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December 5, 2013 

Mr. Robert A. Perreault. .Jr. 

Director of Public Works 

County of Plumas 

1834 East Main Street 

Quincy, CA 9597 1 


Dear Mr. Perreault: 

At the request of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). the State Controller's 
Office (SCO) conducted an audit of the County of Plumas. Department of Public Works. Road 
Fund Division's (Cow1ty) Ind irect Cost Rate Proposal (ICRP) l'or tiscal year (FY) 2009/2010 to 
determine whether the IC.R.P was presented in accordance with Title 2. Code ol Federal 
Regulations (CFR), Part 225. 

Based on audit work performed by the SCO, we determined the County's ICRP lor 
FY 2009/2010 is presented in accordance with Title 2 CFR, Part 225. The approved indirect cost 
rate is 50.1 8 percent of total direct salaries and fringe benel!ts. 

This rate supcrccdes the rate of 59.54 percent stated in our Acceptance Letter dated 
September 26, 2011. Since the audited indirect cost rate is lower than the previously accepted 
rate, the Cow1ty is required to reconci le all prior reimbursement claims using the lower audited 
rate. Any resulting overpayment should be repaid 10 Caltrans \·Vithin 30 days or by the next 
billing cycle, whichever occurs first. 

The SCO audit identified $ 199.869 in dirt;ct salaries and beneiits thai were inconcctly recorded 
as indirect labor costs, as well as unclerclaimed direct capital project-related !Cdcral and state 
funds due to understated employee hourl y rates in its cost accounting system. 

The !CRP is approved for billing and reimbursement purposes based on the understanding that 
the rate is a tina! rate and the carry-forv-.-ard provision does not apply. 
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This report is intended solely [or the information o 1· the County, Caltrans :Vlanagement the 
California Transportation Commission, and the federai!Iighway Administration (FHWA) 
However, this report is a maHer of public record and its distribution is not limited. In addition, 
th is report will be placed on the Caltrans vvehsite. 

Please retain a copy of this lencr with your ICRP. Copies o f this letter were sent to the Caltrans 
District 2, the Caltrans Division of Accounting. and FHWA. lf you have any questions, please call 
me at (916) 323-7877. 

Sincerely, 

7.ILAN CHEN, Chief 
External /\udits-Local Governments 
Audits and Investigations 

Enclosure: 

Audil Report of County of Plumas, Department of \Vorks prepared by California State 

Controller 's Office 

FY 2009/2010 TCRP Certification 
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c: 	 Janice Richard, Director. financia l Services, Federal Highway Administration 
Rodney Whitfield. Financial Manager. Federal Highway Administration 
Jermaine Hannon, Director. Planning and Air Quality, Federal Highway Administration 
Kara Magdaleno. Administrative Program Assistant, Planning and Finance, federal 

Highway Administration 
A ndrcw finlayson, Chief, State Agency Audit Bureau, California State Controller's Office 
Chris Prasad. Audit Manager, State t\gency .Audit Bureau, State Controller's Office 
Scan Tsao, Audit Manager, State Agency Audit Bureau, State Controller's Office 
Ian Ilowat, Chief, Office of Local Assistance, District 2, California Department of 

Transportation 
.lames Ogbonna. Chief, Rural Transit and Intercity Bus Branch, Division of Mass 

Transportation, California Dcpat1mcnt of Transportation 
Terry farris, Senior Tnmsp011ation Planner, State Transit Program, OCficc of State Policy, 

Research and Capital, Division of Mass Transportation 
C. Edward Philpot, Jr., Chief, Office of Community Planning, Division ofTransportation 

Planning, California Department of Transportation 
Tyler Monson, Acting Chief, Regional and Interagency Planning, Division of 

Transportation Planning, California Department ofTransportation 
Karen Hunter, Rail Transportation Associate, Division of Rail, Califomia Department of 

Transportation 
Lisa Gore, Associate Accounting Analyst, Local Program Accounting Branch. Local 

Assistance, California Department ofTransportation 
David Saia. LAPM/LAPG Coordinator. Division of Local Assistance. California 

Department ofTransportation 
I.ai Huynh. t\udits & Federal Performance Measures Analyst, Division of Local Assistance, 

California Department ofTransportation 
Phyllis Taddei, Department fiscal Off;ccr. Department of Public Works, County of Plumas 

P1590-0157 
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JOHN CHIANG 
Ula l i for ni a ,~i<dr ([ (l ntr n! l cr 


November 15.2013 


/.ibn Chen, Chief 
Ex ternnl Audits-Local Go\·crnments 
Audits and Investigations, MS 2 
Califomia Depanment of Transportation 
1304 0 Street, Suite 200, MS 2 
Sacramento. CA 958 14 

Dear Ms. Chen: 

The State Controller's O['ficc audited the indirect cost rate proposal (ll'RP) of the Plumas 
County, Department of Public Works, Road Fund Division l'or fiscal year (FY) 2009-10. The 
county proposed an indirect cost rate of 59.54%. 

TI1e purpose of the audit was to detenninc \.Yhether (1) the TCRP was in compliance \vith the cost 
principles prescribed in Title 2, Code ofFederal Rcgu!mions , Part223: (2) the lCRP was in 
compl iance \Yith the rcqu[remcnts of the Cali fornia Depm1mcn t of Transportation's (Caltrans) 
Local Program Procedures Manual 04-l 0; and (3) the county's cost accounting system was 
accumulating and segregating reasonable, allt)cable. and allowable costs. 

Om audit identifi ed $199,869 in direct costs, salari es. and bene fi ts that were incorrectly recorded 
as indirect labor costs. We reclassified these direct labor costs and detem1ined an indirect cost 
rate of 50.18%~, a difference of 9.36%. furthermore, we found that the county underc!aimed 
capital project-related federal and state funds because the electronic accounting application 
consistently calculated labor costs at 11.48% Jess than the actual costs. By not con·ecting these 
achtal costs, the county agrees that it has missed opportunities to completely recover the Federal 
I Iighway Administration and C'altrans funds. 

Except for these misc\assified and understated labor costs, we determined that the proposed rat e 
is in accordance with the above requirements and that the coun ty' s cost accounting system is 
accumulating and segregat ing reasonable, allocable, and allowable costs. 

If you have any questions, please contact Andrcv.- Finlayson. Chief, State Agency Audits Bureau, 
by phone at (916) 324-6310. 
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Audit Report 

Summary 

Background 

lht' Si~lt L' (\ln!n)llt.:: r' s O llie~: audi ted the indirect '-'ost rel it: proposal 
(ICRPl of the Plumas County, Dcpart1nt:nt or Public \V(lrks. Road Fund 
Division rllr fisc:-11 year (FY) :2009-J0. The county prL1poscd <1n indirect 
coq r:lte or 59.54~/o. 

The purpose of the audit was to determine whether ( I) the ICRP was in 
wmpl iancc \\ ith the cost principles prescribed in T itlc 2, Code of 
Federal Regula/ions, Part 225 (2 CFR 225): (2) the ICRP was in 
compliance with the re~uirements of the Cal ifom in Department of 
TransportM ion' ~ (Ca ltrans) Local Progrmn Proz:~.:durcs i\1anual (LPP) 04
10; and (3 ) the county· s cost accounting system was accumulati ng and 
segregating reasonable. allocable, and allowable costs. 

Our audit identified $199,869 in direct costs. sa!aril.!s, and benefits that 
were incorrectly rccurded as indirect labor costs. We reclassified these 
direct labor costs and determined an indirect cost r::1te of 50. I gr;to, a 
difference of 9.3 6%. Furthennorl:', ~w found that the county 
underclaimed capital project-related federa l and state fund s because the 
cicctronic a<:: counting application c~lnsistcn t ly calcu lated labor costs at 
11.48% le:.s than the ac tual costs. !1y not correcting these actual costs, 
the county agrees that it has missed opportuniti~s to completely recover 
the Federal Highway Admi nistration (FH WA) and Calt rans funds . 

Except for these misclassified and und erstated labor costs, we 
clclt'rmincd th at the proposed rate is in accordance with the above 
requirements and that the county' s cost accounting system was 
accum ula ting and segregating reasonable, allncable, and allow~blc costs. 

Plumas County is situated in tbe Sierr<~ Nevada mountains. The county 
government is overseen by un elected five-mem ber I3oard of Supervisors 
(Board). The Board sets priorities for the county and, th rough delegr.ted 
authority to the Cot~nty Administrative Office, o\·ersees most county 
departments and prt~grams, includ ing the Depariment of Public Works 
(DPW). The D P\V funGtions are segregated into thn:c divisions; Solid 
Waste Division, Flood Control Divisio n, and Road f und Division. 

The Road r und Di\' ision is responsible for the transportation 
infrastructure and Jl\aintai ns the county"s 500 hridgt~ and 680 miles of 
roadway!>. The d i ~ ision repairs, maintains, designs, and constructs 
transportal ion and \\ ater drainage infrastructure: and re\ ic\\ s and 
approves various land development projects. 

The propnscd indirect co~t rate nl lo~Y$ the county tl' recc>vcr the FHWA 
and Caitrans-f'un cled prl'jcct-rclatccl indi t\~ct C\l~h. 



Objectives, Scope, 
and i\1ethodology 

!'he audit \\'ilS per fonn~ti U\' the SL'O on h~lwl f of Caltran ~ (Audit 
Reques t No. J?A_-sy-o 1.37). I he aut lwrit;' to condll\.:t this audit is given by: 

...... . ";' ; ·~' . . . ., 
• 	 lnteragr.:nc) /\ grccm~nt ~o. 77 i\003-1. datd !\'larch 31, '20 I 0, 

between the SCO and Caltrans. \\ hich pnwidcs that the SC:O ,,·il l 
perform audits of pn)po~cd !CilPs submitted to Caltrans from local 
go,·crnment Hgc:ncies to en~urc colllpliance with 2 CFR 225 (formerly 
Office of Management anu Budget Circular A-87) and LPP 04- 10. 

• 	 Government Code secti.:m 12'-11 0, wh ich states, "The Controller shall 
superintend the fiscal concems of the state. lhe Contmlicr shall audit 
all claims against the stntc and may audit the d isburscment or any 
m,mey, for correctness, legal ity, and for sufficient provisions of law 
fo r payment ... 

The scope of the audit was limited to the select tinant:ial and compliance 
activities. The audit consisted of recalculating the JCRP and making 
inqui ries of department personnel. The audit also included tests of 
individual accounts in the general ledger and suppo11ing documentation 
to assess allowability, allocability, and reasonableness of costs, and an 
assessment of the internal control system re lakcl to the ICRP fo r FY 
2009- 10. Change~ to the financial managcmeHl system subsequent to FY 
2009- 10 were not tested and, accordingly, our conclusion does not 
pertain to changes arising after thi:; fiscal year. 

V/e conducted this performance audit in accordance with the generally 
accepted go\'ernment aud iting standards. Tho<,e standards require that WI! 

plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient appropriate evidence to 
provide a reasonable basis tor our findings and conclusions based on our 
audit objectives. We believe tbat the evidence obtained provides a 
reasonable basis fo r our findings and conclusions based on our aud it 
objectives. 

Our audit was conducted to determine whether ( 1) the county's ICRP 
was presented in compliance with the cost principles prescribed in 
2 Cf'R 225; (2) the ICRP was in compliance with the requirements for 
ICRP preparation and :..;pplication identified in the Cal trans LPP 04-1 0; 
and (3) the county's cost accounting system is accumulating and 
seg:n:gnt ing reasonable, allo" able, and allocab le CllSts . 

\Ve did not audit Pl um:ts County's tin<~nc ia! statements. We limited •>ur 
audit scope to planning and performing audit pruced un:s necessary to 
obtain reasonable assurance that the proposed fCRP \\'as in accordance 
with the 2 CFR 2:5 and LP P 0-1-10. ln add ition to dc\'eloping 
appropriate auditing procedures. our rc\'ic\\ of internal control was 
limikd t~' gaining an uncler:-.tar.ding of th<: tranc:action tlow. accounting 
;;ystcm. and applicable ClHllrPI~ [.) dete rmine 1h..:: C»unty· s abil ity to 

nccumuiate nnd :->cgr..:_l:ate :-c:L-'nnablc. :·d kmablt'. ~tnd allocable indir-:L'l 
:1 nd d irec t cosh 

/. 



Conclusion 

Views of 
Responsible 
Official 

Restricted Use 

We al!dit.:d tho: indirc~' t c(bl rate propvsal 1•f th.: Piuma-; County, 
Departmen t of Pub lic \\ t'l-~:--. Road f und Di\ is ion fnr F't ' 200(>- l 0. The 
count\ prt)pllsc·d :111 ind in.:C! cc,st rate of 5().5-l%. 011r <V.I d it determined an 
indin:.:t C\1~t rate of 50 . ll:;'~·n, a difference or 9.36~ ... Th.: prop,lscd rate 
\\ilS o,·cr~tated bcc:nr~c the county incorrectly included S!90.869 in 
direct co<;ts_s:1i<1ri C's. and benefits as indir~ct lnbt'r costs . \\'~ rcclassiricd 
these direct bbor costs and determined an indirect cos! rate of' 50 .1 8%. 

Furthcrnnwe, \'.e fmmd that the county unckrciaimcd capital project
related icckra! uml state fund s because the clcctnmic accounting 
application consistently calculated labor costs at 11.~8% less than the 
actual costs. By not correcting these actual costs, the county agree~ th<1t it 
has missed opportun ities to completely rcco\'er the FH\V1\ and Caltrans 
fund s. 

Except for thl!sc misdassificct and understated labor costs. "e 
determ ined that the propllsed rate is in accordance with the above 
requirements nnd that the county's cost accounting system is 
accumulating and segregating reasonable, <~llocable, and all~)\\·able coqs. 

We c0nuuctcd an exi t conrerence C)n August l. 20 12, and discussed our 
audit result~ \\ith Rllben Perreault. Dircctvr, OcpartlliCIIt or Public 
Works. Mr. Pcrn:au It agreed with the audit results and undersll'Od that 
the final audit report ,,·iii be is-;ucd to Caltrans. 

This report is S\i!elv rur th~: inlixmat ion and use or· the Ca1it'ornia 
Department of Tr:.tnspona< ion; Plumas County: and the SCO. It is not 
intended to be and should not be used by anyone otho:r than these 
specified partie:;_ This rest riction is not intwded to limit distribution of 
this re~on. \\ hich is a matter of pub lic record. 

J _ . .-;:-·-) +?('
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Chief, Divisi on or .:\udits 
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Schedule 1
Sunllnary of Proposed and Audited Direc t Costs, 


Indirect Costs, and Indirect Cost Rate 

.July 1, 2009, through June 30, 2010 


Descrinti oli Proposed Audit c:d Difference I 
,.,,___, ______ _. --·····--··· ··-··-- - ·---

.li.i.r!;_~L~idi\.2 


Sa laries and benefits s 3 .:?JJC) , (i.~6 s 3_.10L)_5 j ) s 199.869 


llli!.i:-cct Costs 

Salaries and bendi h 1.033.6% 833.787 ( 199,869 ) 


)~Di<;_~~ S tmpl.i~_L.ill.l~l Dther 

Adm in i strativc-, ~h ick oi L gas, and maintenance 599 59!) 

_;.\nnual road n:port :uos 2.308 

Communications 11,36..\ 11,36.:1 
County cost allocation !01.848 1()1 ,848 
Data charges 56~ 564 
Director -we II ness/ fitness 619 619 
F<K i1itics maintenance 2.4,9<)() 24,9..\9 
Fuel 68 68 
lnsurnnce 160, 135 160,135 
! n!ormutionl"cc hnok'.~Y profcs~ iona ! services 12.104 12. !0-.f 
Sign materia l ~ 6.324 6.32.:1 
Commu nicati on rnatcriab 12,81 2 12.,g 12 
\.-1 isce lianeous lll;llcrinl:; 29 29 
Office machi ne maintc1mncc 72 1 72 1 
Outside repair 13,491 13.491 
Fquiplllent parts 19 L787 !() 1.787 
Suppl ies 117.035 117.035 
Tools 3,219 3.21 9 
Train ing 8.621 8.62 1 
Travel 3, l) I 0 3.91 0 
Utilities 1! 4.70-l 11-1 ,704 ----·-·-------  - .. -··-- ·------·--·-~----

Sub ta!;)l 877.212 877.212 
TDta l indirect costs 1.91 0,868 1.710.999 199, 86\J 
Indirect cost base- Direct ~ • tl ~r i es and ht:ndi LS s ].209.6:.) 6 ~ 3.-109.5 15 s ( I C)C) . ~69 ) 

Indi rect Ct)st Rr~ t e 59.54% ~() 18% 9.36% 

.'~ 



Findings and Recoinn1endations 

FI!\DL\G 1
linallo"·nblc indirl'et 
labor costs 

., he cnumy chn rgcd Sl99.o69 in direct ia!'t.'r ''!hri~·5 and frin~e benefits 
c,lsh a s indirect CPsb. /\~ ;1 result. the indi rc-:1 co:.; t mte \\':15 ovcrstatcd 
ll\· tl )()'}·(, The county maint<tin~ ~epar;ll t: accoLIIIIS and rccc,rds hJ 

:\CClllll\llate prpJCs:;it1ll<ll engi l1l'L' Ii llg Staff ~·11,h illCllri'Cd !'or genera! 
engineering auivitics. Ou r audit determined th:ll these general 
o::nginccring. actiYiiics art:: for cosh incmred 1\•r staffing the public 
~- ounter l~'l r n1utinc acti\·itics, such as addressi ng cit izens' complaints 
n:garding boundary disputes and propcn:--· o\\·ners' rights of way that did 
ilt)l hendltthc Federal l·!igh\\·ay Adm ini5 tr:H ion (FH\V.A) and California 
l.kpartmcnt of Tran~JWrlation (Caltrans)-fundccl ::arit:.JI pn~jccb. The 
county a(l\"ised that none 0f the:;c engineering costs was for future 
Ff I\\' A or Calt;·nns- l'undecl cap ital prnjc..::ts. FurtiJ<.:nnore, c1·cn if these 
acti\·ities were for future c1pita i projects. the C<.lllnly has not maimained 
records and so urce documents to substantiatt: ~pccitic gene ral 
engin~ering tasl-::>. 

These ge neral cngincL:rlllg ;·tcti\ iti c' and related costs are allo\lablc 
business activities; hO\\ever. tlw n:lmcd cnsts are not chargeable to the 
1-HWA and Caltmns- J'umkd- pnl_je.:: ts du e to lack of rela tive benefits 
being received . Thus. includi11g these cGsts as an indirect cost produced a 
higher indirect cost ra te: the count: rccu\ ercd federal and state funds for 
these "''n -beneficial indirect c o5ts. 

Title 2. Cude of Fedenti Regu!mion.1, Pan 225 . (2 CT R 22 5) Appencli.x 
A. Sccti(.ln 0(2) stalL's: 

There is no universal rule for c!ass if) ing c.:rtainwsts as either direct or 
indin:ct under cn'l)' ;tCc,Hlnti ng sy~tcm .\ cost may be uircct with 
respect to sorne speci ~-~c sen icc ~)r funct ion. but indirect with respect to 
the Federal nwarJ or (ltlJ<.::· tim1 i co~t objecti\'C. I herefore. it i, essential 
thnt each item l> f ~.:o~i be !rcated ~:un~i~!ently in li ke circurnstanco::s 
either as a direct t'r Gn indtrl' ll ca>t 

Section (C)i3)(a) st<ttc5: 

A cost is allocable tel '' par1icular cL>st objec:i .. •: if the goods and 
services invof \·ed arc chargt:abk or assign::tbk to such cos1 object in• in 
aC'\:Orclanct: \\'i th rt:lative i\~..·:tc fih recci\ cd. 

Section (F){ l) states. in part: 

lndiro!ct 1.:()>\S <trc t!:t ' ~c· >cnrrcd !(1r comnwn or joint purp()_,e 
b<:ncfitting mort' th;m " :lc L<>'l l.'b.icl'li\ ~ Indirect co~t pntll ~hou l d be' 
J istribltlcd to hen.:!i ncl ,·us< <'b_! ,·cti' c'5 i'\1 hast ::. lh~H \'ill produce an 
~..· qu1tahk rc~tdt in cun :-- il\·r:uil~n cfrL·bt t\r;:' bcih..~ rih ;..kriY;:d. 

P· ·..: <t\\ard t: \1'\b ~~r.: d~~~ ~~.· ll(' tir~·~..: \.! ~~n,q· L..\ If~·~· .:·t'ft.'c: t1 \ :..~ d~1 l ': l•i rhc 
:t\'.:ml dtrcrth pur,cu;~l !t• tT1t IK':.:l't'at:,J\1 :n!tl li' 'l!l!lt"l!',ltt <lll nl lfl<' 
, J\\~il·d \\ h ~ J\~ .~ U\.'11 l'. ·.t·..; ,1r:.: : 1ct:~:-,~~;r'\ I\' ~,.· , ~; 'ip l; '.\ it h the r·f"l..)["H:~ .... cd 
:h: li ,~r\ ~c h~~ :.! ::k ,or :•:_·: i()...i ;;~( ~":e;·f:,n~l-Ji 't· ~.: '- i:'- il ~,.,:-;!:; :·!!\' a!i()\\Jbk 

"· 

http:Sccti(.ln
http:arit:.JI


F11\DI :\G 2
l'nderclaimed capital 

project costs 

oni: h) 1:1.:.' t'.\.lr:rn th~~~ tht·y \\'t)ldd ha\'c het'n <l:lu\\~lhil' i f iih.·uncd ~~f!er 

the d:l1._: t·lf thL J\\'drd ;~nd ~\:Jty \\'ilh !he \\f'iUL'D dpp r~)\:-tl ur· tb::.~ 

aH·ai'din~ ~-:-t~:tncy. 

Caltrnn~-i --~uetl Lnc;l) ;\~si~l~\ncc flrpcedure \fanual (I i\P\f). ChJpler' 
Fcderni-i\ id h<li''~:t ·\uthPrita!r,,n (E-76), state): 

l'oiOf \1' b,,ginninO! l)f the reimbursable IHHk. thC rn•_i•:ct phase or the 
wnd.; .:iig;bk 1\•r rti;nb~..r-s<'tncnt from federal funds IIH:St be formally 
illltlwriLd r~ipprol·cd) oy C:altran~ ami the i-l';_ifrai High\1 ay 
;\dmi nistr~n 1r•n (FH \\' ·\) The pa: rnrnt llf fclkrcd i;;nrb is lillllkd tl> 
the amounh apprcJITJ ''II the·· \utlwri?;lt i<m to Prucc:c·d·· or· --F-7c,·· 
lmport;nli not~- Cosh rncurred prior to the authn1z:1!ion (btc Me 
never c:ligihk rur l''l-1\VA rcimbursem~;lt n~cep1 for appron:d 
Emt:rc:.cncy iZc!i:.:!'(FRl \\OJK 

We recommend that the county reVJse <mel resubmit the Indirect Cost 
Rate Propns;ll b) e\cluding thc:'-c undistributed direct labor costs frorn 
the indirect cilSI pl•OI. and reclassifying these :lS di 1ed labor costs \Ve 
further rccomn1cnd that the county implement policies and prDccdures to 
ensure that only reasonuble_ allu\\ab!e, and al locable CC1S\:> are included 
in the indirect cost pool and that these indirect costs Hrc d istribuied to all 
benefitted direct costs objccti' e~ 

The County undcrclairned capital project-rcL:ncd federa l and state funds 
because the electronic r:ccuimtin!:'. application caicu latd hbur cost at 
l lAS% less than the nctu:d costs. The county's job cost acC<.lunti ng 
system, Cost :\cc,'untin~ !\!anagement System (CAivlS), consistently 
undcrslatcd each employee';; rate because Ia bur cost components (earned 
vacation and sic~ time ofT) m:re mistaKenly e:-;c!uded \\ht-:n calcubting 
th~ productive lwurly rate~ The county maint<~in<; two accounting 
applications to accurnul<Jtc ami rcpun iinanc1:d data. 

·r he county auditur-ctHilrl•ll'-·r· :-. olflcc maintains the llnancial accounting 
system. FINPLl'S. \\hich is accumula1ed throughout the accounting 
cycle. The !Inane i~1l accl•llilling ~ystcm does not ha\·e the abilitv to 
record transaction;;_ re\ enues, and expenses at individual dl'panments' 
cost ohjecti\·c kvc!~. tht·rc!'l:re, it utilizes the C\\!S application to 
record such detailed tl<llh<!Ltinn:;. In CAMS_ except for the labor related 
transactions. a!l (1!\;er ac·ti\ities (sc;·\·iccs. supplie~. m~ItcriaL and 
ouhoutcccl service:>) are !c' CI_)rded at nctual cost. The lahor C(l~h, 

hO\\ e\-~T. an:: 'a !u::d and rlT,_,rdcd at predt-!L'nnincd prc1ducti\ c hourly 
rate:, that :m.: general!\ c,ti:n1tcd at the ht'ginnin.'! of the lisC<!l ;.ear. 
Bt·causc c~ti11Jatcd and ~:dtu! cu'OL can and o!'tl'II \ ar: _the c<1tn:ty should 
h:1\·e. h11l h:1.; 11t1L l:l'"cn :idic'n t<t ::d:u~t the C.-\\ IS tbt:l a~ :·cqu~!·ed. 

This finding i , l'ilih!·.tL':O' \\ 'ih ( '::!lr!!h FY ~l l!l6-lf' i( l\i' audit rcsu!h. 
Caltr:111s had (\·tc·rn1Lk',l l''::: tiL' CclUI't; upplicd hh<•r r:tk- lhL'd i11 the 
CA\lS that \\ c:r..: llii:>UfJpL•rtcd, ~pcci flcalh, Lhc fringe: buic:ll r-; C1l.'h. 

\\inch l!~td t•i h,· t<:P\:_;;~,i·. ;·;.._··-~:~cH! : J tr.:d _ In '· )o..._·tull;.;r : ()! .., 1h;,.· -;_· ._ ~ ttl il.\ 



tdcnti!lc·d. '' '''''''"rc IJ~<t!i'unc'lion. and h~h t:tKc:l "'.1 11 '1! to prop~TI: 
idt:nlify :1\J til<' c·;tim:llcd JahlH r:I\C Ct)!lqH)I1L'I1h [;,r cJ<:tCl"lllllllng 

prpdllcti\c lic1d:·!, ralt>. !he C(llli!t~· is llU\1 :thk L• :q·;;:·,,:\i lnJk :lctual 
hlwr cc~lS. 

For F'( ~Ofl9-: Ci and preceding 1c~n,. h: n<•l Ct'JTcdir·,,_, thc~c actual 
cosb. the Ct>llnt: :tgrccs that it has mtsscd upp~1:lll:1iii ,·, tt; ct;mpletely 
recover the 111\V.·\ nnd Caltran:-; luncls. 

::: CTR 125. -'\pcndi\ X h (5).(e) states: 

fludget c'I!!Gitcs or othtr d!SD dmti()n perct:!ltag.::s determined before 
the serVICeS :mo performed do 1101 qua!i fy <tS 5lljJp0n f(>l clwrges tO 
Fedn:1l a11 :nd_; hut ma1 be u~cd for inrerim accounlm~ purposes, 
provide,! •l1<>!: 

1. 	 ·rhe .~ln·:.:rnrncnta1 unit's sysil'In fc~r e:;tabli~hir·~; the ~:'ti mah~5 

produces rc·a,onahlc <!p[Jrll\illl<llions o!" the iiCl!\ it) actu~1\iy 
pcrltH ll1Cd. 

IL 	 1\t lcJst quttnc·riy. co1nparisons of ~-KiU ~ll co:-.b tD budg~tcd 

dJStrihllllO!b h~l>ed on the monthly activity rcpons <He nndc. Costs 
ch~1r~12J to Fed~rai J\\ ~Htis to retlcct adj ust tncnt~ n;Jdc as a result 
of the <Ki!vit:. Jctual11 perfurmcc\ may be rccordd <Hmuail;· if the 
quarterly comp<~risc•ns sho11· the differences he ill ceil budgeted and 
Jctu~d :..:osi$ (IJ c h::;s tha~~ ten perce11l: and 

!11 The bud~·~·t estimates or ntha distribution pc:rccJH,I!!CS arc revised 
at least qu<ll1(Tiy. ifncce;,sary, to rc·lic-ct chang..::d c·HT\iiil'otances. 

LAP01. Cllaptet· S, :\ccnuntin~'lnvoiccs . Sct:ti,)n 5.:2, Requi rement for 
Re imburscmcnr. ln\\~icc Subrn ita I, states, in part. --The lucal agency may 
~ubmit nwnthly in\ oices for reimbursement or p;lrticipating costs {costs 
eligible ror kdcral and/or State reimbursement). Allh'l\iliS claimed must 
retlect the wst l1f completed \lUrk. which has been paid fiJi . 

!n October 2012, the C<Jl!IHY cPnccted it'S Ct'llTUlt:r ma I function to 
ensure lhat estinE;tt::d prPdllcti\·e hourly r~1tcs rl·a-;onabl: :1ppro:-:irnatc the 
actual cosl~. ho,,c,cr. ,,.,, recummcncl that the county t>lablish pol icirs 
and procedures to ensure th:ll t!K estimated ~nd :tctual l;~hnr costs are 
compared pcriodiL·all) ttl ensure that the e)timakd project costs 
rcasunabiy reprc~cnt the actual cos\s. Doing su ''ill al!tn\ the county to 
pmpcrly recognize. tl'curd. <i!id recm cr the pmjcct r:: bled di reel costs. 
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Indirect Cost Rate Proposal 

Phunas County Deparbnent of Public Works • Road 


09/10 Indirect Cost Plan 


The indirect cost ra t e cont ained herein is fo r use on grants, contracts and ot her agreements with the Federal 
Government and California Department of Transportation (Ca lt rans), subject to the conditions in Section 11. 
Th is plan was prepared by the Plumas County Department of Public Works and approved by Caltrans. 

SECTION 1: Rates 

Rate Type Effect ive Period Rate• Applicable To 

FINAL 07/01/09 - 06/30/10 50.18% All Programs 

*Base: Total Direct Salaries and Wages plus f ringe benefits. 

SECTION II: General Provisions 

A. Limitations: 
The rates in this Agreement are subject to any statutory or administrative limitations and apply to a given 
grant, contract , or other agreement only to t he extent th at funds are ava ilab le. Acceptance of t he rates is 
subject to t he following condit ions: (1) Only costs incurred by the organ ization were included in its indirect 
cost pool as f ina lly accepted: such costs are legal obligations of the organizat ion and are allowable under the 
governing cost principles; (2} The same costs that have been t reated as indirect costs are not claimed as 
direct costs; (3) Similar types of costs have been accorded consistent accounting treatment; and (4) The 
information provided by the organization which was used to est ablish the rates is not later found to be 
materially incomplete or inaccurate by the Federal Government or Caltrans. In such situations the rates(s) 
would be subject to renegot iations at the discretion of the Federal Government or Caltrans; (5) Prior actual 
costs used in the calculat ion of the approved rate are contained in the grantee's Single Audit which was 
prepared in accordance with OMB Circular A-133. If a Single Audit is not required to be performed, then 
audited financial statements should be used to support the actual costs; and, (6) The costs used in the 
calculation of the approved rate are from the grantee's approved budget in effect at the t ime of approval of 
this plan. 

B. Accounting Changes: 
This Agreement is based on the accounting system purported by the organizat ion to be in effect during the 
Agreement period. Changes to the method of account ing for costs which affect the amount of 
reimbursement resulting f rom the use of this Agreement, require prior approval of the authorized 
representative of the cognizant agency. Such changes include, but are not limited to, changes in the 
charging of a particular type of cost from indirect to direct. Failure to obtain approval may result in cost 
disallowances. 

C. Fixed Rate: 

The fixed rate used in this Agreement is based on the cost s ror the period covered by lhe rate. 
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D. Audit Adjustments: 

Immaterial adjustments resulting from the audit of information contained in the plan shall be compensated 

for in the subsequent indirect cost plan approved after the date of the audit adjustment. Material audit 

adjustment will require reimbursement from the grantee. 


E. Use by Other Federal Agencies: 


Authority to approve this agreement by Caltrans has been delegated by the Federal Highway Administration, 

California Division. The purpose of this approval is to permit subject local government to bill indirect costs 

to Tit le 23 funded projects administered by the Federal Department of Transportation {DOT). This approval 

does not apply to any grants, contracts, projects, or programs for which DOT is not the cognizant Federal 

agency. The approval will also be used by Caltrans in state-only funded projects. 


F. Other: 

If any Federal contract, grant, or other agreement is reimbursing indirect costs by a means other than the 

approved rate(s) in this Agreement, the organization should (1) credit such costs to the affected programs, 

and (2) apply the approved rate(s) to the appropriate base to identify the proper amount of indirect costs 

allocable to these programs. 


G. Rate Calculation: Revised per audit 4/19/ 13 

-··- -,
lI FY 2010 i:i~-dgeted Indirect Costs ! 

l -- l ~~ -~:~:~~- - ~~--~~ ~~:~----__~~-----~_II
I 

----~~-- ~ ~~~ ~- 0 · iCar<y Focward __ __
I FY 2010 Indirect Costs r-···· ·- ! 

i 
1,710,999 

1 

IFY 2010 Budgeted Direct Salaries 1 3,409,Sl.S ! 
L~nd. w~~es plus fringe benefits 1_____.._·-------t---------~ 
~ 1 !
I FY 2010 lndir~·~t__Cost Rate I ·-- . ..J....___ . 18 ·'Jt.;_______ 5_0_____~l 

CERTIFICATION OF INDIRECT COSTS 
This is t o certify that I have reviewed the indirect cost rate proposal submitted herewith and to the best of 
my knowledge and belief: 

(1) All costs included in this proposal to establish billing or final indirect costs rates for fiscal year 2010 
(July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010) are allowable in accordance with the requirements of the Federal and State 
award(s) to which they apply and OMB Circular A-87, "Cost Principles for State, Local, and Indian Tribal 
Governments." Unallowable costs have been adjusted for in allocating costs as indicated in the cost 
alloca tion plan. 

(2) All costs included in this proposal are properly allocable to Federal and State awards on the basis of a 
beneficial of causal relationship between the expenses incurred and the agreements to which they are 
allocated in accordance with applicable requirements. Further, the same costs that have been treated as 
indirect costs have not been claimed as direct costs. Similar types of costs have been accounted for 
consistently and the Federal Government and Caltrans wilt be notified of any accounting changes that would 
affect the rate. 
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I declare that the foregoing is true and correct, 


Government Unit: Plumas County Department of Public Works - Road 


/)' ~ 11& 
Signature: 1::.U ~)-
Date: Offc., ~· ?.o/3 


Reviewed, Approved and Submitted by: Prepared by: 


Name of Official : Robert A Perreault, Jr. Name of Official : Phyllis Taddei 


Title: Director of Public Works Title: Department Fiscal Officer 


Date of Execution: %c 3 2-tJf.J Phone: (530) 283-6490 


INDIRECT COST RATE APPROVAL 

The State DOT has reviewed this indirect cost plan and hereby approves the plan. 

i(~ / . i ••~:. (./_
•. •"- . l.L · l.-'~-' 

Signature Signature 

' 

Reviewed and Approved by: Reviewed and Approved by: ;1\l l (...t. L -<,;_ 
(Name of Audit Manager) (Name of auditor) 

Title: Ch.t c"f, C. t:.·k-1_''-v::\ /'t'>i~~:~ Title: -A·t.·, c:Ld ~-lc'-'u:i.'~:(x·
Lt.~ ,~.,:_ 1 C7cv·n n, lt.,;-~ \ -~ ·. ) 


Date: 12 >=, 1 7::~ Date: l'2 l ~ \ -"; 


Phone Number: PhoneNumber: ._.'": 1 .•'\. ,,.,1..') ·7!--~-- --_,i
t l , ..:. ) / . . - '-;.1

. --- -"7 };' ·-; .•7 
{
( f.t' I i '· 

/ 
I 

( ;'\V 
')?2. :>-~ 

~.. I 
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