disputes that the mandate applies equally to all agencies, labeling 
the reasoning above the “lowest common denominator theory.”  The claimant argues that this 
theory “assumes facts not in evidence,” and that Commission staff and CDSS have not cited “any 
evidence that county welfare agencies are not complying with the requirements of conducting an 

126 Exhibit C, CDSS Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at pp. 10-11. 
127 Id, at p. 11. 
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“active investigation.”128  Indeed, staff has not cited any evidence that CDSS, or other agencies, 
are not complying with the mandate, and this is precisely the point:  CDSS asserts that county 
welfare agencies have complied with the mandate, and that the investigative activities performed 
under CDSS guidance have been sufficient to satisfy DOJ requirements with respect to its Child 
Abuse Summary Reports, and thus the level of investigation performed by county welfare 
agencies satisfies the mandate.129   

As discussed above, the test claim statutes require that child protective agencies subject to the 
mandate forward all reports that are “not unfounded,” and the duty to investigate under section 
11169 arises from the requirement to forward reports and to make that determination.130  The 
point at which the decision is made to close the case (an unfounded report), or continue the 
investigation (an inconclusive or substantiated report), is the point at which a determination 
sufficient to control whether a report will be forwarded to DOJ has been made.  The claimant’s 
evidence demonstrates that an investigation that results in a finding of no child abuse will 
conclude with the patrol officer’s interviews and the filing of a closure report, which must be 
approved by a supervisor.131  Where some evidence is found that necessitates follow-up 
interviews by a child abuse investigator, the claimant classifies the case as a “Level 3” 
investigation, which apparently is expected to conclude with a report to DOJ, according to the 
claimant’s proposed activities: 

[¶…¶] 
8. Supervising officer reviews investigation findings and approves report 

indicating child abuse is suspected. 
9. Secretary distributes, processes report. 
10. Child abuse investigator reviews child abuse report. 
11. Child abuse investigator conducts suspect background check. 
12. Child abuse investigator confers with social services. 
13. Child abuse investigator interviews child/children. 
14. Child abuse investigator interviews witnesses. 
15. Child abuse investigator interviews suspect(s). 
16. Child abuse investigator writes additional reports. 

128 Exhibit K, Claimant Comments on Draft Proposed Statement of Decision and Parameters and 
Guidelines, at p. 12. 
129 Exhibit C, CDSS Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at pp. 10-11. 
130 As noted previously, the current text of section 11169 requires reporting to DOJ only of 
“substantiated” reports, rather than those that are “not unfounded,” but the effective date of this 
change is the same as the date after which law enforcement agencies no longer must report to 
DOJ in any event, and therefore the change is irrelevant to the discussion in this section. 
131 Exhibit F, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, at p. 16. 
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17. Supervisor approves reports. 
18. Secretary process final files and reports. 
19. Child abuse investigator completes DOJ/CACI form. 
20. Child abuse investigator completes advisement form to suspect(s).132 

The claimant’s proposed language thus presumes that all Level 3 investigations will result in a 
report to DOJ, and therefore that all Level 3 investigations are “not unfounded.” 

Therefore, because in-person interviews and writing a report of the findings are the last step 
taken by law enforcement before determining whether to proceed with a criminal investigation or 
close the investigation, and the last step that county welfare departments take before determining 
whether to forward the report to DOJ and possibly refer the matter to law enforcement, that 
degree of investigative effort must be the last step that is necessary to comply with the mandate.  
All further investigative activities are not reimbursable under the mandate, because, in a very 
practical sense, once evidence is being gathered for criminal prosecution, the determination that 
a report is “not unfounded” has been made, and the investigative mandate approved in the test 
claim statement of decision has been satisfied.133 

In comments on the draft staff analysis the claimant continues to stress that an “active 
investigation” is required by the test claim statute and DOJ regulations.  However, the claimant 
relies on regulations not approved in the test claim decision, as discussed above, and on a theory 
that a complete report filed with DOJ requires a more extensive investigation than that provided 
for in the test claim decision.  The above analysis is not changed: the mandate, as approved in the 
test claim decision, is to conduct an investigation sufficient to determine whether a report of 
suspected child abuse is unfounded, inconclusive, or substantiated, and thus whether a report 
must be forwarded to DOJ.  The maximum scope of investigation required to make that 
determination, and to complete the report to DOJ, is the minimum level of investigation 
necessary to make the report retainable by DOJ.  The evidence submitted by CDSS demonstrates 
that reports based only on interviews with suspects, witnesses, parents, and the victim(s) have 
been and are retainable.  The claimant has not submitted evidence to the contrary. 

Based on the foregoing, the Commission finds that the activities proposed for reimbursement to 
law enforcement agencies exceed the activities approved in the test claim statement of decision, 
as specified, and that the maximum extent of reimbursement under the mandate includes a patrol 
officer’s (or county probation or county welfare employee’s) interviews with the child, parents, 
witnesses, and/or suspects, and the reporting of those findings, which may be reviewed by a 
supervisor, where applicable. 

d. The requirement to investigate arises from both sections 11166 and 11169, 
but only investigative activities required pursuant to section 11169 are 
reimbursable.   

132 Exhibit F, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, at p. 17. 
133 Exhibit B, Claimant’s Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, Exhibit 2, at pp. 2-6. 
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The Commission’s approval of investigative activities cites Penal Code section 11169 and Alejo 
v. City of Alhambra.  Alejo, in turn, relied on both sections 11166(a) and 11169 for its finding 
that police are required to investigate reports of suspected child abuse.  Ultimately, the 
Commission found, in the test claim statement of decision, that the activities of mandated 
reporters, required under section 11166(a), were not reimbursable because they were not unique 
to government.134 

Alejo involved a child being abused by his mother’s live-in boyfriend.  The child’s father 
reported the abuse to police, but they failed to investigate, or cross-report, or create any internal 
report.  The child was soon after severely beaten and left permanently disabled, and the police 
department and the officer who took the report were sued on a negligence per se theory.  The 
court explained that a negligence per se action will lie where (1) there has been a violation of 
statute or regulation; (2) the harm to the plaintiff was caused by the violation of statute or 
regulation; (3) the harm is of the type intended to be prevented by the statute or regulation; and 
(4) the plaintiff is within the class of persons that were to be protected by the statute or 
regulation.  The court held that the only elements in issue were the causation question, and 
whether the failure to investigate upon receipt of a report of child abuse from the father was a 
violation of the statute.135   

Relying on Williams v. State of California (1983) 34 Cal.3d 18, the court found that, as a general 
rule, police do not have a duty to act, including a duty to investigate.  In Williams, the California 
Supreme Court concluded: 

In spite of the fact that our tax dollars support police functions, it is settled that 
the rules concerning the duty - or lack thereof - to come to the aid of another are 
applicable to law enforcement personnel in carrying out routine traffic 
investigations. Thus, the state highway patrol has the right, but not the duty, to 
investigate accidents.136 

The California Supreme Court also observed that “the intended beneficiaries of any investigation 
that is undertaken are the People as prosecutors in criminal cases, not private plaintiffs in 
personal injury actions.”137  Accordingly, the Alejo court concluded that “[t]herefore, absent a 
special relationship or a statute creating a special duty, the police may not be held liable for their 
failure to provide protection.”138   

However, the court found that section 11166 imposes such a duty on police officers:  “[s]ection 
11166, subdivision (a) creates such a duty.”139  Section 11166, as it read in 1999, provided, in 
pertinent part: 

134 Exhibit A, Test Claim Statement of Decision, at p. 31; Alejo v. City of Alhambra, (Cal. Ct. 
App. 2d Dist. 1999) 75 Cal.App.4th 1180. 
135 Alejo, supra, at pp. 1184-1185. 
136 Williams, supra, 34 Cal.3d at p. 24. 
137 Williams, supra, 34 Cal.3d at p. 24, Fn 4. 
138 Alejo, supra, 75 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1186. 
139 Alejo, supra, 75 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1186. 
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(a) Except as provided in subdivision (b), any child care custodian, health 
practitioner, employee of a child protective agency, child visitation monitor, 
firefighter, animal control officer, or humane society officer who has knowledge 
of or observes a child, in his or her professional capacity or within the scope of 
his or her employment, whom he or she knows or reasonably suspects has been 
the victim of child abuse, shall report the known or suspected instance of child 
abuse to a child protective agency immediately or as soon as practically 
possible… For the purposes of this article, “reasonable suspicion” means that it is 
objectively reasonable for a person to entertain a suspicion, based upon facts that 
could cause a reasonable person in a like position, drawing when appropriate on 
his or her training and experience, to suspect child abuse.140 

The Alejo court concluded that although nothing in the plain language of section 11166 requires 
a mandated reporter to investigate child abuse: 

[I]t clearly envisions some investigation in order for an officer to determine 
whether there is reasonable suspicion to support the child abuse allegation and to 
trigger a report to the county welfare department and the district attorney 
under section 11166, subdivision (i) and to the Department of Justice under 
section 11169, subdivision (a). The latter statute provides in relevant part: “A 
child protective agency shall forward to the Department of Justice a report in 
writing of every case it investigates of known or suspected child abuse which is 
determined not to be unfounded .... A child protective agency shall not forward a 
report to the Department of Justice unless it has conducted an active investigation 
and determined that the report is not unfounded, as defined in Section 
11165.12.”141   

Furthermore, the Alejo court held that the statute imposed a duty “to take further action when an 
objectively reasonable person in the same situation would suspect child abuse,” including 
reporting to a child protective agency immediately or as soon as practically possible.  And 
finally, the Alejo court concluded that “[c]ontrary to the city's position, the duty to investigate 
and report child abuse is mandatory under section 11166, subdivision (a) if a reasonable person 
in Officer Doe's position would have suspected such abuse.  The language of the statute, prior 
cases and public policy all support this conclusion.”142 

In the test claim statement of decision here, the Commission noted that “the court [in Alejo] was 
not examining the law from a mandates perspective, and made the finding based on current law.”  
Therefore the Commission was compelled to examine prior law, and consider the court’s 
decision in the context of mandates law to determine whether new programs or higher levels of 
service were mandated by the test claim statutes.  With respect to prior law, the Commission 
noted that former Penal Code section 11161.5 required that: “[c]opies of all written reports 

140 Penal Code section 11166 (Stats. 1996, ch. 1081 (AB 3354) [current version employs the term 
“mandated reporter,” which is in turn defined in section 11165.7]) [emphasis added]. 
141 Alejo v. City of Alhambra, supra, 75 Cal.App.4th 1180, at page 1186. [Emphasis added.] 
142 Alejo, supra, 75 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1186-1187. 
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received by the local police authority shall be forwarded to the Department of Justice.”143  The 
Commission found that the prior law did not require investigation, but required police only “to 
forward a copy of the report to the state, as received.”144  The Commission concluded:  

No earlier statutes required any determination of the validity of a report of child 
abuse or neglect before completing a child abuse investigative report form and 
forwarding it to the state.  Therefore, the Commission finds that an investigation 
sufficient to determine whether a report of suspected child abuse or neglect is 
unfounded, substantiated, or inconclusive, as defined by Penal Code section 
11165.12, is newly mandated by Penal Code section 11169, subdivision (a), as 
described by the court in Alejo.145 

With respect to other mandates law considerations, the Commission held that because section 
11166(a), which governs the duties of a mandated reporter, applies to a number of different 
professions, public and private, the requirements imposed are not unique to government, and 
therefore cannot be reimbursable.146  Accordingly, the Commission found that “Penal Code 
section 11166, subdivision (a), does not mandate a new program or higher level of service on 
local governments for the activities required of mandated reporters.”147  Therefore, even though 
the court in Alejo found that section 11166(a) imposed a duty to investigate on the police officer 
as a mandated reporter, reimbursement is not required for costs arising from that duty; section 
11166(a) was therefore denied.  Thus the test claim statement of decision approved 
reimbursement for the investigation of suspected child abuse, and for forwarding reports that are 
“not unfounded” to the DOJ, as specified, relying only on section 11169, as interpreted by the 
court in Alejo.148 

e. Only investigative activities conducted by the agency subsequent to the 
receipt of a mandated report are reimbursable; reimbursement is not 
required for investigative activities conducted by employees of a county child 
protective agency pursuant to the duties of a mandated reporter. 

Because section 11166(a) was held by the Alejo court to impose a duty upon individuals 
employed by a local child protective agency to investigate, but is not reimbursable, the 
parameters and guidelines must be crafted to avoid over-claiming when the mandated reporter in 

143 Former Penal Code section 11161.5 (Stats. 1973, ch. 1151). 
144 Exhibit A, Test Claim Statement of Decision, at pp. 29-30. 
145 Exhibit A, Test Claim Statement of Decision, at p. 31 [emphasis added].  See also Alejo v. 
City of Alhambra, supra, 75 Cal.App.4th 1180, 1186. 
146 See County of Los Angeles v. State of California (1987) 43 Cal.3d.46, at p. 56 
[Reimbursement required only for “programs that carry out the governmental function of 
providing services to the public, or laws which, to implement a state policy, impose unique 
requirements on local governments and do not apply generally to all residents and entities in the 
state.”]. 
147 Exhibit A, Test Claim Statement of Decision, at p. 16. 
148 Ibid. 
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a particular case is also an employee of the child protective agency that will complete the 
investigation under section 11169.  

Under section 11165.9, reports “shall be made by mandated reporters to any police department, 
sheriff’s department, county probation department if designated by the county to receive 
mandated reports, or the county welfare department.”  And under section 11165.7, mandated 
reporters include “[a]ny employee of any police department, county sheriff's department, county 
probation department, or county welfare department.”149  Thus an employee of any of those 
agencies, represented here by the claimant, Los Angeles County, could be both a mandated 
reporter, and a recipient of mandated reports.  In that event a mandated reporter could be 
required both to complete the initial report of suspected child abuse, and to investigate that report 
in order to determine whether to forward the matter to DOJ.  In this manner the requirements of 
section 11166(a) and 11169 might be completed by the same agency, or even the same 
employee, and because the former requirements under section 11166(a) are not reimbursable, a 
claimant must not be permitted to claim reimbursement for investigative activities conducted 
pursuant to section 11166(a).  In that event, reimbursement is required for investigative activities 
necessary to complete the agency’s duties under section 11169, but not for any investigation 
already completed by the mandated reporter under section 11166(a). 

As discussed above, a mandated reporter’s duty to investigate under section 11166(a) pursuant to 
the holding in Alejo is not reimbursable.  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 to one of the identified child protective agencies.  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.150  Given that 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 section 11166(a), and ultimately leads to an investigation and report to DOJ 
under section 11169(a).  Ultimately, some of the same information necessary 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) (as 
discussed above, section 11169 requires a determination whether a report is unfounded, 
inconclusive, or substantiated, and Code of Regulations, title 11, section 903, as amended by  
Register 98, No. 29, requires certain information items in order to complete a “retainable 
report”). 

The more recent amendments to the regulatory sections pled in the test claim provide that an 
agency must complete all information required in Form SS 8583.151  But those amended 

149 Penal Code section 11165.7 (As amended by Stats. 2000, ch. 916). 
150 Penal Code section 11166(a) (Stats. 2000, ch. 916). 
151 Section 902 of title 11, Code of Regulations, provides that “[i]n order to fully meet its 
obligations under CANRA, an agency required to report instances of known or suspected child 
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regulations are not the subject of this test claim; 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.  
Because, as discussed above, a mandated reporter is expected to do what is reasonable within the 
scope of his or her experience and employment, a mandated reporter who is an employee of a 
child protective agency necessarily has a greater responsibility to investigate when he or she has 
reasonable suspicion of child abuse.152  Therefore 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 in the employ of a child protective agency, and therefore reimbursement must 
be limited to only such investigative activity as is necessary to satisfy the mandate of section 
11169, but not mandated on the individual employee under section 11166. 

Therefore, 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.  And, 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, no further investigation is reimbursable.153  

Thus, the parameters and guidelines authorize reimbursement for investigation only to the extent 
information has not been previously obtained by a mandated reporter within the same agency, in 
the course of the investigation already performed by the mandated reporter within the scope of 
his or her employment, to determine if a report of child abuse is not unfounded.154  If the 
mandated reporter in a particular case is not an employee of the investigating agency, the agency 
maintains an independent and reimbursable duty to investigate in order to determine whether a 

abuse or severe neglect must complete all of the information on the BCIA 8583. Only 
information from a fully completed BCIA 8583 will be entered into the CACI.” 
152 See Alejo, supra, 75 Cal.App.4th, at p. 1187 [“duty to investigate and report child abuse is 
mandatory under section 11166, subdivision (a) if a reasonable person in Officer Doe's position 
would have suspected such abuse”]. 
153 This position is supported by the description submitted by the claimant of the investigative 
activities conducted by law enforcement: each of the four levels of investigation, as discussed 
above, begins with receiving a “SCAR [Suspected Child Abuse Report, Form 8572] from 
Department of Children and Family Services.”  There is no mention of reimbursement for the 
situation in which the mandated reporter is an officer in the same law enforcement agency.  The 
claimant’s requested reimbursable activities appear to assume, correctly, that any investigative 
activities prior to the completion of a Form 8572 will not be reimbursed; only investigative 
activities subsequent to the receipt of a Form 8572 are proposed for reimbursement.  (Exhibit B, 
Claimant’s Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at pp. 4-7; 23-24). 
154 “Unfounded reports” are defined as reports that are determined false, to be inherently 
improbable, to involve accidental injury, or not to constitute child abuse or neglect as defined by 
Penal Code section 11165.12.   
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report of suspected child abuse or severe neglect is unfounded, substantiated or inconclusive for 
purposes of preparing and submitting the state “Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 
8583.  If necessary, the investigating agency may need to verify the information reported on the 
Form SS 8572.  But where the mandated reporter is an employee of the investigating agency, 
investigative activities necessary to complete Form 8583 to submit to DOJ, and not any 
investigation which was required to complete Form 8572, are reimbursable; and where the 
investigation undertaken to complete Form SS 8572 is sufficient also to complete Form SS 8583, 
and to satisfy the mandate of section 11169 to determine whether the report must be made to 
DOJ, reimbursement is not required for any further investigation. 

f. The mandate to report to DOJ regarding suspected child abuse has been 
limited by subsequent legislation, as provided. 

As stated above in analyzing the period of reimbursement, section 11169 was amended by the 
Legislature in 2011, ending the mandate for law enforcement agencies to investigate and forward 
to DOJ, and limiting the requirement for all other local agencies to forwarding only those reports 
that are substantiated.  Penal Code section 11169 was amended in 2011 to provide that “[o]n and 
after January 1, 2012, a police department or sheriff's department specified in Section 
11165.9 shall no longer forward to the Department of Justice a report in writing of any case it 
investigates of known or suspected child abuse or severe neglect.”155  Therefore, both the 
requirement to “[f]orward to the Department of Justice a report in writing of every case it 
investigates,” as well as the requirement to “[c]omplete an investigation…for purposes of 
preparing and submitting the state ‘Child Abuse Investigation Report’ Form SS 8583,”156 are 
ended, for purposes of reimbursement to law enforcement agencies, as of January 1, 2012.  Penal 
Code section 11169 also was amended at the same time to provide that only “substantiated” 
reports of suspected child abuse shall be forwarded to the DOJ by agencies other than law 
enforcement, rather than reports that are “not unfounded,” as was the requirement under prior 
law.157  This results in fewer reports being forwarded to DOJ by the agencies remaining subject 
to the mandate. 

Therefore, because the statute at issue has been amended to end the requirement as applied to 
law enforcement, the activities approved by the Commission in the test claim statute must also 
end, as applied to law enforcement, and the requirement to forward reports to DOJ must be 
limited, as applied to all other entities subject to the mandate, as of January 1, 2012.  Section IV 
of the parameters and guidelines reflects these dates. 

g. Reimbursement for activities required to report to DOJ regarding reports of 
suspected child abuse is approved for all agencies subject to the mandate, but 
for law enforcement only until December 31, 2011, and for forwarding 
inconclusive reports only until December 31, 2011. 

155 Penal Code section 11169(b) (Amended by Stats. 2011, ch. 468, § 2 (AB 717)). 
156 Exhibit A, Test Claim Statement of Decision, at p. 45. 
157 Penal Code section 11169(a) (Amended by Stats. 2011, ch. 468, § 2 (AB 717)).  Compare 
Penal Code section 11169 (As amended by Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241)). 
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The test claim statement of decision approved reimbursement for investigation of reports of 
suspected child abuse, but only to the extent of an investigation sufficient to determine whether a 
report of suspected child abuse or neglect must be forwarded to DOJ.  The test claim statement 
of decision also approved reimbursement for reporting to DOJ all reported instances of known or 
suspected child abuse that are determined, after investigation, to be “not unfounded.”  Based on 
the foregoing analysis, an investigation sufficient to make that determination is complete after a 
law enforcement officer, or county welfare employee, or county probation department employee 
where applicable, has completed in-person interviews with the parents, suspects, victims, and 
witnesses, if any, and reported his or her findings.  And, because the mandate to investigate 
applies equally to all agencies subject to the reporting requirements, reimbursement must be 
limited to the activities that are or can be performed by all agencies subject to the mandate, and 
must exclude the collection of physical or forensic evidence, and the building of a criminal case.  
Moreover, because the activities of mandated reporters under section 11166(a) are not 
reimbursable, any investigative activity to be reimbursed under section 11169 must exclude 
investigative activities conducted by a mandated reporter prior to submission of a Form SS 8572, 
even if the mandated reporter is an employee of an otherwise-reimbursable county agency.  And 
finally, the investigative activities of law enforcement agencies are no longer mandated under the 
test claim statutes as of January 1, 2012, pursuant to amendments made to the underlying code 
sections, as discussed above. 

Pursuant to the above analysis, the following activities are approved for reimbursement in the 
parameters and guidelines: 

Reporting to the State Department of Justice  
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:158 
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.159  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 

158 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. 
159 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. 
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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 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. 

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.160 
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. 

160 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. 
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b. Beginning January 1, 2012, county welfare departments, or county probation 
departments where designated by the county to receive mandated reports 
shall: 
1) Complete an investigation 

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.161  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 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. 

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, as defined in Penal Code 
section 11165.12.  Unfounded or inconclusive reports, as defined in Penal 
Code section 11165.12, shall not be filed with the Department of Justice. 

161 Penal Code section 11169(a) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 5 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 27 
(AB 1241); Stats. 2011, ch. 468, § 2 (AB 717)); Code of Regulations, Title 11, section 903; 
“Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583. 
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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 and may be sent by fax or electronic 
transmission.162 
This activity includes costs of preparing and submitting an amended 
report to DOJ, when the submitting agency changes a prior finding of 
substantiated to a finding of inconclusive or unfounded, or from 
inconclusive or unfounded to substantiated, or when other information is 
necessary to maintain accuracy of the CACI.   

Reimbursement is not required for the costs of the investigation required 
to make the determination to file an amended report. 

In response to the draft proposed parameters and guidelines, the claimant submitted comments 
objecting to the limitation specifying that activities undertaken subsequent to the determination 
whether a report of child abuse is substantiated, inconclusive, or unfounded, “including the 
collection of physical evidence, the referral to a detective, the conduct of follow-up interviews, 
and the potential making of an arrest,”163 were not reimbursable.  The claimant stated that this 
limitation could be read to imply that these activities would be reimbursable if undertaken prior 
to making the determination whether a report should be forwarded to DOJ, but not reimbursable 
if performed after making a determination and forwarding the report.  In addition, the claimant 
stated that not all agencies have “detectives,” and that only those that do would be denied 
reimbursement.  The intent of the limiting language above is merely to clarify that the focus of 
reimbursement for investigations should remain the determination of whether to file a report 
with DOJ (i.e., whether a report is unfounded, inconclusive, or substantiated).  The collection of 
physical evidence, the referral to a senior investigating officer, whether or not that person is 
called “detective,” and conducting follow-up interviews are all activities listed in the claimant’s 
time studies164 that should logically only be conducted in the case that the suspected child abuse 
is “not unfounded,” and logically only performed after such determination has been made, and 
the mandate satisfied.  Accordingly, the limitation of reimbursement stated above is amended to 
omit the word “detective,” but otherwise unaffected. 

162 Penal Code section 11169(a) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 5 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 27 
(AB 1241); Stats. 2011, ch. 468, § 2 (AB 717)); Code of Regulations, Title 11, section 903; 
“Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583. 
163 See Exhibit I, Draft Staff Analysis and Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at pp. 45; 88. 
164 See Exhibit B, Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at pp. 7-9. 

47 
Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22 

Statement of Decision  
and Parameters and Guidelines 

                                                 

95



4. Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 
The test claim statement of decision approved reimbursement to notify a known or suspected 
child abuser that he or she has been listed in the CACI.  That and other notice requirements are 
included in the proposed parameters and guidelines, in accordance with the following analysis.165 

a. Notifying the suspected abuser may include the SOC 832 form but this 
activity is ended, for law enforcement agencies, as of January 1, 2012. 

In addition to the notice requirements approved in the test claim decision, the claimant has 
proposed reimbursement for the following activities when several of the approved notice 
requirements are triggered: 

• [For law enforcement agencies:] Child abuse investigator completes 
advisement form to suspect(s); and166 

• [For county welfare departments:] Completion of the Notice of Child Abuse 
Central Index Listing (SOC 832) form.167 

In addition, the claimant has proposed that the above activities should include “sending the 
person listed in CACI with [sic] a ‘Request for Grievance Hearing’ form (SOC  834).”168  There 
is no requirement in the statute or the approved regulations to provide this form along with the 
notice to the person listed.  Providing the “Request for Grievance Hearing” form is denied. 

Form SOC 832 was developed by CDSS, and is intended for use by county welfare departments 
to inform a known or suspected abuser that he or she has been reported to the CACI.  It is not 
clear, based on the evidence in the record, whether any other agencies or departments also 
employ this form, but the Commission finds that completion of the Notice of Child Abuse 
Central Index Listing form (SOC 832), at item 3, above, is a reasonable means of implementing 
the expressly approved activity to “[n]otify 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.”169   
Additionally, the activity described here, to notify a suspected abuser that he or she has been 
listed in the index at the time the agency files the “Child Abuse Investigation Report” with DOJ, 
is ended, for law enforcement, as of January 1, 2012.  This requirement arises from Penal Code 
section 11169, which, as discussed above, was amended in Statutes 2011, chapter 468, ending 
the requirement for law enforcement to forward reports of suspected child abuse to DOJ as of 
January 1, 2012.  Because the requirement above is to notify the suspected abuser at the time the 

165 Exhibit I, Draft Staff Analysis and Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at pp. 48-53; 88-90. 
166 Exhibit F, Claimant Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, at p. 17. 
167 Exhibit F, Claimant Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, at p. 27. 
168 Exhibit K, Claimant Comments on Draft Staff Analysis, at p. 34. 
169 Exhibit A, Test Claim Statement of Decision, at p. 45. 
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report is filed with DOJ, and because law enforcement agencies “shall no longer” file those 
reports, the notice requirement is also ended. 

The parameters and guidelines reflect the completion of the form SOC 832, as a reasonable 
means of complying with the approved activity, and reflect the end date of this activity for law 
enforcement agencies, as follows: 

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.170 
This activity includes, where applicable, the 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 
amendments to Penal Code section 11169(b), enacted in Statutes 2011, 
chapter 468 (AB 717), which ends the mandate to report to DOJ for law 
enforcement agencies. 
¶…¶ 

b. When information is received from CACI in the normal course of investigating or 
licensing duties, agencies are required to obtain and objectively review the 
original investigative report when making decisions regarding a new 
investigation, prosecution, licensing, or placement of a child, but not required to 
initiate a new investigation. 

The test claim statement of decision also approved the following, related to the notice 
requirements, and triggered by the receipt of information from the CACI during the course of a 
routine investigation, or an investigation of a current report of suspected child abuse or neglect: 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if 
designated by the county to receive mandated reports, county welfare department, 
county licensing agency, or district attorney’s office shall: 

• Obtain the original investigative report from the reporting agency, and draw 
independent conclusions regarding the quality of the evidence disclosed, and 
its sufficiency for making decisions regarding investigation, prosecution, 

170 Penal Code section 11169(c) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 5 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 27 
(AB 1241)).  This activity is ended for law enforcement as of January 1, 2012, pursuant to 
Statutes 2011, chapter 468 (AB 717). 
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licensing, or placement of a child, when a report is received from the Child 
Abuse Central Index. (Pen. Code, § 11170, subd. (b)(6)(A), now (b)(8)(A).) 171  

Information implicating the requirement to obtain and review the original report may be received 
from DOJ by the means described in section 11170.  Section 11170, as amended by Statutes 
2000, chapter 916, provides, in pertinent part: 

The Department of Justice shall immediately notify an agency that submits a 
report pursuant to Section 11169, or a district attorney who requests notification, 
of any information maintained pursuant to subdivision (a) that is relevant to the 
known or suspected instance of child abuse or severe neglect reported by the 
agency… 

¶…¶ 

The department shall make available to the State Department of Social Services or 
to any county licensing agency that has contracted with the state for the 
performance of licensing duties information regarding a known or suspected child 
abuser maintained pursuant to this section and subdivision (a) of Section 11169 
concerning any person who is an applicant for licensure or any adult who resides 
or is employed in the home of an applicant for licensure or who is an applicant for 
employment in a position having supervisorial or disciplinary power over a child 
or children, or who will provide 24–hour care for a child or children in a 
residential home or facility… 
¶…¶ 

The department shall make available to investigative agencies or probation 
officers, or court investigators acting pursuant to Section 1513 of the Probate 
Code, responsible for placing children or assessing the possible placement of 
children…information regarding a known or suspected child abuser contained in 
the index concerning any adult residing in the home where the child may be 
placed, when this information is requested for purposes of ensuring that the 
placement is in the best interests of the child. 

¶…¶ 

Persons or agencies, as specified in subdivision (b), if investigating a case of 
known or suspected child abuse or neglect, or the State Department of Social 
Services or any county licensing agency pursuant to paragraph (3), or an agency 
or court investigator responsible for placing children or assessing the possible 
placement of children pursuant to paragraph (5), to whom disclosure of any 
information maintained pursuant to subdivision (a) is authorized, are responsible 
for obtaining the original investigative report from the reporting agency, and for 
drawing independent conclusions regarding the quality of the evidence disclosed, 

171 Ibid. 
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and its sufficiency for making decisions regarding investigation, prosecution, 
licensing, or placement of a child.172 

Thus the duty to obtain and objectively review the original investigative report is implicated 
when an agency, in the conduct of its ordinary duties, has occasion to inquire to DOJ regarding 
an individual currently under investigation regarding an instance of known or suspected child 
abuse, or before the agency seeking a license, or placement of a child, or an employee of a 
licensee or home in which a child would be placed.  In such case, the DOJ is instructed by the 
above statute that it “shall make available” the information requested, and the agency, in turn, is 
required, when a listing in the CACI is made known, to obtain the original investigative report, 
and to review it objectively in order to evaluate licensing, placement, or prosecution decisions. 
The section then requires that persons or agencies, when conducting their existing duties to 
investigate cases of known or suspected child abuse, or when making a licensing determination, 
or when assessing the possible placement of children in a home, shall, upon receipt of 
information from DOJ regarding an individual suspected of child abuse, or regarding an instance 
of suspected child abuse, obtain the original investigative report from the reporting agency, and 
draw independent conclusions regarding the quality of the evidence and its sufficiency for 
making decisions within the agency’s or person’s discretion.   

The purpose of this section can be inferred from its context, and from the expansion of its scope 
subsequent to Statutes 2000, chapter 916: Penal Code section 11170(b)(10) (renumbered) now 
imposes the same requirements on a Court Appointed Special Advocate investigating 
prospective employees or volunteers, a local government agency conducting a background check 
on a prospective peace officer employee, and a county welfare or adoption agency conducting a 
background check on a prospective employee or volunteer.173  These are not persons who would 
normally be subject to an active, targeted investigation seeking information regarding suspected 
child abuse; rather, they are persons who would be subject to a routine background investigation 
before they can be granted employment, or some other benefit.  The Commission does not here 
seek to exercise jurisdiction over subsequent amendments to section 11170; the expanded scope 
of the section is discussed only as it helps to illuminate the purpose of the requirement, which is 
to obtain and objectively review a report of suspected child abuse, when information is received 
from DOJ regarding an individual before the agency in the normal course of the agency’s duties.  
The purpose of the test claim statute (section 11170, as last amended in 2000), then, must be to 
protect the individual seeking a license, or placement of a child in his or her home, from being 
summarily denied on the basis of a report contained in the CACI.  And, with respect to a person 
being investigated for a more recent instance of known or suspected child abuse, the test claim 
statute is meant to ensure that a district attorney or other law enforcement or child protective 
agency does not pre-judge the individual based solely upon the existence of a prior report in the 

172 Penal Code section 11170(b) (Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241)). 
173 Penal Code section 11170(b)(10) Stats. 2001, ch. 133 (AB 102); Stats. 2004, ch. 842 (SB 
1313); Stats. 2005, ch. 279 (SB 1107); Stats. 2006, ch. 701 (AB 525); Stats. 2007, ch. 160 (AB 
369); Stats. 2007, ch. 583 (SB 703); Stats. 2008, ch. 701 (AB 2651); Stats. 2008, ch. 553 (AB 
2618); Stats. 2008, ch. 701 (AB 2651); Stats. 2009, ch. 91 (AB 247); Stats. 2010, ch. 328 (SB 
1330); Stats. 2011, ch. 459 (AB 212); Stats. 2011, ch. 468 (AB 717); Stats. 2012, ch. 846 (AB 
1712); Stats. 2012, ch. 848 (AB 1707)).   
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CACI; the investigating agency, or district attorney, must obtain and objectively review the prior 
report, and evaluate “its sufficiency for making decisions.”174   

However, the Commission finds that reimbursement is only required for the costs of obtaining 
the original report and reviewing the report objectively.  This section does not mandate 
reimbursement of any investigative activities that implicate the requirement to obtain the original 
report, nor any investigative activities that might be necessary after reviewing the report with 
respect to “making decisions regarding investigation, prosecution, licensing, or placement of a 
child.”175 

Based on the foregoing, the parameters and guidelines provide for reimbursement as follows: 

City or county police or sheriff’s department, county probation department if 
designated by the county to receive mandated reports, county welfare department, 
county licensing agency, or district attorney’s office shall: 
Obtain the original investigative report from the agency that submitted the 
information to the CACI pursuant to Penal Code section 11169(a), and shall 
objectively review the report, when  information regarding an individual 
suspected of child abuse or neglect, or an instance of suspected child abuse or 
neglect, is received from the CACI while performing existing duties pertaining to 
criminal investigation or prosecution, or licensing, or placement of a child.   

Reimbursement for this activity does not include investigative activities 
conducted by the agency, either prior to or subsequent to receipt of the 
information that necessitates obtaining and reviewing the investigative report. 

5. Record Retention 
The test claim statement of decision approved reimbursement for record retention by local 
government agencies as follows: 

Any city or county police or sheriff’s department, or county probation department if 
designated by the county to receive mandated reports shall: 

• Retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports that result in a report filed with the 
Department of Justice for a minimum of eight years for counties and cities (a higher level 
of service above the two-year record retention requirement pursuant to Gov. Code §§ 
26202 (cities) and 34090 (counties).)  If a subsequent report on the same suspected child 
abuser is received within the first 10-year period, the report shall be maintained for an 
additional 10 years. 

A county welfare department shall: 

• Retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports that result in a report filed with the 
Department of Justice for a minimum of seven years for welfare records (a higher level of 
service above the three-year record retention requirement pursuant to Welf. & Inst. Code, 

174 Penal Code section 11170(b)(6) (Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241)). 
175 Ibid. 
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§ 10851.)  If a subsequent report on the same suspected child abuser is received within 
the first 10-year period, the report shall be maintained for an additional 10 years.176 

Penal Code section 11169 provides that “Agencies, including police departments and sheriff's 
departments, shall retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports that result or resulted in a 
report filed with the Department of Justice pursuant to subdivision (a) for the same period of 
time that the information is required to be maintained on the CACI pursuant to this section 
and subdivision (a) of Section 11170.”177  Penal Code section 11170 provides that information 
from an inconclusive or unsubstantiated report is removed from CACI after 10 years, unless a 
new report of suspected child abuse is received relating to the same person or persons within that 
time.  However, because agencies subject to the test claim statute were already subject to record 
retention time frames for these reports, claimants are only eligible for reimbursement for the 
higher level of service; the length of time exceeding the prior requirement. 

Government Code sections 26202 and 34090 allow cities and counties, respectively, to authorize 
destruction of records after two years.  The Commission found that while the test claim statute 
requires a minimum 10 years of record retention, the initial two years are not reimbursable 
because of this existing requirement.  The additional minimum of eight years is reimbursable 
under the test claim statute, and the parameters and guidelines reflect this analysis.178 

Similarly, Welfare and Institutions Code section 10851 permits destruction of records after three 
years for county welfare departments.  The Commission found that because county welfare 
departments already had a duty to retain records for three years under Welfare and Institutions 
Code section 10851, records retention for a minimum of seven years should be reimbursed under 
the test claim:  the length of time added to the retention requirement by the test claim statute.179  
The parameters and guidelines reflect this analysis. 

The parameters and guidelines provide for reimbursement of eight and seven years, respectively, 
for record retention for county probation departments and county welfare departments.  As 
explained here and in the test claim statement of decision, the years for which claimants are 
eligible for reimbursement for record retention are those eight and seven years, respectively, that 
follow the two or three year retention period required under prior law.  Therefore the 
Commission adopts the following language: 

City and county police or sheriff’s departments, and county probation 
departments if designated by the county to receive mandated reports shall: 
Retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports, that result in a report filed 
with the Department of Justice for a minimum of eight years for counties and 
cities (a higher level of service above the prior two-year record retention 
requirement pursuant to Gov. Code §§ 26202 (cities) and 34090 (counties).)  
If a subsequent report on the same suspected child abuser is received within 

176 Exhibit A, Test Claim Statement of Decision, at pp. 46-47 [citations omitted]. 
177 Penal Code section 11169(h) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241)). 
178 Exhibit A, Test Claim Statement of Decision, at pp. 37-38. 
179 Ibid. 
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the first 10-year period, the report shall be maintained for an additional 10 
years.180 
This activity includes retaining copies of the Suspected Child Abuse Report 
form SS 8572, received from a mandated reporter, and the Child Abuse 
Summary Report form SS 8583, with the original investigative report. 

Reimbursement is not required for the first two years of record retention 
required under prior law, but only for the eight years following.  
County welfare departments shall: 
Retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports that result in a report filed 
with the Department of Justice for a minimum of seven years for welfare 
records (a higher level of service above the prior three-year record retention 
requirement pursuant to Welf. & Inst. Code, § 10851.)  If a subsequent report 
on the same suspected child abuser is received within the first 10-year period, 
the report shall be maintained for an additional 10 years.181 
This activity includes retaining copies of the Suspected Child Abuse Report 
form SS 8572, received from a mandated reporter, and the Child Abuse 
Summary Report form SS 8583, with the original investigative report. 

Reimbursement is not required for the first three years of record retention required 
under prior law, but only for the seven years following. 

6. Due Process Procedures Extended to Individual Listed in CACI 
The claimant has proposed reimbursement for due process requirements implicated by the test 
claim statutes, as follows:  

Due process costs incurred by law enforcement and county welfare agencies to 
develop and maintain ICAN due process procedures reasonably necessary to 
comply with federal due process procedural protections under the 14th 
Amendment which need to be afforded suspects reported to the DOJ's Child 
Abuse Central Index [CACI].  

DOF suggests striking this requirement entirely, but without comment.182  SCO suggests limiting 
this activity to one-time development of ICAN due process procedures.183  These comments are 
set aside, pursuant to the following analysis. 

It is not clear whether the claimant’s proposed language encompasses the actual implementation 
of due process procedures and the provision of a constitutionally-appropriate hearing for 

180 (Penal Code section 11169(h) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241); 
Stats. 2001, ch. 133 (AB 102); Stats. 2004, ch. 842 (SB 1313); Stats. 2011, ch. 468 (AB 717)). 
181 (Penal Code section 11169(h) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241); 
Stats. 2001, ch. 133 (AB 102); Stats. 2004, ch. 842 (SB 1313); Stats. 2011, ch. 468 (AB 717)). 
182 Exhibit D, DOF Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at p. 2. 
183 Exhibit E, SCO Comments on Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at p. 3.  
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individuals whose rights are affected by the test claim statutes, or is limited to the development 
of due process procedures.  The following analysis will demonstrate that agencies have always 
been responsible, under the Constitution and laws of the United States, and of California, to 
provide due process protections to those listed in the Child Abuse Central Index, and that 
Statutes 2011, chapter 468 codified these protections in Penal Code section 11169.  Claimants 
are therefore eligible for reimbursement for the ongoing costs of providing due process in each 
individual case, as well as the one-time costs of developing due process procedures.   

a. An individual’s inclusion within the Child Abuse Central Index triggers that 
person’s due process rights. 

The test claim statement of decision was adopted in 2007, without discussion of the precise 
contours of due process protections implicated by the test claim statute.  In 2009 the Ninth 
Circuit Court of Appeals decided Humphries v. County of Los Angeles (9th Cir. 2009) 554 F.3d 
1170, in which it was held that CANRA triggers an individual’s 14th Amendment rights to due 
process of law, because inclusion in the CACI can affect a person’s liberty or property interests:  
certain licenses, and a number of relevant vocations, are not available to a person listed in the 
CACI.184   

The plaintiffs in Humphries were listed in the CACI as a result of an allegation of child abuse 
made by a rebellious teenager.185  Out-of-state investigators determined that the report of child 
abuse was “substantiated,” and the Humphries were arrested by Los Angeles County Sheriff’s 
Department officers and the report of suspected child abuse forwarded to DOJ for listing in the 
index.186  The Humphries were later cleared of any wrongdoing by the courts, but were unable to 
have their names removed from the CACI, in part because the investigator who had forwarded 
their names in the first instance was no longer employed with the department.187    

The Humphries alleged that their listing in the CACI impacted their reputations and potentially 
their livelihood:  Mrs. Humphries worked as a special education teacher, and introduced 
evidence that renewal of her teaching credentials might be halted by the information in the 
CACI.188  Mrs. Humphries also indicated that her desire to pursue a degree in psychology was 
threatened by her inclusion in the CACI, because portions of her psychology coursework 
included working in a child care program, which in turn would require a CACI background 
check.  The court found that this evidence implicated the Humphries’ rights to procedural due 
process. 

The court determined that listing in the CACI deprived the Humphries of rights secured by the 
Constitution and laws of the United States.  Specifically, the stigma of being listed in the CACI, 
along with the statutory consequences, including the inability to obtain certain licenses or 

184 See Exhibit B, Claimant’s Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, Exhibit 8. 
185 Humphries, supra, 554 F.3d 1170, at p. 1180. 
186 Ibid. 
187 Id, at pp. 1181-1182. 
188 Id, at p. 1183. 
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credentials, constituted a violation of protected liberty interests.189  The court held that a “lack of 
any meaningful, guaranteed procedural safeguards before the initial placement on CACI 
combined with the lack of any effective process for removal from CACI violate[d] the 
Humphries’ due process rights.”  Because certain licensing agencies are required to consult the 
CACI before issuing licenses, “the CACI cease[s] to be a mere investigatory tool, [and 
becomes], in substance, a judgment against those listed.”190  The court did not seek to dictate 
exactly what due process is required, but stated: 

At the very least, however, California must promptly notify a suspected child 
abuser that his name is on the CACI and provide “some kind of hearing” by 
which he can challenge his inclusion. See Goss v. Lopez, 419 U.S. 565, 578, 95 
S.Ct. 729, 42 L.Ed.2d 725 (1975); Henry J. Friendly, “Some Kind of Hearing,” 
123 U. Pa. L.Rev. 1267 (1975) (discussing the various forms that a hearing can 
take). The opportunity to be heard on the allegations ought to be before someone 
other than the official who initially investigated the allegation and reported the 
name for inclusion on the CACI, and the standards for retaining a name on the 
CACI after it has been challenged ought to be carefully spelled out.191 

Based on the court’s reasoning in Humphries, it is clear that some due process is owed to those 
listed in the CACI, to ensure that the listings are not erroneous, and that an innocent person is not 
unduly damaged.  At a minimum, due process requires notice, and an opportunity to be heard 
before an impartial fact finder. 

b. Due process protections recognized in Humphries were incorporated in the 
subsequent amendments to the test claim statutes. 

After and in accordance with Humphries, the Legislature sought to include basic due process 
protections in the statutes that make up CANRA.  These requirements are declaratory of existing 
federal and state due process protections and do not require a new test claim decision.  Due 
process protections identified in Humphries and codified by the Legislature are reasonably 
necessary to comply with the mandate; moreover, the amendments made to section 11169 are 
implementing existing constitutional requirements triggered by the test claim statutes, not 
imposing additional mandated activities. 

Subdivisions (d) through (g) were added to section 11169 by Statutes 2011, chapter 468, as 
follows: 

(d) Subject to subdivision (e), any person who is listed on the CACI has the right 
to a hearing before the agency that requested his or her inclusion in the CACI to 
challenge his or her listing on the CACI. The hearing shall satisfy due process 
requirements. It is the intent of the Legislature that the hearing provided for by 
this subdivision shall not be construed to be inconsistent with hearing proceedings 
available to persons who have been listed on the CACI prior to the enactment of 
the act that added this subdivision. 

189 Id, at pp. 1185-1189. 
190 Humphries, supra, 554 F.3d 1170, at p. 1201. 
191 Ibid. 
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(e) A hearing requested pursuant to subdivision (d) shall be denied when a court 
of competent jurisdiction has determined that suspected child abuse or neglect has 
occurred, or when the allegation of child abuse or neglect resulting in the referral 
to the CACI is pending before the court. A person who is listed on the CACI and 
has been denied a hearing pursuant to this subdivision has a right to a hearing 
pursuant to subdivision (d) only if the court's jurisdiction has terminated, the court 
has not made a finding concerning whether the suspected child abuse or neglect 
was substantiated, and a hearing has not previously been provided to the listed 
person pursuant to subdivision (d). 

(f) Any person listed in the CACI who has reached 100 years of age shall have his 
or her listing removed from the CACI. 

(g) If, after a hearing pursuant to subdivision (d) or a court proceeding described 
in subdivision (e), it is determined the person's CACI listing was based on a report 
that was not substantiated, the agency shall notify the Department of Justice of 
that result and the department shall remove that person's name from the CACI. 

These changes, recognizing that “CACI has been the subject of substantial litigation over the 
years, principally involving issues related to due process of law,” are intended “to address the 
issues raised in previous lawsuits” regarding the constitutionality of the CACI.192  The 
Legislative Counsel’s digest preceding the bill provides as follows: 

Existing law charges the Department of Justice with maintaining CACI and 
requires that the index be continually updated by the department and not contain 
any reports that are determined to be unfounded.  

This bill would instead provide that only information from reports that are 
reported as substantiated would be filed, and all other determinations would be 
removed from the centralized list. The bill would also provide that any person 
who is listed on the CACI has the right to an agency hearing, as specified, to 
challenge his or her listing on the CACI. The bill would require the hearing to 
meet due process requirements. The bill would also specify the circumstances 
under which the hearing may be denied. The bill would further provide that a 
person who is listed on the CACI has a right to that hearing if the court’s 
jurisdiction terminates, the court has not made a  finding concerning whether the 
suspected child abuse or neglect was substantiated, and that hearing has not been 
provided previously to the listed person. After that hearing or a court proceeding, 
if it is determined that the person’s CACI listing was based on a report that was 
not substantiated, the agency would be required to notify the department of that 
result and the department shall remove that person’s name from the CACI.   

The Committee analysis also states that “[t]he provisions of this bill seeking to ensure that CACI 
is operated in a constitutional manner are likely to result in significant future litigation-related 
cost savings potentially in the millions of dollars to the DOJ and local agencies.”  While this 
statement captures the intent of cost-savings, it also recognizes the intent to alter the operation of 
the CACI to achieve consistency with constitutional requirements.  Therefore the Commission 

192 Exhibit X, Senate Committee Analysis, AB 717. 
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finds that the amendments to section 11170, effected by Statutes 2011, chapter 468, are not 
newly mandated requirements, but are codifying and clarifying existing federal and state 
constitutional requirements. 

c. Due process protections required under the Constitution of the United States, 
or under the Constitution and laws of the State of California, when triggered 
by state-mandated activities, are reimbursable pursuant to Article XIII B, 
section 6. 

In San Diego Unified School District v. Commission on State Mandates (2004) 33 Cal.4th 859, 
the California Supreme Court held that all due process procedures and costs resulting from 
expulsions made mandatory by the test claim statute were reimbursable, whether arising from 
federal law or state law.193  Education Code section 48915, in pertinent part, “(1) compelled a 
school principal to immediately suspend any student found to be in possession of a firearm at 
school or at a school activity off school grounds, and (2) mandated a recommendation to the 
school district governing board that the student be expelled.”194  The court noted that “whenever 
expulsion is recommended [under state law] a student has a right to an expulsion hearing.”  The 
court held, “[a]ccordingly, it is appropriate to characterize the former provision as mandating 
immediate suspension, a recommendation of expulsion, and hence, an expulsion hearing.”195 

The Commission, in its test claim statement of decision prior to San Diego Unified, had excepted 
the federal due process requirements from reimbursement pursuant to Government Code section 
17556, finding that only the due process requirements imposed by the test claim statute that were 
in excess of the federal requirements should be reimbursable.196  The court disagreed, finding 
that section 17556 was not applicable to the facts; that Education Code section 48915, providing 
for mandatory expulsions in certain situations, does not “implement federal law,” and therefore 
due process costs arising from both federal and state law and Constitutions are reimbursable 
when an expulsion recommendation is made mandatory under state statute.197 

d. The one-time development of due process procedures, as well as the ongoing 
provision of due process protections to listed individuals, are approved. 

Due process procedures were not expressly approved in the test claim statement of decision, nor 
are due process requirements found in the language of the test claim statutes, as pled.  Rather the 
Humphries decision recognized a due process right inherent in the existence and application of 
the CACI, and the Legislature subsequently amended the code to include due process 
protections.  San Diego Unified is in accord, in that it makes clear that due process procedures 
triggered by state-mandated activities are reimbursable whether arising under state or federal law 

193 Discretionary expulsions were held not to give rise to reimbursable costs, including due 
process procedures triggered. 
194 San Diego Unified, supra, at p. 869. 
195 Id, at p. 870. 
196 Id, at pp. 872-873. 
197 Id, at p. 881. 
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or Constitution.198  The Commission now must accept the courts’ findings and hold that due 
process protections triggered by test claim statutes surrounding the CACI are reimbursable. 

The court in Humphries directed the state to institute “some kind of hearing” process to provide a 
remedy for those who would challenge their listing in the CACI, and provided that the hearing 
must be before someone other than the person who performed the investigation.199  The very fact 
that the Humphries’ were forced to sue (as well as the amendments to the code following 
thereafter) demonstrates that it is unlikely that adequate due process procedures existed prior to 
that 2009 case, at least in Los Angeles County.  The Department of Social Services has adopted 
procedures that appear at first glance to satisfy due process, as interpreted by the court in 
Humphries, but those measures, adopted in settlement of another due process case, only extended 
to county welfare departments at that time, and were not required of law enforcement agencies.  
This is yet another reason for the amendments made in Statutes 2011, chapter 468 (AB 717).200          

Based on the court’s express finding that due process protections are owed, reimbursement for 
the development and implementation of those procedures is reasonably necessary to carry out the 
mandate.  However, the claimant has submitted no evidence that due process procedures must be 
continually “develop[ed] and maintain[ed].”  Therefore, approval of this activity is limited to a 
one-time activity of developing procedures for this program, consistent with the Legislature’s 
expression of the constitutional requirements, rather than an on-going activity including 
“maintain[ing]” due process procedures. 

The actual provision of due process protections to individuals who seek to challenge being listed 
in the CACI is reimbursable, based on the holdings of San Diego Unified and Humphries, supra.  
Because listing in the CACI triggers 14th Amendment due process protections, the agency 
initiating the listing must provide sufficient due process to protect the rights of the individual 
against unconstitutional deprivation of a protected liberty interest.  The cost of that process is 
thus reasonably necessary to carry out the mandate.  Given that due process hearings will be 
required any time an individual seeks to challenge his or her inclusion in the CACI, this must be 
considered a reasonably necessary ongoing activity. 

Accordingly, and consistently with the implications of the Humphries decision, and San Diego 
Unified, and the subsequent amendments to section 11169, the Commission finds that one-time 
development and implementation of due process procedures is approved for reimbursement in 
these parameters and guidelines.  The Commission also approves ongoing provision of due 
process protections to individuals seeking to challenge their listing in the CACI, including notice 
and a hearing.  Both of these activities are eligible for reimbursement by a showing of actual 
costs, and will require contemporaneous source documentation, as provided in the parameters 
and guidelines.  It is unclear how many, if any, of the eligible claimants provided the mandated 
due process protections prior to the  Humphrey’s decision in 2009 or the amendment of 11169 in 
2011 and what the scope of those protections might have been.  However, any jurisdiction that 
did actually perform the mandated due process activities is eligible to claim for their actual costs 
incurred beginning July 1, 1999. 

198 San Diego Unified, supra, at p. 881. 
199 Humphries, supra, 554 F.3d 1170, at p. 1201. 
200 Exhibit X, Senate Committee Analysis, AB 717. 
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7. Requirements of County Welfare Departments Proposed by Claimant 
The claimant has proposed reimbursement for reporting activities of county welfare departments, 
some of which are not supported on the basis of the record, and exceed the scope of the mandate.  
The claimant proposes reimbursement for the following reporting activities for county welfare 
departments: 

1. Completion of the Child Abuse Summary Report (SS 8583) form [Standard time 
is 22 minutes]  
2. Completion of the Suspected Child Abuse Report (SS 8572) form [Standard 
time is 23 minutes]  
3. Completion of the Notice of Child Abuse Central Index Listing (SOC 832) form 
[Standard time is 13 minutes]  
4. Filing copies of the SS 8583 and SS 8572 forms with a copy of the investigative 
report [Standard time is 22 minutes]  
5. Response to DOJ inquires [Standard time is 9 minutes].201 

The Commission finds that preparing and submitting the Child Abuse Summary Report form (SS 
8583) is expressly approved in the test claim statement of decision, as part and parcel of the 
completion of an investigation and forwarding of reports to DOJ.  The parameters and guidelines 
reflect this activity, as discussed above, and it is not necessary to further analyze this activity 
here. 

Completion of a “Notice of Child Abuse Central Index Listing (SOC 832) form” is discussed 
above at Part 4., with respect to providing notice to a suspected abuser that he or she has been 
listed in the index.  The Commission finds, as stated above, that the completion of the form is a 
reasonable method by which to comply with the mandate, and the parameters and guidelines 
therefore reflect reimbursement for this activity, where applicable. 

Additionally, the claimant proposes reimbursement for “[f]iling copies of the SS 8583 and SS 
8572 forms with a copy of the investigative report.”  The Child Abuse Summary Report, form 
8583, is the form forwarded to DOJ.  The Suspected Child Abuse Report, form 8572, originates 
with the mandated reporter, and is received by the investigating agency; this is the report that 
precipitates all reimbursable activities under CANRA.  The activity proposed above might be 
interpreted to include filing copies of the forms with DOJ, but this is not required by DOJ 
regulations.202  Therefore, it more likely is intended to mean filing copies of the incoming (8572) 
and outgoing (8583) forms with the investigating agency’s investigation report, retained by the 
agency.  Retention of these forms is included in the parameters and guidelines language 
regarding the expressly approved activities regarding retention of records of suspected child 
abuse at Part 5., above.   

201 Exhibit F, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, at p. 27. 
202 California Code of Regulations, title 11, section 903 (Register 98, No. 29) [requirement to 
report to DOJ using Form 8583, but no requirement to retain a copy of the Form 8583]. 
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The remaining activities cited above are not supported by evidence in the record.  In particular, 
the Suspected Child Abuse Report form (SS 8572) is the same form employed by mandated 
reporters, individuals whose activities are not subject to reimbursement.  It is not clear based on 
the evidence in the record why county welfare agencies should be reimbursed for completing the 
Child Abuse Summary Report form, while county welfare employees would be subject, as 
individuals, based on their vocation, to the mandatory reporting requirements, which are not 
reimbursable.  In other words, a psychologist, or doctor, would be considered a mandatory 
reporter by vocation and training, whether employed by the county, or some private entity.  
Therefore, as was explicitly found in the test claim statement of decision, the mandated reporter 
activity, to complete the Child Abuse Summary Report form, is not unique to government, and 
does not impose a reimbursable new program or higher level of service.203   Submittal of this 
form to the child protective agency is the triggering event for the mandate—without it there are 
no mandated activities.   

Furthermore, it is unclear from what approved activity in the test claim statement of decision the 
claimant derives the alleged reasonably necessary activity “Response to DOJ inquiries (9 min).”  
It could be asserted that responding to DOJ inquiries is a reasonably necessary activity, but the 
claimant has provided no explanation as to what would give rise to a DOJ inquiry, nor any 
explanation of what inquiries are proposed to be reimbursable.204  DOJ does not take any 
responsibility for the accuracy of the information maintained in the index: “DOJ does not 
conduct an investigation to verify the accuracy of the information submitted nor does it 
investigate the quality or accuracy of the abuse or severe neglect investigation conducted by the 
submitting agency.”205  DOJ serves only as a repository of information, based on the language of 
the test claim statutes.  Therefore it is unknown what sort of inquiry DOJ might undertake to 
make.  The claimant has provided no evidence in the record explaining what a “DOJ inquiry” 
entails, and therefore this activity must be denied. 

Based on the foregoing, the Commission finds that the preparing and submitting the Child Abuse 
Summary Report, form SS 8583, retaining copies of the Child Abuse Summary Report form SS 
8583 and the Suspected Child Abuse Report form SS 8572, and the completion of the Notice of 
Child Abuse Central Index Listing, form SOC 832, are approved elsewhere in this analysis, and 
incorporated within the parameters and guidelines, as appropriate.  The remaining proposed 
activities are denied. 

C. Claim Preparation and RRM Proposal (Section V. of Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines) 

The claimant has proposed standard times RRMs for specified activities, including investigative 
activities performed by law enforcement agencies, and complying with reporting and notice 

203 Exhibit A, Test Claim Statement of Decision, at pp. 15-16 [Duties alleged under Penal Code 
section11166 “are not required of local entities, but of mandated reporters as individual citizens,” 
and are therefore not a reimbursable state-mandated new program or higher level of service]. 
204 Exhibit B, Claimant’s Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, at pp. 23-24. 
205 Code of Regulations, title 11, section 902 (Reg. 2002, No. 17; Reg. 2006, No. 19; Reg. 2010, 
No. 2).  
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requirements by county welfare departments.  The claimant’s proposed RRMs will be 
incorporated into the discussion below, where relevant.  

For the following reasons, the Commission finds that the evidence and exhibits submitted are not 
sufficient to support adoption of the proposed RRMs, consistent with the constitutional and 
statutory requirements of RRMs, and of Commission decisions generally.  While an RRM 
proposal need not be based on actual cost data, nor precisely reimburse every dollar to every 
claimant, an RRM must reasonably reimburse claimants for the costs mandated by the state, and 
an RRM proposal must be based on substantial evidence, like any other Commission decision.  
Here, as discussed below, there is not sufficient evidence in the record to meet the substantial 
evidence standard, and to adopt the RRMs for reimbursement on the basis of this record. 

Thus, the parameters and guidelines include the Commission’s standard language for actual cost 
reimbursement in Section V, requiring documentation to support the claims for reimbursement. 

1. The Purpose of an RRM is to Reimburse Local Government Efficiently and 
Simply, with Minimal Auditing and Documentation Required. 
a. The RRM proposal meets the minimal statutory requirements for adoption 

of an RRM. 
The reimbursement obligation of article XIII B, section 6 was “enshrined in the Constitution ... 
to provide local entities with the assurance that state mandates would not place additional 
burdens on their increasingly limited revenue resources.”206  Section 17561(a) states: “[t]he state 
shall reimburse each local agency and school district for all ‘costs mandated by the state,’ as 
defined in Section 17514.”207  The courts have interpreted the constitutional and statutory 
scheme as requiring “full” payment of the actual costs incurred by a local entity once a mandate 
is determined by the Commission.208  The statutes providing for the adoption of an RRM, along 
with the other statutes in this part of the Government Code, are intended to implement article 
XIII B, section 6.209 

206Lucia Mar Unified School Dist. v. Honig (1988) 44 Cal.3d 830, 836, fn. 6; County of Sonoma 
v. Commission on State Mandates (2000) 84 Cal.App.4th 1264, 1282; CSBA v. State of 
California (2011) 192 Cal.App.4th 770, 785-786. 
207 Government Code section 17561 (Stats. 2009, ch. 4, § 4 (SB3X 8)) [emphasis added]. 
208 CSBA v. State of California (CSBA II) (Cal. Ct. App. 4th Dist. 2011) 192 Cal.App.4th 770, 
786; County of Sonoma v. Commission on State Mandates (Cal. Ct. App. 1st Dist. 2000) 84 
Cal.App.4th 1264, 1284.  The court in County of Sonoma recognized that the goal of article XIII 
B, section 6 was to prevent the state from forcing extra programs on local government in a 
manner that negates their careful budgeting of expenditures, and that a forced program is one that 
results in “increased actual expenditures.”  The court further noted the statutory mandates 
process that refers to the reimbursement of “actual costs incurred.” 

See also, Government Code sections 17522 defining “annual reimbursement claim” to mean a 
claim for “actual costs incurred in a prior fiscal year; and Government Code section 17560(d)(2) 
and (3), referring to the Controller’s audit to verify the “actual amount of the mandated costs.” 
209 Government Code section 17500 et seq. 
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Statutory provision for the adoption of an RRM was originally enacted in 2004, and amended in 
2007 to promote greater flexibility.210  Former section 17518.5 provided that an RRM must 
“meet the following conditions:” 

(1) The total amount to be reimbursed statewide is equivalent to total estimated 
local agency and school district costs to implement the mandate in a cost-efficient 
manner. 

(2) For 50 percent or more of eligible local agency and school district claimants, 
the amount reimbursed is estimated to fully offset their projected costs to 
implement the mandate in a cost-efficient manner.211 

The LAO found in a 2007 report that measurement of marginal costs was “complex,” and that 
documentation requirements made it difficult to file claims and led to disputes with the 
Controller.  LAO’s recommendation to address these issues was to “[e]xpand the use of unit-
based and other simple claiming methodologies by clarifying the type of easy-to-administer 
methodologies that the Legislature envisioned when it enacted this statute.”212  The LAO’s 
recommendations were implemented in Statutes 2007, chapter 329 (AB 1222).  Section 17518.5 
now defines an RRM as follows: 

(a) “Reasonable reimbursement methodology” means a formula for reimbursing 
local agencies and school districts for costs mandated by the state, as defined in 
Section 17514. 

(b) A reasonable reimbursement methodology shall be based on cost information 
from a representative sample of eligible claimants, information provided by 
associations of local agencies and school districts, or projections of other local 
costs. 

(c) A reasonable reimbursement methodology shall consider the variation in costs 
among local agencies and school districts to implement the mandate in a cost 
efficient manner. 

(d) Whenever possible, a reasonable reimbursement methodology shall be based 
on general allocation formulas, uniform cost allowances, and other 

210 Government Code section 17518.5 (enacted by Stats. 2004, ch. 890 (AB 2856); amended by 
Stats. 2007, ch. 329 (AB 1222)). 
211 Government Code section 17518.5 (Stats. 2004, ch. 890 § 6 (AB 2856)). 
212 Exhibit X, “State-Local Working Group Proposal to Improve the Mandate Process,” 
Legislative Analyst’s Office, June 21, 2007, page 3.  See also, Assembly Bill Analysis of AB 
2856 (2004), concurrence in Senate Amendments of August 17, 2004; Assembly Bill Analysis of 
AB 1222 (2007), concurrence in Senate Amendments of September 4, 2007.  These bill analyses 
identify the purpose of the RRM process is to “streamline the documentation and reporting 
process for mandates.”; Kaufman & Broad Communities, Inch. v. Performance Plastering (Cal. 
Ct. App. 3d Dist. 2005) 133 Cal.App.4th 26, at pp. 31-32 [Reports of the Legislative Analyst’s 
Office may properly be considered, as legislative history, to determine the legislative intent of a 
statute]. 
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approximations of local costs mandated by the state, rather than detailed 
documentation of actual costs . . . . 

(e) A reasonable reimbursement methodology may be developed by any of the 
following: 

(1) The Department of Finance. 

(2) The Controller. 

(3) An affected state agency. 

(4) A claimant. 

(5) An interested party. 213  

An RRM diverges from the traditional requirement of supporting a reimbursement claim with 
detailed documentation of actual costs incurred and, instead, applies a standard formula or single 
standard unit cost, based on approximations of local costs mandated by the state.  A unit cost or, 
in this case, unit times, based on approximations or other projections may result in some entities 
receiving more than their actual costs incurred to comply with a mandated program, and some 
receiving less.  As the following analysis will demonstrate, the statutory requirements are highly 
flexible, but whether approval of RRM is legally supportable turns on whether it reasonably 
reimburses eligible claimants for their actual costs and whether it is supported by substantial 
evidence in the record. 

A unit cost must represent a reasonable approximation of the costs incurred by eligible claimants 
to implement the state-mandated program, in order to comply with the constitutional requirement 
that all costs mandated by the state be reimbursed to a local government entity.  In certain 
circumstances, a unit cost based on a significant or large variation of costs reported may not 
reasonably represent the costs incurred by eligible claimants and, thus, may not comply with the 
requirements of article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution.  On the other hand, given 
the purpose of the RRM, to “balance accuracy with simplicity,” some degree of variation in costs 
is permissible.214   
The statutory requirements to adopt an RRM are minimal, and very broad.  Government Code 
section 17518.5, as amended in 2007, eliminates both the prior rule that 50% of eligible 
claimants have their costs fully offset, and the rule that the total amount to be reimbursed under 
an RRM must be equal to the total statewide cost estimate.  The new statute provides less 
stringent requirements for documentation of costs, and less burdensome measuring of the 
marginal costs of higher levels of service.215  In other words, rather than providing rigid 
requirements or elements to which an RRM proposal for adoption must adhere, the amended 
statute focuses on the sources of information for the development of an RRM, and only requires 

213 Government Code section 17518.5(b-d) (Stats. 2007, ch. 329 § 1 (AB 1222)). 
214 Government Code section 17557 (Stats. 2010, ch. 719 (SB 856) § 32). 
215 Kaufman & Broad Communities, supra, 133 Cal.App.4th 26, at pp. 31-32 [LAO reports may 
be relied upon as evidence of legislative history]. 
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that the end result “balances accuracy with simplicity.”216  The Commission’s regulations which 
implement the RRM statute (section 17518.5) also focus on the information to be used, rather 
than any specific degree of precision or accuracy necessary.217  Implicit, however, is the 
constitutional requirement that the end result must reasonably reimburse claimants for their 
actual mandated costs, as required by article XIII B, section 6.   

The statute provides that detailed, actual cost information is not required to develop an RRM.  
Section 17518.5 provides that an RRM “shall be based on cost information from a representative 
sample of eligible claimants, information provided by associations of local agencies and school 
districts, or other projections of other local costs.”218  The statute does not require any one of 
these options; it merely outlines these as possible sources for the development of evidence to 
support an RRM.  “[C]ost information from a representative sample of eligible claimants” is only 
one source of evidence upon which to base an RRM, along with “information provided by 
associations of local agencies and school districts, or other projections of local costs.”219  Thus, 
whether the sample size, or the constitution of the sample, is representative is not dispositive on 
the question whether an RRM may be adopted.  Moreover, section 1183.13 of the Commission’s 
regulations provides that a “representative sample of claimants does not include eligible 
claimants that do not respond to surveys or otherwise participate in submitting cost data.”220 

In addition, the statute provides that an RRM “[w]henever possible… shall be based on general 
allocation formulas, uniform cost allowances, and other approximations of local costs mandated 
by the state, rather than detailed documentation of actual costs.”221   
And finally, section 17518.5(c) provides that an RRM “shall consider the variation in costs 
among local agencies and school districts to implement the mandate in a cost-efficient manner.”  
The section does not require that an RRM address such variation, or that it mitigate or eliminate 
such variation.   

Here, the law enforcement surveys upon which the RRMs are based were responded to by twelve 
law enforcement agencies that together “serve over half the state’s population.”222  The county 
welfare surveys were responded to by eight counties, serving “well over 50 percent of the State’s 
population.”223  The law enforcement surveys were developed by the Los Angeles County 
Sheriff’s Department, in cooperation with the California State Association of Counties and the 

216 Government Code section 17557. 
217 Government Code section 17518.5(b-d) (Stats. 2007, ch. 329 § 1 (AB 1222)); Code of 
Regulations, title 2, section 1183.131. 
218 Government Code section 17518.5(b) (Stats. 2007, ch. 329 § 1 (AB 1222)). 
219 Government Code section 17518.5 (Stats. 2007, ch. 329 (AB 1222) § 1) [emphasis added]. 
220 Code of Regulations, Title 2, section 1183.13 (Register 2008, No. 17). 
221 Government Code section 17518.5(d) (Stats. 2007, ch. 329 § 1 (AB 1222)). 
222 Exhibit B, Claimant’s Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, Narrative at p. 11. 
223 Id, at p. 19. 
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League of California Cities.224  The county welfare department surveys were developed by “a 
core team of [Los Angeles] County staff, California Welfare Directors Association staff, and 
State Department of Social Services staff.”   

The RRM proposal includes standard times RRMs for specified activities.  The survey data upon 
which the RRMs are based does not require actual dollar amounts for the specified activities, but 
rather focuses on the time expended for those activities, and bases reimbursement on those 
standard times applied to an individual claimant’s “blended productive hourly rate, in accordance 
with long established State Controller’s Office Instructions.”225  In this respect the RRMs are not 
based on “detailed documentation of actual costs,” but rather on a formula, based on survey data, 
or on what might be characterized as “other approximations.”226  In rebuttal comments submitted 
in response to agency and other party comments, the claimant submitted a second revised 
proposed parameters and guidelines, which narrows the activities for which the claimant seeks 
reimbursement under the RRMs, but the surveys upon which the standard times RRMs are based 
are the same, and the analysis herein is therefore unchanged.227  

Thus, the claimant has submitted survey results from local agencies who responded to the survey 
request, and who represent over half the state’s population.  The Commission may find that this 
constitutes a representative sample, in accordance with the ordinary meanings of “representative” 
and “sample,” and with the definition found in the Commission’s regulations, if the survey 
results are supported by admissible evidence in the record.228 

In addition, the claimant has submitted a standard times RRM, which could easily be 
characterized as a “general allocation formula…[or] other approximations of local costs.”  To the 
extent that the RRM is based on time data rather than cost data, it is consistent with the minimal 
requirements of the statute.229   

Finally, although hourly rates of pay and benefits might vary from one county or city to another, 
it is not necessary to examine whether and to what extent that variation impacts the total costs of 
implementing the mandate, because the application of “standard times” to the hourly rates of 
personnel in different cities and counties will account for the variation, as long as the times 
themselves are defensible.  In this way a standard times proposal does address, and arguably 

224 Id, at p. 2; See also, Exhibit B, Claimant’s Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, 
Declaration of Suzie Ferrell, at p. 6. 
225 Exhibit B, Claimant’s Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, Narrative at pp. 11-12. 
226 Government Code section 17518.5 (Stats. 2007, ch. 329 (AB 1222)). 
227 See Exhibit F, Claimant Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, at pp. 14-18 [The re-evaluation of the law enforcement RRMs “focused on whether a 
specific activity should remain in the RRM or be removed.  Fortunately, a new time survey of 
specific activities was not necessary as the standard time component for each activity was 
discernable.”]. 
228 Exhibit X, Webster’s New International Dictionary, [“representative,” and “sample,” 
defined].  See also Code of Regulations, Title 2, section 1183.13. 
229 Ibid. 
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mitigates, any variation in costs among local government, to the extent that personnel costs 
constitute a significant variable. 

Based on the foregoing, the Commission finds that the data submitted, and the proposal based on 
those data, do “consider the variation” in local costs as required, in order to arrive at the unit 
times proposed, and otherwise meet the minimal requirements of section 17518.5. 

b. The RRM proposal is not supported by substantial evidence in the record. 
Despite the findings that the RRM broadly meets the requirements of section 17518.5, statutory 
enactments must be considered in the context of the entire statutory scheme of which they are a 
part and be harmonized with the statutory framework as a whole;230 when the Legislature added 
section 17518.5 to the Government Code, it did not change the existing requirement in section 
17559 that all of the Commission’s findings be based on substantial evidence in the record.  In 
2010, the Commission clarified its regulations to specifically identify the quasi-judicial matters 
that are subject to these evidentiary rules, including proposed parameters and guidelines and 
requests to amend parameters and guidelines.231  Thus, the plain language of the statutory and 
regulatory mandates scheme requires substantial evidence in the record to support the adoption 
of an RRM.   

Substantial evidence has been defined in two ways: first, as evidence of ponderable legal 
significance...reasonable in nature, credible, and of solid value;232 and second, as relevant 
evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a conclusion.233  The 
California Supreme Court has stated that “[o]bviously the word [substantial] cannot be deemed 
synonymous with 'any’ evidence.”234  Therefore the second of the above definitions is 

230 Renee J. v. Superior Court (2001) 26 Cal.4th 735, 743. 
231 The courts, in recent lawsuits dealing with questions of fact, have determined that the 
Commission’s conclusions were not supported by any evidence in the record and, thus, the 
Commission’s decisions were determined invalid pursuant to Government Code section 17559 
and Code of Civil Procedure section 1094.5.  (See, Department of Finance v. Commission on 
State Mandates (2009) 170 Cal.App.4th 1355 [Peace Officer Procedural Bill of Rights, on the 
issue of practical compulsion]; State of California Department of Finance, State Water 
Resources Control Board, et al. v. Commission on State Mandates and County of San Diego, et 
al., Sacramento County Superior Court, Case No. 34-2010-80000604 [Discharge of Stormwater 
Runoff, on the issue of whether the permit requirements are considered to fall within the 
Maximum Extent Practicable standard of federal law]; 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., 
Los Angeles County Superior Court, Case No. BS130730 [Municipal Storm Water and Urban 
Runoff Discharges, on the issue of whether the permit requirements are considered to fall within 
the Maximum Extent Practicable standard of federal law]). 
232 County of Mariposa v. Yosemite West Associates (Cal. Ct. App. 5th Dist. 1998) 202 
Cal.App.3d 791, at p. 805. 
233 Desmond v. County of Contra Costa (1993) 21 Cal.App.4th 330, 335. 
234 People v. Bassett (1968) 69 Cal.2d 122, at p. 139. 
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appropriate to the standard for overturning and Commission decision in accordance with section 
17559: relevant evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support a 
conclusion.  Substantial evidence is not submitted by a party; it is a standard of review, upon 
which a reviewing court will uphold the determinations of a lower court, or in this context, the 
Commission, if those findings are supported by substantial evidence.  A court will not reweigh 
the evidence of a lower court, or of an agency exercising its adjudicative functions; rather a court 
is “obliged to consider the evidence in the light most favorable to the [agency], giving to it the 
benefit of every reasonable inference and resolving all conflicts in its favor.”235 

The Commission is not required to observe strict evidentiary rules, but its decisions must be 
reasonable, and grounded in fairness.  Section 1187.5(a) of the Commission’s regulations 
provides that when exercising the quasi-judicial functions of the Commission, “[a]ny relevant 
non-repetitive evidence shall be admitted if it is the sort of evidence on which responsible 
persons are accustomed to rely in the conduct of serious affairs.”236  This regulation is borrowed 
from the evidentiary requirements of the Administrative Procedures Act, which contains 
substantially the same language.237  In addition, both the Commission’s regulations and the 
Government Code permit the use of hearsay evidence and declarations “for the purpose of 
supplementing or explaining other evidence but [hearsay] shall not be sufficient in itself to 
support a finding unless it would be admissible over objection in a civil action.”238 

Therefore, in keeping with the applicable evidentiary standards provided by the statutes and 
regulations, and in an attempt to harmonize the case law with the clear import of statute and 
regulation, the following standards emerge: the Commission’s decisions must be supported by 
“substantial evidence” under section 17559, but the conduct of hearings need not adhere to strict 
evidence rules pursuant to section 1187.5 of the Commission’s regulations and Government 
Code section 11513(c); any relevant non-repetitive evidence shall be admitted if it is the sort of 
evidence on which responsible persons are accustomed to rely; hearsay evidence may be used to 
supplement or explain, although it shall not be sufficient to support a finding unless admissible 
over objection in civil actions.239  Under section 11514, as referenced in the Commission’s 
regulations, an affidavit or declaration may be “given the same effect as if the affiant had 
testified orally,” if properly noticed and an opportunity to cross-examine the affiant is given.240  
Expert testimony, in the form of an affidavit, would be admissible if the Commission finds a 
witness qualified by special skill or training, and the testimony (here, declaration) is helpful to 
the Commission.241  Furthermore, surveys of eligible claimants as a method of gathering cost 

235 Martin v. State Personnel Board (Cal. Ct. App.  3d Dist. 1972) 26 Cal.App.3d 573, at p. 577. 
236 Code of Regulations, Title 2, section 1187.5.   
237 Government Code section 11513. 
238 Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1187.5; Government Code section 11514 [providing for 
use of affidavits in lieu of testimony]. 
239 California Code of Regulations, Title 2, section 1187.5.   
240 Government Code section 11514(a) (Stats. 1947, ch. 491 § 6). 
241 Evidence Code sections 720; 801 (Stats. 1965, ch. 299 § 2). 
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data are contemplated by the statute and the regulations as a viable form of evidence, but they 
must be admissible under the Commission’s regulations and the evidence rules, as discussed.242   

The claimant has proposed standard times RRMs for investigative activities performed by law 
enforcement, and for reporting and notice activities performed by county welfare departments, as 
follows:  

Level - 1 No Child Abuse Based on Preliminary Information (Suspected Child 
Abuse Report (SCAR) or Call-for-Service). 

All child abuse reports, whether from mandated reporters, the public or a cross-
reporting agency department, must be logged in, reviewed, investigated and 
closed with no further action taken if no child abuse is indicated based on 
information received by the agency. 

The standard time for Level 1 is 102 minutes. 

Level 2 - Patrol Officer Investigation, No Child Abuse 

All child abuse reports, whether from mandated reporters, the public or a cross-
reporting agency department, must be logged in, reviewed, investigated and if 
child abuse is not suspected after a patrol officer's investigation, the incident must 
be documented and closed. 

The standard time for Level 2 is 268 minutes. 

Level 3 - Reported CACI Investigation 

All child abuse allegations, whether from mandated reporters, the public or a 
cross-reporting agency department, must be logged in, reviewed, and investigated.  
If suspected child abuse has not been ruled out after a patrol officer's 
investigation, an in depth investigation must be completed to determine if the 
child abuse is “unfounded,” “inconclusive,” or “substantiated.” 

If child abuse is “substantiated”' or “inconclusive,” it must be reported to the State 
Department of Justice.  Before it is reported, certain Level 3 steps, which go 
beyond those found in Level 1 and 2, must be performed. 

The standard time for Level 3 is 838 minutes. 

Actual cost reimbursement is available for additional services not found in the 
Level 3 RRM.  These services are described in IV.C(D) below. 

The standard times for county welfare agencies are: 

1. Completion of the Child Abuse Summary Report (SS 8583) form 

The standard time is 22 minutes. 

2. Completion of the Suspected Child Abuse Report (SS 8572) form. 

The standard time is 23 minutes. 

242 Government Code section 17518.5; Code of Regulations, Title 2, section 1183.13. 
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3. Completion of the Notice of Child Abuse Central Index Listing (SOC 832) 
form. 

The standard time is 13 minutes. 

4. Filing copies of the SS 8583 and SS 8572 forms with a copy of the 
investigative report. 

The standard time is 22 minutes. 

5. Response to DOJ inquires. 

The standard time is 9 minutes.243 

Based on the record here, the Commission does not have substantial evidence upon which to 
base a decision to adopt the standard times RRMs proposed for law enforcement.   

The declarations of Suzie Ferrell and Daniel Scott state that the law enforcement surveys were 
developed on the basis of the investigative activities necessary to complete the ICAN mandated 
activities, and that the activities included in the surveys are “reasonably necessary in conducting 
ICAN investigations, preparing ICAN reports, and performing other ICAN required duties.”244  
The Ferrell declaration also states that “it is my information and belief that the average or 
standard time for each ICAN step…is based on a representative sample of law enforcement 
agencies.”  In an additional declaration attached to the claimant’s rebuttal comments and second 
revised proposed parameters and guidelines, Ms. Ferrell states, with slightly more specificity, 
that “the replacement RRM, found in Exhibit 1 of this filing, contains only those activities that 
are reasonably necessary in order to complete the state ‘Child Abuse Investigation Report’ Form 
SS 8583.”245 

As discussed above with respect to reimbursable activities, these proposed RRMs, if supported 
with substantial evidence, could be only partially approved, despite the assertions of Mr. Scott 
and Ms. Ferrell, because the activities underpinning the proposed RRMs exceed the scope of the 
mandate, and the scope of what is reimbursable under article XIII B, section 6.  Notwithstanding 
their information and belief that the steps described in the law enforcement RRMs are necessary 
to complete ICAN investigations, the activities beyond investigation by patrol officers for 
purposes of preparing the report required by section 11169, as discussed, are not reimbursable, 
because those activities exceed the scope of what was approved in the test claim statement of 
decision; they exceed the scope of what is reasonably necessary to carry out the mandate (i.e., to 
determine whether a report is unfounded); and they exceed the scope of what is reimbursable 
under article XIII B, section 6 and Government Code section 17556.246 

243 Exhibit F, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, at pp. 26-27. 
244 Exhibit B, Claimant’s Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, Exhibit 1, Declaration of 
Suzie Ferrell, at p. 6.  
245 Exhibit F, Claimant’s Rebuttal Comments and Second Revised Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines, at p. 47. 
246 See discussion above at section (B.)(3.), p. 34 and following. 
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Along with the declarations described above, the claimant has submitted summary survey results 
for the law enforcement activities that the claimant seeks to include in the law enforcement 
RRMs.  Those summary survey results describe how much time should be assigned to each step 
in the investigation for law enforcement agencies.  However, as discussed above, the 
reimbursement of those activities is limited to the activities and level of investigation required 
for the purpose of completing the Form 8583.  Anything more, as analyzed above, would provide 
reimbursement for the costs of mandated reporter activities, or a criminal investigation; and to 
reimburse law enforcement agencies for activities beyond those approved for county welfare 
departments:  these are not reimbursable activities.  Moreover, nowhere in the claimant’s 
submissions are the actual raw data found, nor any spreadsheets or other summaries that detail 
how the standard times RRMs were calculated; therefore it cannot be determined whether there 
is substantial evidence to support the costs claimed.  In the claimant’s rebuttal comments and 
second revised proposed parameters and guidelines, the times for each activity are identified 
individually, as follows: 

Duty Time in 
Minutes 

Officer receives, prints, or transcribes child abuse reports (SCARs or calls-
for-service) from the public, cross-reporting agency department, and 
mandated reporters 

15 

Officer processes child abuse report into agency’s tracking system 7 

Officer reviews report and determines based on the SCAR or call-for-service 
that no further investigation is required 

33 

Officer’s findings are entered into agency’s system 26 

Supervising officer reviews investigation findings and approves closure of 
report indicating no child abuse 

21 

Totals for Level 1 102 

Because the claimant’s proposal identifies individual times for each activity, non-reimbursable 
activities could potentially be eliminated in an adopted RRM.  However there remains no 
evidence to support the standard times requested, other than the conclusory declarations 
submitted into evidence.  In addition, there is no evidence provided that these activities are 
utilized other than in the County of Los Angeles.  In comments submitted in response to the draft 
staff analysis, the claimant submitted the declaration of Mr. John Langstaff, “Project and 
Program Manager of the E-SCARS project.”  Mr. Langstaff declares that the “specialized 
software” for cross-reporting and tracking child abuse reports utilized by the County is “a more 
reliable method of cross-reporting” than relying on fax machines.  However, Mr. Langstaff does 
not state, nor does any other evidence in the record indicate, whether any other county or 
jurisdiction utilizes the E-SCARS system, or any other electronic tracking system.  The standard 
times proposed above presume that the investigating patrol officer utilizes the agency’s tracking 
system, but there is no support in the record for that presumption with respect to other 
jurisdictions.  Therefore the RRMs, based upon inadmissible hearsay, and including activities 
that are not approved and may or may not be utilized in other jurisdictions, are not supported by 
substantial evidence in the record and cannot be approved by the Commission. 
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Based on the analysis above, the law enforcement RRMs are denied. 
Moreover, just as with the law enforcement standard times proposed, the claimant has submitted 
only summary survey results for county welfare departments’ activities, along with the survey 
questions distributed to eligible claimants.247  As discussed above, the surveys were returned by 
eight eligible claimants, representing, according to the claimant’s evidence, more than fifty 
percent of the state’s population.  But nowhere in the claimant’s submissions is there any 
evidence of the raw data returned.  Only the conclusions are stated, in the form of standard times 
calculated by the claimant.  This evidence is not sufficient in itself to support the Commission’s 
decision to approve the proposed RRMs. 

Based on the foregoing, proposed RRMs for county welfare departments are denied. 

D. Offsetting Revenues and Reimbursements (Section VII. of Proposed Parameters and 
Guidelines) 

The Commission’s regulations require parameters and guidelines to identify offsetting revenues 
that may apply to the program as follows:  

i. Dedicated state and federal funds appropriated for this program 

ii. Non-local agency funds dedicated for this program. 

iii. Local agency’s general purpose funds for this program. 

iv. Fee authority to offset partial costs of this program.248 

These items, required to be identified, do not undermine the Commission’s finding that a 
program is reimbursable unless there is also a finding that the funding is sufficient to cover the 
costs of the program under section 17556(e), which is not the case here.  

In addition, parameters and guidelines for all programs recently adopted state substantially as 
follows: 

Any offsetting revenue 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 
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.  

Therefore, even if the parameters and guidelines do not specifically highlight required or 
potential offsetting revenues, the Controller has authority to reduce reimbursement when other 
non-tax revenues are applied to mandated costs. 

Based on the comments of parties and interested parties, and the plain language of the 2011 
Realignment statutes, the Commission determines in the analysis below that non-local funds for 
child welfare services are identified as potentially offsetting revenue, but 2011 Realignment 
Funds are not offsetting revenue for purposes of ICAN mandated activities. 

247 Exhibit B, Claimant’s Revised Proposed Parameters and Guidelines, Exhibit 10, Child Abuse 
and Neglect Reporting Act Time Study Survey Questions, at pp. 2-3. 
248 Code of Regulations, Title 2, section 1183.1 (Register 2005, No. 36). 
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Here, as noted above, DOF and CDSS raised in their comments on the draft staff analysis an 
issue of offsetting revenue, and suggested that funding provided by the state, both prior to and 
including in the 2011 realignment, and possibly the language of article XIII, section 36 of the 
California Constitution might limit reimbursement going forward for the ICAN activities.249  
Specifically, CDSS suggested that “until the 2011 realignment of child welfare services, on the 
child welfare side counties have received significant state funding for the activities of social 
workers, for whom many of the activities identified in this mandate is [sic] a core function of 
their work.”  CDSS went on to assert that “[w]e also would expect the Commission to consider 
the implications of the realignment agreements’ statutory and constitutional changes in any 
reimbursable cost estimates beyond 2011.”  And CDSS suggested as well that “the Commission 
should consider the revenues received by counties as a result of the 1991-92 Realignment of 
Child Welfare Services Programs (AB 948 Chapter 91 (1991)) as a potential offset to county 
costs for mandated activities.”250 

DOF asserted, in its comments on the draft proposed statement of decision, that “to the extent 
that 2011 Realignment funds [counties] for conducting ICAN activities, under Article XIII, 
section 36 of the California Constitution…the departments are required to conduct the mandated 
activities only insofar as funding is provided by 2011 Realignment [sic].”251 

In response to these comments, Commission staff issued a request for comments on this new 
substantive issue.252  Specifically, staff requested additional briefing on the following three 
questions: 

1. Are the approved activities under the ICAN statutes (Penal Code sections 
11165.9, 11166, 11166.2, 11166.9,253 11168 (formerly 11161.7), 11169, 
11170, and 11174.34 (formerly 11166.9)) part of “child abuse prevention, 
intervention, and treatment services as those costs and services are described 
in statute and regulation,” for purposes of the funding directed to the Child 
Abuse Prevention Subaccount?  And, if so, do such funds constitute a 
potential or required offset? 

2. Does the shift of complete or partial funding responsibility from the state to 
local governments of existing approved mandated activities result in a 
mandate “imposed by the 2011 Realignment Legislation” within the meaning 
of paragraph (3)? 

249 Exhibit M, CDSS Comments on Draft Proposed Statement of Decision and Parameters and 
Guidelines; Exhibit L, DOF Comments on Draft Proposed Statement of Decision and Parameters 
and Guidelines. 
250 Exhibit M, CDSS Comments on Draft Proposed Statement of Decision and Parameters and 
Guidelines. 
251 Exhibit L, DOF Comments on Draft Proposed Statement of Decision and Parameters and 
Guidelines. 
252 Exhibit N, Commission Request for Comments. 
253 Renumbered at Penal Code section 11174.34 (Stats. 2004, ch. 842 (SB 1313)). 
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3. Does article XIII, section 36 require, as suggested by DOF, that an existing 
mandated program funded under the 2011 Realignment is mandated only to 
the extent of funding, or does that limitation apply only to future new 
programs or increases in levels of service related to a funded program? 

CSAC responded to the request first, arguing that the approved ICAN activities “are not among 
the ‘public safety services’ that are covered by section 36 of article XIII of the California 
Constitution.”  CSAC maintains that “[t]here is nothing in Prop. 30 that broadly exempts from 
reimbursement any program that could potentially fit within the definition of ‘public safety 
services.’”  CSAC concludes that under article XIII, section 36, public safety services “are only 
exempt from reimbursement if they were assigned to local agencies by 2011 Realignment 
Legislation,” and that the mandated ICAN activities were not transferred to local agencies by the 
2011 Realignment Legislation, and therefore reimbursement is not affected.254 

The claimant also responded to the request for comment, arguing that the ICAN mandated 
activities “were already assigned to local agencies prior to enactment of the 2011 Realignment 
Legislation,” and that the Realignment Legislation “specifically details, by statutory reference, 
which Public Safety Services responsibilities are assigned to local agencies as a result of that 
legislation.”  The claimant concludes that “[b]ecause the ICAN statutes at issue have not been 
assigned to local agencies pursuant to the 2011 Realignment Legislation, but instead were 
preexisting mandates, they are not part of the ‘child abuse prevention, intervention, and treatment 
services’ referenced in Government Code section 30025(f)(16)(A)(vi).”255 

And finally, DOF also responded to the request for comments, concluding that “[a]fter 
deliberating the questions, as well as the ICAN activities,” there is no effect on the ICAN 
mandate resulting from article XIII, section 36.  DOF asserts that “there is no statute that 
identifies and/or describes specific funding for ICAN activities,” and that “Finance does not 
believe that the 2011 Realignment Legislation shifted complete or partial funding responsibility 
from the state to local government.”  Finance concludes that article XIII, section 36 only applies 
to limit reimbursement for “Legislation enacted after September 30th, 2012 that has the overall 
effect of increasing costs already incurred by a local agency for programs or levels of service 
mandated by 2011 Realignment Legislation.”256 

a. The non-local share of child welfare services funding is identified as 
potentially offsetting revenue against costs mandated by the state. 

CDSS has suggested that counties receive “significant state funding for the activities of social 
workers,” which, as discussed above, include referring cases of child abuse to DOJ, and 
conducting investigative activities under the ICAN statutes.257  CDSS points to the 1991 
realignment of health, mental health, and social services, in which the responsibilities of certain 
programs were shifted from the state to the counties, and the ratio of state to local funding was 

254 Exhibit P, CSAC Response to Commission Request for Comment, at pp. 1-2. 
255 Exhibit Q, County of Los Angeles Response to Commission Request for Comments. 
256 Exhibit R, DOF Response to Commission Request for Comments, at pp. 1-2. 
257 Exhibit M, CDSS Comments on Draft Proposed Statement of Decision and Parameters and 
Guidelines. 
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shifted, with a corresponding dedicated revenue stream to make up the difference.  Prior to the 
1991 Realignment, child welfare services funding was made up of 74 percent state and 24 
percent local revenues.  The 1991 Realignment altered the ratio to 70 percent state funding and 
30 percent local funding, while at the same time increasing the state sales tax by one-half 
percent, and directing a larger share of the VLF revenues to local governments to cover the costs 
of realignment.258   

There is no evidence in the record as to exactly what portion of the 70 percent state funding, or 
the increased local funding, is directed to the ICAN activities, if any, and Statutes 1991, chapter 
91 (AB 948) does not specifically cite the prevention of child abuse as a purpose or priority of 
either source of funds.  Accordingly, the Manual of Policies and Procedures, an excerpt of which 
was included in the claimant’s exhibits, and which is cited above with respect to the scope of 
reimbursable activities, shows that ICAN duties are among those expected of Child Welfare 
Services agencies, but are not the only charge and expectation of those agencies.  In addition, the 
Manual relies on the Welfare and Institutions Code for authority, rather than the Penal Code 
sections that impose the ICAN mandated activities.  Thus, due to a lack of evidence in the 
record, the Commission cannot find, as a matter of law, that the non-local funds provided for 
Child Welfare Services in the 1991 Realignment are sufficient to fund any certain amount or 
proportion of the costs mandated by the state. 

To the extent non-local funds are applied to cover the costs of the mandated activities, the 
Controller may reduce reimbursement accordingly, consistent with article XIII B, section 6.  
Based on the foregoing, the Commission finds that non-local funding for child welfare services 
from July 1, 1999 through June 30, 2011, is identified as potentially offsetting revenues against 
costs mandated by the state  

b. The 2011 realignment does not provide off-setting revenue to this program.  
As of November 3, 2004, article XIII B, section 6(c) defines a “mandated new program or higher 
level of service” as including “a transfer by the Legislature from the State to cities, counties, 
cities and counties, or special districts of complete or partial financial responsibility for a 
required program for which the State previously had complete or partial financial 
responsibility.”259  Accordingly, after the 2011 Realignment Legislation was enacted, the LAO 
issued a report on the realignment, identifying several “pressing implementation issues,” 
including a risk that the programs shifted to the local level could trigger new mandate 
reimbursement requirements.260  The principal accomplishments of the realignment were to raise 
new revenues, and to shift from the state to local governments complete financial responsibility 
for required programs for which the state previously had complete or partial responsibility.261  
Although no eligible claimant has come forward to file a test claim on the 2011 Realignment 
statutes pursuant to article XIII B, section 6(c), the LAO expressed an opinion that the statutes 
facially appear to constitute a mandated new program or higher level of service, and are 

258 Exhibit X, LAO Analysis of 1991 Realignment, at pp. 3; 6. 
259 Adopted by the voters as Proposition 1A, November 2, 2004. 
260 Exhibit X, LAO Report on 2011 Realignment, at pp. 11; 19. 
261 Exhibit X, LAO Report on 2011 Realignment, at pp. 4-6. 
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substantially likely to expose the state to liability for mandate reimbursement.262  Therefore, the 
LAO recommended that: 

The clearest way to ensure that the 2011 realignment package does not result in 
state reimbursable mandates would be for the state to pass a constitutional 
amendment similar to the one proposed by the Governor.  That measure excluded 
the 2011 realignment program changes from the reimbursement requirement.263 

The following year, the voters approved Proposition 30, on November 6, 2012.  In addition to 
providing new revenue for a period of years, Proposition 30 added article XIII, section 36 to the 
California Constitution.  Section 36 provides: 

(3) Notwithstanding Section 6 of Article XIII B, or any other constitutional 
provision, a mandate of a new program or higher level of service on a local 
agency imposed by the 2011 Realignment Legislation, or by any regulation 
adopted or any executive order or administrative directive issued to implement 
that legislation, shall not constitute a mandate requiring the State to provide a 
subvention of funds within the meaning of that section. 

(4)(A) Legislation enacted after September 30, 2012, that has an overall effect of 
increasing the costs already borne by a local agency for programs or levels of 
service mandated by the 2011 Realignment Legislation shall apply to local 
agencies only to the extent that the State provides annual funding for the cost 
increase. Local agencies shall not be obligated to provide programs or levels of 
service required by legislation, described in this subparagraph, above the level for 
which funding has been provided. 

(B) Regulations, executive orders, or administrative directives, implemented after 
October 9, 2011, that are not necessary to implement the 2011 Realignment 
Legislation, and that have an overall effect of increasing the costs already borne 
by a local agency for programs or levels of service mandated by the 2011 
Realignment Legislation, shall apply to local agencies only to the extent that the 
State provides annual funding for the cost increase. Local agencies shall not be 
obligated to provide programs or levels of service pursuant to new regulations, 
executive orders, or administrative directives, described in this subparagraph, 
above the level for which funding has been provided.264 

DOF suggested that Proposition 30 might end reimbursement for county welfare departments for 
ICAN activities: 

[I]n regards to county welfare departments, to the extent that 2011 Realignment 
funds them for conducting the ICAN activities, under Article XIII, section 36 of 
the California Constitution, if the Commission outlines reimbursable activities 

262 Exhibit X, LAO Report on 2011 Realignment, at pp. 11; 19. 
263 Exhibit X, LAO Report on 2011 Realignment, at pp. 11; 19. 
264 California Constitution, article XIII, section 36(c) (adopted November 6, 2012) [emphasis 
added]. 

76 
Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22 

Statement of Decision  
and Parameters and Guidelines 

                                                 

124



that cause these departments to incur costs that are in excess of what 2011 
Realignment funds, the departments are required to conduct the activities only 
insofar as funding is provided by 2011 Realignment.  Activities that result in costs 
in excess of what 2011 Realignment provides are not reimbursable mandates and 
the county welfare departments may conduct those additional activities if they 
have resources to do so.265 

But the plain language of the above-quoted provisions of Proposition 30 (now article XIII, 
section 36) does not support that conclusion.  Ultimately, DOF concluded “after deliberating” 
that reimbursement for ICAN activities is not affected by Proposition 30.  Rather, DOF asserts 
that article XIII, section 36 only applies to limit reimbursement for Legislation enacted after 
September 30, 2012 that “has the overall effect of increasing costs already incurred by a local 
agency for programs or levels of service mandated by 2011 Realignment Legislation.”  DOF also 
states that it “does not believe that the 2011 Realignment Legislation shifted complete or partial 
funding responsibility from the state to local government,” for the ICAN mandated activities, 
and that “there is no statute that identifies and/or describes specific funding for ICAN activities.”  
Therefore, DOF concludes that “the approved activities under the ICAN statutes are 
reimbursable under the law.”266  This conclusion is consistent with the comments submitted by 
claimant and CSAC, as well as the plain language of article XIII, section 36. 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the 2011 Realignment Legislation, coupled with 
Proposition 30, had no effect on mandate reimbursement for the approved activities identified in 
the ICAN test claim statement of decision. 

V. CONCLUSION 
For the foregoing reasons the Commission hereby adopts the attached proposed parameters and 
guidelines, providing for actual cost reimbursement of the activities approved in the test claim 
statement of decision and the reasonably necessary activities, as analyzed above. 

265 Exhibit L, DOF Comments on Draft Proposed Statement of Decision and Parameters and 
Guidelines. 
266 Exhibit R, DOF Response to Commission Request for Comments. 
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Adopted: December 6, 2013 
 

PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 
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, and 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) 

Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports  
00-TC-22 

Period of reimbursement begins July 1, 1999,                                                                                
or later for specified activities added by subsequent statutes.  

I. SUMMARY OF THE MANDATE 
This program addresses statutory amendments to California’s mandatory child abuse reporting 
laws commonly referred to as ICAN.  A child abuse reporting law was first added to the Penal 
Code in 1963, and initially required medical professionals to report suspected child abuse to 
local law enforcement or child welfare authorities.  The law was 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,” or CANRA.  As part of this program, the Department of Justice (DOJ) maintains 
a Child Abuse Centralized Index, which, since 1965, maintains reports of child abuse statewide.  
A number of changes to the law have occurred, particularly with a reenactment in 1980, and 
substantive amendments in 1997 and 2000.   

The act, as amended, provides for reporting of suspected child abuse or neglect by certain 
individuals, identified by their profession as having frequent contact with children.  The act 
provides rules and procedures for local agencies, including law enforcement, receiving such 
reports.  The act provides for cross-reporting among law enforcement and other child protective 
agencies, and to licensing agencies and district attorneys’ offices.  The act requires reporting to 
the DOJ when a report of suspected child abuse is “not unfounded.”  The act requires an active 
investigation before a report can be forwarded to the DOJ.  As of January 1, 2012, the act no 
longer requires law enforcement agencies to report to the DOJ, and now requires reporting only 
of “substantiated” reports by other agencies.  The act imposes additional cross-reporting and 
recordkeeping duties in the event of a child’s death from abuse or neglect.  The act requires 
agencies and the DOJ to keep records of investigations for a minimum of 10 years, and to notify 

1 Renumbered at Penal Code section 11174.34 (Stats. 2004, ch. 842 (SB 1313)). 
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suspected child abusers that they have been listed in the Child Abuse Central Index.  The act 
imposes certain due process protections owed to persons listed in the index, and provides certain 
other situations in which a person would be notified of his or her listing in the index.   

On December 19, 2007, the Commission on State Mandates (Commission) adopted a statement 
of decision finding that the test claim statutes impose a partially reimbursable state-mandated 
program upon local agencies within the meaning of article XIII B, section 6 of the California 
Constitution and Government Code section 17514.  The Commission approved this test claim for 
the reimbursable activities described in section IV., as they are 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 attorneys’ offices, and county 
licensing agencies. 

II. ELIGIBLE CLAIMANTS 
Any city, county, and city and county that incurs increased costs as a result of this mandate is 
eligible to claim reimbursement. 

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 County of 
Los Angeles filed the test claim on June 29, 2001, establishing eligibility for reimbursement for 
the 1999-2000 fiscal year.  Therefore, costs incurred on or after July 1, 1999 are reimbursable 
under this test claim, for statutes in effect before July 1, 1999, or later periods as specified for 
statutes effective after July 1, 1999.   

However, Penal Code section 11169 was amended in Statutes 2011, chapter 468 (AB 717), 
effective January 1, 2012, to repeal the mandate for law enforcement agencies to report to DOJ, 
and to require that all other affected departments in the local agencies report to DOJ only 
“substantiated” reports of suspected child abuse, and not “inconclusive” reports.  Thus, law 
enforcement agencies are eligible for reimbursement for the costs of completing investigations of 
suspected child abuse in order to determine whether a report of suspected child abuse is 
unfounded, inconclusive, or substantiated, for the purpose of forwarding those reports to DOJ 
from July 1, 1999 until December 31, 2011, when the mandate was repealed.  In addition, law 
enforcement agencies are eligible for reimbursement for the costs of notifying suspected abusers 
that they have been listed in the Child Abuse Central Index at the time that a report is submitted 
to DOJ from July 1, 1999 until December 31, 2011, when the mandate to forward reports to DOJ 
was repealed. 

For all other affected departments in the local agencies, the reimbursement period for forwarding 
reports that are “inconclusive” to DOJ is from July 1, 1999 until December 31, 2011, due to a 
subsequent change in Penal Code section 11169 by Statutes 2011, chapter 468 (AB 717).  On 
and after January 1, 2012, only forwarding reports to DOJ that are “substantiated” is 
reimbursable. 
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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. If 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.  (Government Code section 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 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. 

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. 

Claimants may use time studies to support salary and benefit costs when an activity is task-
repetitive.  Activities that require varying levels of effort are not appropriate for time studies.  
Claimants wishing to use time studies to support salary and benefit costs are required to comply 
with the State Controller’s Time-Study Guidelines before a time study is conducted.  Time study 
usage is subject to the review and audit conducted by the State Controller’s Office. 

The claimant is only allowed to claim and be reimbursed for increased costs for reimbursable 
activities identified below.  Increased cost is limited to the cost of an activity that the claimant is 
required to incur as a result of the mandate. 
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For each eligible claimant that incurs increased costs, the following activities are reimbursable: 

A. One-Time Activities 
1. Policies and Procedures 
City and county police or sheriff’s departments, county welfare departments, and county 
probation departments where designated by the county to receive mandated reports, may 
claim reimbursement for the increased costs to: 

a. Update Departmental policies and procedures necessary to comply with the 
reimbursable activities identified in IV B. (One-time costs only) 

b. Develop ICAN due process procedures reasonably necessary to comply with federal 
due process procedural protections under the 14th Amendment which need to be 
afforded suspects reported to the DOJ's Child Abuse Central Index [CACI]. (One-
time costs only) 

2. Training 
City and county police or sheriff’s departments, county welfare departments, and county 
probation departments where designated by the county to receive mandated reports, may 
claim reimbursement for the increased costs to: 

Develop and implement training for ICAN staff to implement State 
Department of Justice (DOJ) ICAN requirements. Reimbursable specialized 
ICAN training costs include those incurred to compensate instructors for their 
time in participating in training sessions and to provide necessary facilities, 
training materials and audio visual presentations. (One time per employee 
whose job responsibilities involve ICAN mandated activities) 

B. On-going Activities 
1. Distributing the Suspected Child Abuse Report Form 
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: 

a. Distribute the child abuse reporting form adopted by DOJ (currently known as the 
“Suspected Child Abuse Report” Form SS 8572) to mandated reporters.2 

2. Reporting Between Local Departments 
a. Accepting and Referring Initial Child Abuse Reports when a Department Lacks 

Jurisdiction: 

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: 

Transfer a call electronically or immediately refer the case by telephone, fax, or 
electronic transmission, to an agency with proper jurisdiction, whenever the 

2 Penal Code section 11168, as added by Statutes 1980, chapter 1071 and amended by Statutes 
2000, chapter 916.  
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department lacks subject matter or geographical jurisdiction over an incoming report 
of suspected child abuse or neglect.3   

b. Cross-Reporting of Suspected Child Abuse or Neglect from County Welfare and 
Probation Departments to the Law Enforcement Agency with Jurisdiction and the 
District Attorney’s Office: 

1) County probation departments shall: 

i. Report by telephone immediately, or as soon as practically possible, to the law 
enforcement agency having jurisdiction over the case, to the agency given the 
responsibility for investigation of cases under Section 300 of the Welfare and 
Institutions Code, and to the district attorney’s office every known or 
suspected instance of child abuse, as defined in Penal Code section 11165.6, 
except acts or omissions coming within subdivision (b) of section 11165.2, or 
reports made pursuant to section 11165.13 based on risk to a child which 
relates solely to the inability of the parent to provide the child with regular 
care due to the parent’s substance abuse, which shall be reported only to the 
county welfare department.  

ii. 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, 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.4 

2) County welfare departments shall: 

i. Report by telephone immediately, or as soon as practically possible, to the 
agency given the responsibility for investigation of cases under Section 300 of 
the Welfare and Institutions Code, and to the district attorney’s office every 
known or suspected instance of child abuse, as defined in Penal Code section 
11165.6, except acts or omissions coming within subdivision (b) of section 
11165.2, or reports made pursuant to section 11165.13 based on risk to a child 
which relates solely to the inability of the parent to provide the child with 
regular care due to the parent’s substance abuse, which shall be reported only 
to the county welfare department.  

Reimbursement is not required for making an initial report of child abuse 
and neglect from a county welfare department to the law enforcement 

3 Penal Code sections 11165.9 (Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 8 (AB 1241)). 
4 Penal Code section 11166 (h) (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 (i) by Statutes 2004, chapter 842 (SB 1313), and renumbered again at subdivision (j) 
by Statutes 2005, chapter 42 (AB 299).  
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agency having jurisdiction over the case, which was required under prior 
law to be made “without delay.”   

ii. Send a written report thereof within 36 hours of receiving the information 
concerning the incident to any agency, including the law enforcement agency 
having jurisdiction over the case, to which it is required to make a telephone 
report under Penal Code section 11166. 

As of January 1, 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.5  

c. 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.6 

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. 

5 Penal Code section 11166(h) (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 (i) by Statutes 2004, chapter 842 (SB 1313), and renumbered again at subdivision (j) 
by Statutes 2005, chapter 42 (AB 299). 
6 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). 
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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.7 

d. Receipt of Cross-Reports by District Attorney’s Office: 

District attorneys’ offices shall: 

Receive reports of every known or suspected instance of child abuse reported to law 
enforcement, county probation or county welfare departments, except acts or 
omissions of general neglect coming within Penal Code section 11165.2(b).8   

e. Reporting to Licensing Agencies: 

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) 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.9 

f. Additional Cross-Reporting in Cases of Child Death: 

1) City and county police or sheriff’s departments shall: 

Cross-report all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or 
neglect to the county child welfare agency.10 

7 Ibid. 
8 Penal Code section 11166 (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)). 
9 Penal Code section 11166.2 (Added by Stats. 1985, ch. 1598 § 4; amended by Stats. 1987, ch. 
531 § 5; Stats. 1988, ch. 269 § 3; Stats. 1990, ch. 650 § 1 (AB 2423); Stats. 2000, ch. 916 § 18 
(AB 1241)). 
10 Penal Code section 11166.9 (Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 23 (AB 1241)); Renumbered at Penal 
Code section 11174.34 (Stats. 2004, ch. 842 § 13 (SB 1313)). 
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2) County welfare departments shall: 

i. Cross-report all cases of child death suspected to be related to child abuse or 
neglect to law enforcement.11 

ii. Create a record in the Child Welfare Services/Case Management System 
(CWS/CMS) on all cases of child death suspected to be related to child 
abuse or neglect.12 

iii. Enter information into the CWS/CMS upon notification that the death was 
subsequently determined not to be related to child abuse or neglect.13 

3. Reporting to the State Department of Justice  
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:14 

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.15  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.  

  

11 Penal Code section 11166.9 (Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 23 (AB 1241)); Renumbered at Penal 
Code section 11174.34 (Stats. 2004, ch. 842 § 13 (SB 1313)). 
12 Penal Code section 11166.9 (Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 23 (AB 1241)); Renumbered at Penal 
Code section 11174.34 (Stats. 2004, ch. 842 § 13 (SB 1313); Stats. 2010, ch. 618, § 10 (AB 
2791)). 
13 Penal Code section 11166.9 (Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 23 (AB 1241)); Renumbered at Penal 
Code section 11174.34 (Stats. 2004, ch. 842 § 13 (SB 1313)). 
14 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. 
15 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. 
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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, including the collection of physical evidence, the referral to a 
child abuse investigator, and the conduct of follow-up interviews. 

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.16 

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. 

b. Beginning January 1, 2012, county welfare departments, or county probation 
departments where designated by the county to receive mandated reports shall: 

  

16 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. 
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1) Complete an investigation 

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.17  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 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. 

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, as defined in Penal Code section 11165.12.  
Unfounded or inconclusive 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 

17 Penal Code section 11169(a) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 5 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 27 
(AB 1241); Stats. 2011, ch. 468, § 2 (AB 717)); Code of Regulations, Title 11, section 903; 
“Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583. 
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form approved by the Department of Justice and may be sent by fax or electronic 
transmission.18 

This activity includes costs of preparing and submitting an amended report to 
DOJ, when the submitting agency changes a prior finding of substantiated to a 
finding of inconclusive or unfounded, or from inconclusive or unfounded to 
substantiated, or when other information is necessary to maintain accuracy of the 
CACI.   

Reimbursement is not required for the costs of the investigation required to 
make the determination to file an amended report. 

4. Notifications Following Reports to the Child Abuse Central Index 
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.19 

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. 

2) Make relevant information available, when received from the Department of 
Justice, to the child custodian, guardian ad litem appointed under section 326, or 
counsel appointed under section 317 or 318 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, 
or the appropriate licensing agency, if he or she is treating or investigating a case 
of known or suspected child abuse or severe neglect.20 

18 Penal Code section 11169(a) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 5 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916, § 27 
(AB 1241); Stats. 2011, ch. 468, § 2 (AB 717)); Code of Regulations, Title 11, section 903; 
“Child Abuse Investigation Report” Form SS 8583. 
19 Penal Code section 11169(c) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 5 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 
1241)). 
20 Penal Code section 11170 (Added by Stats. 1980, ch. 1071 § 4; amended by Stats. 1981, ch. 
435, § 5; Stats. 1982, ch. 162, § 3; Stats. 1984, ch. 1613, § 3; Stats. 1985, ch. 1598, § 8.5; Stats. 
1986, ch. 1496, § 3; Stats. 1987, ch. 82, § 4; Stats. 1989, ch. 153, § 2; Stats. 1990, ch. 1330 § 2 
(SB 2788); Stats. 1990, ch. 1363, § 15.7 (AB 3532); Stats. 1992, ch. 163, § 113 (AB 2641); 
Stats. 1992, ch. 1338, § 2 (SB 1184); Stats. 1993, ch. 219, § 221.1 (AB 1500); Stats. 1996, ch. 
1081, § 5 (AB 3354); Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 6 (SB 644); Stats. 1997, ch. 843, § 5 (AB 
753); Stats. 1997, ch. 844, § 2.5 (AB 1065); Stats. 1999, ch. 475, § 8 (SB 654); Stats. 2000, ch. 
916, 28 (AB 1241)). 
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3) Inform the mandated reporter of the results of the investigation and of 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.21 

4) Notify, in writing, the person listed in the Child Abuse Central Index that he or 
she is in the index, upon receipt of relevant information concerning child abuse or 
neglect investigation reports contained in the index from the Department of 
Justice when investigating a home for the placement of dependent children. The 
notification shall include the name of the reporting agency and the date of the 
report.22 

b. City and county police or sheriff’s departments, county probation departments if 
designated by the county to receive mandated reports, county welfare departments, 
county licensing agencies, and district attorney offices shall: 

Obtain the original investigative report from the agency that submitted the 
information to the CACI pursuant to Penal Code section 11169(a), and objectively 
review the report, when information regarding an individual suspected of child 
abuse or neglect, or an instance of suspected child abuse or neglect, is received 
from the CACI while performing existing duties pertaining to criminal 
investigation or prosecution, or licensing, or placement of a child.23 

Reimbursement for this activity does not include investigative activities 
conducted by the agency, either prior to or subsequent to receipt of the 
information that necessitates obtaining and reviewing the investigative 
report. 

c. City and county police or sheriff’s departments, county probation departments, and 
county welfare departments shall: 

Notify, in writing, the person listed in the Child Abuse Central Index that he or 
she is in the index, upon receipt of relevant information concerning child abuse or 
neglect reports contained in the index from the Department of Justice regarding 
placement with a responsible relative pursuant to Welfare and Institutions Code 
sections 281.5, 305, and 361.3. The notification shall include the location of the 
original investigative report and the submitting agency. The notification shall be 

21 Penal Code section 11170(b) (Added by Stats. 1980, ch. 1071 § 4; amended by Stats. 1981, ch. 
435, § 5; Stats. 1982, ch. 162, § 3; Stats. 1984, ch. 1613, § 3; Stats. 1985, ch. 1598, § 8.5; Stats. 
1986, ch. 1496, § 3; Stats. 1987, ch. 82, § 4; Stats. 1989, ch. 153, § 2; Stats. 1990, ch. 1330 § 2 
(SB 2788); Stats. 1990, ch. 1363, § 15.7 (AB 3532); Stats. 1992, ch. 163, § 113 (AB 2641); 
Stats. 1992, ch. 1338, § 2 (SB 1184); Stats. 1993, ch. 219, § 221.1 (AB 1500); Stats. 1996, ch. 
1081, § 5 (AB 3354); Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 6 (SB 644); Stats. 1997, ch. 843, § 5 (AB 
753); Stats. 1997, ch. 844, § 2.5 (AB 1065); Stats. 1999, ch. 475, § 8 (SB 654); Stats. 2000, ch. 
916, 28 (AB 1241)). 
22 Ibid. 
23 Penal Code section 11170(b)(6) (Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241)); now subdivision (b)(10), as 
amended by Statutes 2012, chapter 848 (AB 1707). 
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submitted to the person listed at the same time that all other parties are notified of 
the information, and no later than the actual judicial proceeding that determines 
placement.24 

5.  Record Retention 
a. City and county police or sheriff’s departments, and county probation departments if 

designated by the county to receive mandated reports shall: 

Retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports that result in a report filed with the 
Department of Justice for a minimum of eight years (a higher level of service above 
the two-year record retention requirement pursuant to Gov. Code §§ 26202 (cities) 
and 34090 (counties).)  If a subsequent report on the same suspected child abuser is 
received within the first 10-year period, the report shall be maintained for an 
additional 10 years.25 

This activity includes retaining copies of the Suspected Child Abuse Report form  
SS 8572, received from a mandated reporter, and the Child Abuse Summary Report 
form SS 8583, with the original investigative report. 

Reimbursement is not required for the first two years of record retention required 
under prior law, but only for the eight years following.  

b. County welfare departments shall: 

Retain child abuse or neglect investigative reports that result in a report filed with the 
Department of Justice for a minimum of seven years (a higher level of service above 
the three-year record retention requirement pursuant to Welf. & Inst. Code, § 10851.)  
If a subsequent report on the same suspected child abuser is received within the first 
10-year period, the report shall be maintained for an additional 10 years.26 

This activity includes retaining copies of the Suspected Child Abuse Report form  
SS 8572, received from a mandated reporter, and the Child Abuse Summary Report 
form SS 8583, with the original investigative report. 

Reimbursement is not required for the first three years of record retention required 
under prior law, but only for the seven years following. 

  

24 Penal Code section 11170(c) (Added by Stats. 1980, ch. 1071 § 4; amended by Stats. 1981, ch. 
435, § 5; Stats. 1982, ch. 162, § 3; Stats. 1984, ch. 1613, § 3; Stats. 1985, ch. 1598, § 8.5; Stats. 
1986, ch. 1496, § 3; Stats. 1987, ch. 82, § 4; Stats. 1989, ch. 153, § 2; Stats. 1990, ch. 1330 § 2 
(SB 2788); Stats. 1990, ch. 1363, § 15.7 (AB 3532); Stats. 1992, ch. 163, § 113 (AB 2641); 
Stats. 1992, ch. 1338, § 2 (SB 1184); Stats. 1993, ch. 219, § 221.1 (AB 1500); Stats. 1996, ch. 
1081, § 5 (AB 3354); Stats. 1997, ch. 842, § 6 (SB 644); Stats. 1997, ch. 843, § 5 (AB 
753); Stats. 1997, ch. 844, § 2.5 (AB 1065); Stats. 1999, ch. 475, § 8 (SB 654); Stats. 2000, ch. 
916, 28 (AB 1241)). 
25 (Penal Code section 11169(h) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241); 
Stats. 2001, ch. 133(AB 102); Stats. 2004, ch. 842 (SB 1313); Stats. 2011, ch. 468 (AB 717)). 
26 (Penal Code section 11169(h) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241)). 
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6. Due Process Procedures Offered to Person Listed in CACI 
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: 

Provide due process reasonably necessary to comply with federal due process 
procedural protections under the 14th Amendment that must be afforded to 
individuals reported to the DOJ’s Child Abuse Central Index.  This activity includes a 
hearing before the agency that submitted the individual’s name to CACI.  This 
activity includes any due process procedures available to persons listed in the CACI 
prior to the enactment of Statutes 2011, chapter 468.   

Reimbursement is not required for a hearing meeting the requirements of due 
process if a court of competent jurisdiction has determined that child abuse has 
occurred, or while the allegation is pending before a court.27  

V. CLAIM PREPARATION AND SUBMISSION 
Each of the following cost elements must be identified for each reimbursable activity identified 
in Section IV, Reimbursable Activities, of this document.  Each claimed 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 the 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.  If the contractor bills for time and materials, report the number of hours spent 

27 (Penal Code section 11169(h) (Stats. 1997, ch. 842 (SB 644); Stats. 2000, ch. 916 (AB 1241); 
Stats. 2011, ch. 468 (AB 717)); Humphries v. County of Los Angeles (9th Cir. 2009) 554 F.3d 
1170; San Diego Unified School District v. Commission on State Mandates (2004) 33 Cal.4th 
859.  
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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 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.  Submit contract consultant and attorney 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 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%. 

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 
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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) 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 chapter28 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. 

VII. OFFSETTING REVENUES AND REIMBURSEMENTS 
Any offsetting revenue 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 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. 

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 90 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), 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 

28 This refers to Title 2, division 4, part 7, chapter 4 of the Government Code. 
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Upon 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 
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 and 
the Controller shall 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), and California Code of Regulations, title 2, section 1183.2. 

X. LEGAL AND FACTUAL BASIS FOR THE PARAMETERS AND GUIDELINES 
The statements of decision adopted for the test claim and parameters and guidelines are legally 
binding on all parties and provide the legal and factual basis for the parameters and guidelines.  
The support for the legal and factual findings is found in the administrative record.  The 
administrative record is on file with the Commission.   
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DECLARATION OF SERVICE BY EMAIL 

 
I, the undersigned, declare as follows: 

I am a resident of the County of Solano 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 December 16, 2013, I served the:  

 Statement of Decision and Parameters and Guidelines 
Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect Investigation Reports, 00-TC-22 
Penal Code Sections 11165. 9 et al. 
County of Los Angeles, 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 December 16, 2013 at Sacramento, 
California. 

             
____________________________ 
Heidi J. Palchik 

      Commission on State Mandates 
980 Ninth Street, Suite 300 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
(916) 323-3562 
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List

Last Updated: 12/9/13

Claim Number: 00-TC-22

Matter: Interagency Child Abuse and Neglect (ICAN) Investigation Reports

Claimant(s): County of Los Angeles

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, § 1181.2.)

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

Harmeet Barkschat, Mandate Resource Services,LLC
5325 Elkhorn Blvd. #307, Sacramento, CA 95842
Phone: (916) 727-1350
harmeet@calsdrc.com

Lacey Baysinger, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0254
lbaysinger@sco.ca.gov

Diane Brown, Child Welfare Policy & Program Developement Bureau
Pre-Placement Policy Unit, 744 P Street, MS 8-11-87, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 651-6521
Diane.brown@dss.ca.gov

Allan Burdick, 
7525 Myrtle Vista Avenue, Sacramento, CA 95831
Phone: (916) 203-3608
allanburdick@gmail.com

J. Bradley Burgess, MGT of America
895 La Sierra Drive, Sacramento, CA 95864
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Phone: (916)595-2646
Bburgess@mgtamer.com

Michael Byrne, Department of Finance
915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
michael.byrne@dof.ca.gov

Gwendolyn Carlos, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-5919
gcarlos@sco.ca.gov

Daniel Carrigg, League of California Cities
1400 K Street, #400, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 658-8200
Dcarrigg@cacities.org

Pete Cervinka, Department of Social Services (A-24)
744 P Street, MS 17-27, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 657-2598
pete.cervinka@dss.ca.gov

Madelyn Childs, Department of Justice
Child Protection Program, 4949 Broadway, Sacramento, CA 95820
Phone: (916) 227-3263
madelyn.childs@doj.ca.gov

Annette Chinn, Cost Recovery Systems,Inc.
705-2 East Bidwell Street, #294, Folsom, CA 95630
Phone: (916) 939-7901
achinncrs@aol.com

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-0706
mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Dale DuBois, City of Bellflower
16615 Bellflower Boulevard, Bellflower , CA 90706
Phone: (562) 925-0124
dldubois2@hotmail.com

Tom Dyer, Department of Finance (A-15)
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
tom.dyer@dof.ca.gov

Suzie Ferrell, Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department
4700 Ramona Boulevard, Monterey Park, CA 91754-2169
Phone: (323) 526-5763
spferrel@lasd.org

Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance 
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814
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Phone: (916) 445-3274
susan.geanacou@dof.ca.gov

Dorothy Holzem, California Special Districts Association
1112 I Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 442-7887
dorothyh@csda.net

Mark Ibele, Senate Budget & Fiscal Review Committee
California State Senate, State Capitol Room 5019, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 651-4103
Mark.Ibele@sen.ca.gov

Edward Jewik, County of Los Angeles 
Claimant Representative
Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 974-8564
ejewik@auditor.lacounty.gov

Matt Jones, Commission on State Mandates
980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 323-3562
matt.jones@csm.ca.gov

Ferlyn Junio, Nimbus Consulting Group,LLC
2386 Fair Oaks Boulevard, Suite 104, Sacramento, CA 95825
Phone: (916) 480-9444
fjunio@nimbusconsultinggroup.com

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 322-9891
jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

Jean Kinney Hurst, Senior Legislative Representative, Revenue & Taxation, California State
Association of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814-3941
Phone: (916) 327-7500
jhurst@counties.org

Jay Lal, State Controller's Office (B-08)
Division of Accounting & Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0256
JLal@sco.ca.gov

Kathleen Lynch, Department of Finance (A-15)
915 L Street, Suite 1280, 17th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
kathleen.lynch@dof.ca.gov

Beverly Markwardt, Riverside County Auditor Controller's Office
P.O. Box 1326, 4080 Lemon Street, Riverside, CA 92502
Phone: (951) 955-3886
bmarkwar@co.riverside.ca.us
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Hortensia Mato, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3000
hmato@newportbeachca.gov

Michelle Mendoza, MAXIMUS
17310 Red Hill Avenue, Suite 340, Irvine, CA 95403
Phone: (949) 440-0845
michellemendoza@maximus.com

Geoffrey Neill, Senior Legislative Analyst, Revenue & Taxation, California State Association
of Counties (CSAC)
1100 K Street, Suite 101, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 327-7500
gneill@counties.org

Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting
1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
Phone: (916) 455-3939
andy@nichols-consulting.com

Marianne O'Malley, Legislative Analyst's Office (B-29)
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8315
marianne.O'malley@lao.ca.gov

Christian Osmena, Department of Finance
915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-0328
christian.osmena@dof.ca.gov

Karen Pank, Chief Probation Officers of California
1415 L Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 447-2762
Karen@warnerandpank.com

Anita Peden, County of Sacramento
711 G Street, Room 405, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 874-8441
apeden@sacsheriff.com

Keith Petersen, SixTen & Associates
P.O. Box 340430, Sacramento, CA 95834-0430
Phone: (916) 419-7093
kbpsixten@aol.com

Jai Prasad, County of San Bernardino
Office of Auditor-Controller, 222 West Hospitality Lane, 4th Floor, San Bernardino, CA 92415-
0018
Phone: (909) 386-8854
jai.prasad@atc.sbcounty.gov

Mark Rewolinski, MAXIMUS
625 Coolidge Drive, Suite 100, Folsom, CA 95630
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Phone: (949) 440-0845
markrewolinski@maximus.com

Donna Richardson, Department of Social Services (A-24)
744 P Street, MS 17-27, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 654-0958
Donna.Richardson@dss.ca.gov

Kathy Rios, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-5919
krios@sco.ca.gov

Gregory Rose, Department of Social Services (A-24)
Children and Family Services Division, 744 P Street, MS 8-17-18, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 657-2614
Greg.Rose@dss.ca.gov

Matthew Schuneman, MAXIMUS
900 Skokie Boulevard, Suite 265, Northbrook, Il 60062
Phone: (847) 513-5504
matthewschuneman@maximus.com

Lee Scott, Department of Finance
15 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 445-3274
lee.scott@dof.ca.gov

Dan Scott, Special Victims Bureau
11515 Colima Rd, D103, Wittier, CA 90604
Phone: (562) 946-8282
Dscott@lasd.org

David Scribner, Max8550
2200 Sunrise Boulevard, Suite 240, Gold River, CA 95670
Phone: (916) 852-8970
dscribner@max8550.com

Eric Sink, Los Angeles County Probation Department
9150 E. Imperial Highway, Downey, CA 90242
Phone: (562) 940-3702
Eric.Sink@probation.lacounty.gov

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office
Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 323-5849
jspano@sco.ca.gov

Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816
Phone: (916) 324-0254
DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov

Meg Svoboda, Senate Office of Research
1020 N Street, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 
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Phone: (916) 651-1500
meg.svoboda@sen.ca.gov

Jolene Tollenaar, MGT of America
2001 P Street, Suite 200, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95811
Phone: (916) 443-9136
jolene_tollenaar@mgtamer.com

Evelyn Tseng, City of Newport Beach
100 Civic Center Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660
Phone: (949) 644-3127
etseng@newportbeachca.gov

Brian Uhler, Legislative Analyst's Office
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: (916) 319-8328
brian.uhler@lao.ca.gov

David Wellhouse, David Wellhouse & Associates,Inc.
3609 Bradshaw Road, Suite 121, Sacramento, CA 95927
Phone: (916) 368-9244
dwa-david@surewest.net

Anita Worlow, AK & Company
3531 Kersey Lane, Sacramento, CA 95864
Phone: (916) 972-1666
akcompany@um.att.com

Hasmik Yaghobyan, County of Los Angeles
Auditor-Controller's Office, 500 W. Temple Street, Room 603, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Phone: (213) 893-0792
hyaghobyan@auditor.lacounty.gov
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