
 
 
 
 
 
September 4, 2009 
 
 
 
Ms. Michele Meadows, Assistant Director of Administration 
Office of Traffic Safety 
2208 Kausen Drive, Suite 300 
Elk Grove, CA  95758 
 
Dear Ms. Meadows: 
 
Final Report—Los Angeles County Department of Public Health, Office of Traffic Safety 
Grant Audit 
 
The Department of Finance, Office of State Audits and Evaluations (Finance), has completed its 
audit of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health's (County) Grant Agreement 
OP0707 for the period October 1, 2006 through September 30, 2008. 
 
The enclosed report is for your information and use.  The County’s response to the report 
findings and our evaluation of the response are incorporated into this final report.  The draft 
report was issued June 25, 2009, and the County’s response to the draft report required further 
analysis.  As a result of our analysis, changes were made to Observation 2 to provide further 
clarification 
 
In accordance with Finance's policy of increased transparency, the final report will be placed on 
our website.  We appreciate the assistance and cooperation of the County’s staff.  If you have 
any questions regarding this report, please contact Kimberly Tarvin, Manager, or Alma Ramirez, 
Supervisor, at (916) 322-2985. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Original signed by: 
 
David Botelho, CPA 
Chief, Office of State Audits and Evaluations 
 
Enclosure 
 
cc: On following page



 

cc: Ms. Deborah Hrepich, Associate Accounting Analyst, Office of Traffic Safety 
Dr. Jonathan E. Fielding, Director of Public Health and Health Officer, Department of    
    Public Health, Los Angeles County 
Dr. Patti Culross, Director, Injury and Violence Prevention Program, Department of Public 
    Health, Los Angeles County 
Mr. Jonathan E. Freedman, Chief Deputy Director, Department of Public Health, Los    
    Angeles County  
Mr. Jeremy D. Cortez, Chief Financial Officer, Department of Public Health, Los Angeles  
    County 
Mr. Paul Simon, Director, Division of Chronic Disease and Injury Prevention, 
    Department of Public Health, Los Angeles County,  
Mr. Miles Yokota, Administrative Deputy, Department of Public Health, Los Angeles  
    County 
Mr. Raymond Low, Division Chief, Audits and Investigations, Department of Public Health,      
    Los Angeles County
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A GRANT AUDIT 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) is charged with the responsibility of obtaining and distributing 
federal funds in an effort to carry out the direction of the National Highway Traffic Safety Act.  
The federal funds are designed to mitigate traffic safety problems as defined by the Highway 
Safety Plan.  Currently, there are eight program priority areas earmarked for grant funding:  
Alcohol and Other Drugs, Occupant Protection, Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety, Emergency 
Medical Services, Traffic Records, Roadway Safety, Motorcycle Safety, and Police Traffic 
Services.  The OTS allocates funds to local government agencies to implement these programs 
via grant awards. 
 
The Los Angeles County, Department of Public Health (County) received a grant from the OTS 
to increase the number of teens wearing seatbelts and reduce the fatality and injury rate among 
teens in traffic collisions through education, seatbelt surveillance, a compliance-incentive 
campaign, a journalism component, parent outreach, a road rally, as well as media and 
promotions. 
   
SCOPE 
 
In accordance with an interagency agreement, the Department of Finance, Office of State Audits 
and Evaluations, conducted an audit of the County’s OTS grant listed below. 
 

Grant Agreement          Audit Period   Awarded 
OP0707   October 1, 2006 to September 30, 2008  $889,707 

 
The audit objective was to determine whether the County’s grant expenditures claimed were in 
compliance with applicable laws, regulations, and grant requirements.  In order to design 
adequate procedures to evaluate fiscal compliance, we obtained an understanding of the 
internal controls.  We did not assess the efficiency or effectiveness of program operations. 
 
The County is responsible for ensuring accurate financial reporting and compliance with 
applicable laws, regulations, and grant requirements.  The OTS is responsible for evaluating the 
efficiency and effectiveness of program operations.
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METHODOLOGY 
 
To determine whether grant expenditures were in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, 
and the grant requirements, we performed the following procedures: 
 

 Interviewed key personnel. 
 Obtained an understanding of the grant-related internal controls. 
 Examined the grant files. 
 Reviewed the County’s accounting records. 
 Determined whether a sample of expenditures were: 

o Allowable 
o Grant related 
o Incurred within the grant period 
o Supported by accounting records 
o Properly recorded 
o Not double billed to other OTS grants 

 Evaluated whether the goals and objectives required by the grant agreement 
were met. 

 
The results of the audit are based on our review of documentation, other information made 
available to us, and interviews with County staff.  The audit was conducted from January 2009 
through May 2009. 
 
We conducted our audit in accordance with Government Auditing Standards, issued by the 
Comptroller General of the United States.  Those standards require that we plan and perform 
the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our 
observations and recommendations based on our audit objectives.  We believe the evidence 
obtained provides a reasonable basis for our observations and recommendations.
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RESULTS 
 
The County’s expenditures were not expended in compliance with applicable laws, regulations, 
and the grant requirements.  The claimed, audited, and questioned amounts are presented in 
Table 1.  Additionally, two observations were identified as reported below. 
 

Table 1:  Schedule of Claimed, Audited, and Questioned Amounts 
 
 Grant Agreement OP0707 

For the Period October 1, 2006 through September 30, 2008 

Categories Claimed Audited Questioned 
Personnel $   14,889 $   14,889 $              0 
Contractual Services 760,166 126,705 633,461 
Indirect Costs 2,233 2,233 0 
Total  $ 777,288 $ 143,827 $   633,461 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Observation 1:  The County Claimed $633,461 in Unsupported and/or  

    Ineligible Subcontractor Costs 
  
Subcontractor costs of $633,461 were not supported by adequate documentation, and some 
costs were not eligible for reimbursement as explained below.  
 

A. Subcontractor personnel costs of $539,608 were not supported by activity reports 
documenting the actual time subcontractor staff worked on the grant activities.  An  
e-mail dated January 14, 2009 from the subcontractor to the County indicated that 
because the subcontractor billed by event, it estimated how much staff time would 
possibly be used.  The subcontractor did not bill the County based on actual costs 
incurred.  Furthermore, the subcontractor could not provide documentation supporting 
the actual costs incurred related to the grant activities performed.    

 
The OTS Manual, Section 4.4.3, requires payments on a contractual agreement be 
supported by itemized invoices and made in accordance with the terms of the 
agreements.  Section 6.10 requires contractual agreements with community-based 
organizations be on a cost-reimbursement basis.  In addition, contract language must 
stipulate a requirement to submit source documentation supporting actual costs billed 
with the invoice such as itemized receipts, vendor invoices, and timesheets clearly 
indicating grant time and all other non-grant funded time for which personnel are 
compensated.   
 
The County’s Injury and Violence Prevention Program, Additional Provisions, 
(incorporated in the subcontractor agreement), Section 10B (6), requires maintenance of 
personnel records showing the percentage of time worked providing services under the 
agreement including payroll timekeeping records, signed by the employee and approved 
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by the employee’s supervisors, which show time distribution by programs and the 
accounting for the total work time on a daily basis. 
 

B. The subcontractor expended $30,038 for a Rally for Life Event that was never held.  The 
event was canceled after a survey determined that the event would attract far less than 
the original target of 1,000 teenage drivers and their parents.  However, this should have 
been evaluated at the beginning of the event planning, not after significant funds were 
expended.  As a result, the state did not receive any benefit for the $30,038 expended.     
 

C. Subcontractor equipment costs for a climbing wall and a trailer totaling $63,815 were not 
authorized in the grant budget.  Additionally, the OTS grant budget indicates specifically 
that there will not be any purchase of equipment for this project.  The OTS Grant 
Manual, Section 2.3, states that costs must be necessary and reasonable, and 
authorized in the budget of the grant agreement.   

 
Recommendations:   1.  Return $633,461 in unsupported/ineligible costs to OTS. 

2.  Develop and implement subcontractor claim review procedures 
to ensure costs claimed are based on actual costs, adequately 
supported by accounting records, and expended in accordance with 
OTS grant terms and conditions for future OTS grants.   

 
Observation 2:  The County Did Not Meet the Goals and Objectives Required by the Grant  
 
As presented in Tables 2 and 3 below, the County could not document that it met three of the 
five goals and five of the nine objectives.  The OTS Grant Agreement OP0707 outlines the goals 
and objectives that were to be accomplished by the County by the end of the grant period.  
Failure to meet the goals and objectives may result in withholding or disallowance of grant 
reimbursements, the reduction or termination of grant funding, or denial of future grant funding.  

 
Table 2:  Schedule of Goals Not Met 

 
 

Goal 
 

Description 
 

Results 
 

Not Met 
No Data 
Provided

1 Reduce traffic fatalities among 
teens between the ages of 12 
through 17 by 20 percent from 
the 2004 base year. 

A 54 percent decline was reported 
as of September 30, 2007, a year 
prior to the grant end date.  No data 
was provided as of the end of the 
grant period.  

 √ 

2 Reduce traffic injuries among 
teens between the ages of 12 
and 17 by 33 percent from the 
2004 base year. 

A 12 percent decline was reported 
as of September 30, 2007, a year 
prior to the grant end date.  No data 
was provided as of the end of the 
grant period. 

 √ 

5 Increase seat belt compliance 
rate of high school age vehicle 
occupants by ten percent from 
the 2004 base year. 

A 16 percent increase was 
reported, but quantitative data to 
support the increase was not 
provided. 

 √ 
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Table 3:  Schedule of Objectives Not Met 
 

 
Objective 

 
Description 

 
Results 

 
Not Met 

No Data 
Provided 

1 Conduct 500 programs at 350 
middle and high schools, 
impacting 200,000 students. 

434 programs impacting 99,164 
students were reported.  
Participation of 10,000 students 
was not supported by school 
program certifications. 

√  

3 To conduct 350 parent 
workshops at schools and other 
sites. 

222 workshops were held. 

√  

5 To conduct an event called 
“Rally for Life” to target 1,000 
teenage drivers and their 
parents. 

The event was not held. 

√  

8 Collect and evaluate pre and 
post program surveys to collect 
data on age and understanding 
of traffic safety. 

Post program surveys were not 
conducted. 

√  

9 Coordinate journalism students 
at 350 schools to participate, 
observe, conduct interviews, 
and draft articles for publication 
in school newspapers. 

Only 59 meetings were reported 
as being held. 

√  

  
Recommendation:  The County should implement procedures to effectively plan the grant 
activities so that the goals and objectives are met for future grants.  Additionally, procedures 
should be implemented to ensure that adequate supporting documentation is retained to 
demonstrate that the required goals and objectives were met.   
 
This is a recurring finding from a prior OTS grant audit.  Specifically, the goals and objectives for 
the Community Based Organization Safety First Project, grant agreement CBO213, which 
ended March 2005, were not met. 
 
The OTS will determine the actions, if any, to take as a result of the unmet goals and objectives. 
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RESPONSE 
                                                      



FIBATKIN
Typewritten Text
Original signed by:









 

 
 

EVALUATION OF RESPONSE 
                                                       
The Department of Finance, Office of State Audits and Evaluations, received the Los Angeles 
County, Department of Public Health (County) response to the draft report.  Our evaluation of 
the response follows:   
 
Observation 1:  The County Claimed $633,461 in Unsupported and/or  

    Ineligible Subcontractor Costs 
 

A. The County acknowledged deficiencies in documentation, but asserted that a substantial 
amount of the work was completed and documented, and that the accounting practices of 
the subcontractor were consistent with the standard of practice (cost per unit) enforced by 
the Office of Traffic Safety (OTS).   

 
We concur that work related to the grant agreement was performed by the subcontractor, a 
community-based organization (CBO), and the grant agreement included budgeted costs 
per unit.  However, Section 6.10 of the OTS Manual states that contractual agreements with 
CBO’s be on a cost-reimbursement basis.  The County was unable to provide subcontractor 
documentation demonstrating the actual costs incurred for grant activities.  Therefore, the 
observation remains as originally stated in the audit report. 
 

B. The County acknowledged the Rally for Life Event was not held.  However, the County 
asserted the funds should not be repaid because expenditures were incurred for the 
production of promotional materials for the Rally for Life Event, and the materials were 
distributed.  We verified the subcontractor spent $46,867 in expenditures for promotional 
materials which were reimbursed separately under other budget line items.  The majority of 
the expenditures claimed under the Rally for Life Event were for consulting services for the 
solicitation of sponsors and exhibitors for the event.  Other items purchased for the Rally for 
Life Event included a camera and a sound system which were retained by the county.  
Therefore, the observation remains as originally stated in the audit report.   

 
C. The County acknowledged that no equipment line item was present in the grant agreement’s 

budget.  The grant agreement specifically stated that there would be no equipment 
purchased for this project.  Additionally, Section 2.3 of the OTS Manual states that costs 
must be necessary and reasonable, and authorized in the grant agreement budget.  
Therefore, the observation remains as originally stated in the audit report.     
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Observation 2:  The County Did Not Meet the Goals and Objectives Required by the Grant  
 
The County agreed with the finding with the exceptions noted below. 
 
Goals 1 and 2—The County asserts it is not possible to measure progress towards these goals 
in a timely manner (by the end of the grant term), as the data indicators lag by several years.  
The OTS and the grantee are responsible for goal setting.  Our responsibility is to report on the 
achievement of the goals agreed to in the grant agreement.  Therefore, the observation remains 
as originally stated in the audit report.   

 
Goals 3, 4, and Objective 8—The County asserted the vehicle for achieving Goals 3 and 4, and  
Objective 8, were the same pre- and post-program survey.  We agree the three-question  
pre- and post-program quizzes addressed Goal 3 and have revised Observation 2 in the audit  
report to delete Goal 3 from Table 2.  However, for Objective 8 there was a separate 
10 question survey for which no post-program results were reported.  Therefore the observation 
remains as originally stated for Objective 8 in the audit report. 
 
Goal 5—The County asserts it provided materials with the results of pre- and post- program 
observational surveys.  We acknowledge receipt of these materials.  However, these materials 
did not include quantitative data (i.e. number of students or vehicles observed) in support of the 
reported results.  Therefore, the observation remains as originally stated in the audit report.   
 
Objectives 1 and 3—The County cites delays in the contracting process and reduction in 
budgeted grant funds as the reasons for not achieving Objectives 1 and 3.  The County asserts 
the number of school programs and parent workshops conducted were proportional to the 
revised budget.  We acknowledge the cited delays and issues; however, the objectives in the 
grant agreement were not met.  Therefore, the observation remains as originally stated in the 
audit report.   
 
Objective 9—The County concurs this objective was not met.    
  




