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REPORT DETAILS 

BACKGROUND 
The Department of Family Services entered into two contracts with Action for Child Protection, Inc. 
(Consultant).  The first contract was a purchase order in the amount of $44,800, entered into March 14, 
2013.  This contract was to provide training and consultation services, including the formation of a 3 
year plan for the implementation of the Safety Intervention Permanency System (SIPS).  SIPS is a case 
management program that provides intensive in-home safety services to families with open cases with 
Child Protective Services.  SIPS promotes preventing children from entering long-term foster care, 
improving permanency for children in foster care, and decreasing the amount of time it takes foster care 
youth to achieve permanency.  The first contract, being under $50,000, did not require Board of County 
Commissioners approval.   
 
The second contract was for $3 million for a period from May 1, 2013 through June 30, 2016.  The 
second contract, approved by the Board of County Commissioners on April 16, 2013, was to provide 
training and consultation for full implementation of the 3 year plan for SIPS.  The second contract 
incorporates defined deliverables with amounts and due dates.  The Department of Family Services 
requested an amendment to the contract for an additional $4.3 million on August 18, 2015, extending 
the contract period through April 30, 2018.  The Board of County Commissioners approved the 
amendment for a total contract of $7.3 million.  The purpose of the amendment was to expand current 
services with amended deliverable due dates remaining the same. 
 

Contract Date BCC Approved Date Entered  Contract Term End Contract Amount 
First Contract N/A March 14, 2013 June 30, 2013 $44,800 
Second Contract April 16, 2013 May 1, 2013 June 30, 2016 $3,026,900 
Amendment to 
Second Contract 

August 18, 2015 August 18, 2015 April 30, 2018 $4,254,400 

TOTAL PROJECT COST    $7,326,100 
 
 
The contract was designed to move the Department of Family Services toward full implementation of 
SIPS in 6 phases:   
 

Contract Phase Deliverable Amount 
Second Contract 
 Phase I Intake Assessment (IA) $213,200 
 Phase II Nevada Initial 

Assessment (NIA) $1,186,100 
 Phase III Protective Capacity 

Family Assessment 
(PCFA) $968,400 

 Phase IV Protective Capacity 
Progress Assessment 
(PCPA) $59,400 



   
Safety Intervention Permanency System Contract Audit  October 2017 

 

 - 3 - 

 Phase V Ongoing Project 
Management $599,800 

       Total $3,026,900 
Amendment 
 Phase VI Full Implementation of 

SIPS $4,254,400   
 
Each phase of the contract has defined deliverables with due dates.  The primary deliverables in Phases I 
through IV are training.  The deliverables in each of the phases also contain criteria for developing and 
providing policies, manuals, curriculums, practicums, fidelity criteria, and the assessment of fidelity 
through competency exams/evaluations.  Phase V was primarily designed for the Consultant to provide 
project management for full implementation of SIPS.  Phase VI was implemented as an extension of 
services with an emphasis on consultation.  Phase VI also provided for training of stakeholders, court 
training, Foster Family Assessment (FFA), and consultation and collaboration with the UNLV Academy.  
The Department of Family Services has an interlocal agreement with UNLV for the training of 
Department of Family Services new hires.  The SIPS program is to be integrated into the UNLV Academy.  
Stakeholders may include foster care agencies, doctors, behavioral analysts, Mohave Mental Health, 
non-profits, and others. 
 
The Consultant has two offices, located in Charlotte, South Carolina and Albuquerque, New Mexico.  
Fourteen consultants traveled to provide services during the performance of the contract.  The contract 
specified the payment of the services at $1,800 per consultant per day and $500 per consultant per day 
for travel expenses.  The payment for services is limited to the contract defined deliverable line item 
amounts that are scheduled in the contract by code.  The contractor billed the Department of Family 
Services under these defined deliverable codes for services provided.  The Department of Family 
Services paid a total of $6.1 million to the Consultant as of February 28, 2017. 
 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 
The objective of this audit was to determine whether the Consultant complied with contract terms and 
conditions in providing the deliverables. 
 
The scope of our audit is from May 1, 2013 to February 28, 2017. 
 
In order to achieve our objective we performed procedures to gain an understanding of the contract, 
related regulations, and department operations.  We then performed detail testing, including the 
following:  
 

• We reviewed 100% of employees and training sessions to determine whether all applicable 
employees were trained for Intake Assessment (IA), Nevada Initial Assessment (NIA), Protective 
Capacity Family Assessment (PCFA), and Case Planning.   
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• We further analyzed the NIA training, which had the largest attendance, to determine if 
employee transfers within the department to other units impacted the required number of 
sessions and cost of training.   

• We counted the number of days the employee attended training and compared to the required 
number of training days for each type.   

• We obtained all organization unit employment history.  We compared the employee data to the 
attendees for each session.    

• Class average size was determined for NIA training.   
• We then performed a service time analysis to capture, by quarter, training sessions held 

compared to contract due dates.   
• We performed a representative attribute statistical sampling of all invoice line item 

expenditures paid by Clark County to the Consultant for the audit period.   The sample size was 
determined as 60 invoice line items based on a 95% confidence level, 0.5% anticipated rate of 
occurrence, and a 5% desired precision range.  The invoice line items were stratified based on an 
overall type assigned by the audit team.  The Consultant provided air fare travel tickets, time 
and expense reports, materials invoices, and invoice details to support the invoice line items 
selected.   

• We examined documents provided by the Consultant, attendance logs, and any other relevant 
documents such as manuals.   

• We determined whether consultants passed background checks and received identification 
badges prior to the start of services, as the consultants were on the premises where children are 
under the protection of Clark County.   

• We determined whether the Consultant met all the insurance requirements. 
 
Our review included an assessment of internal controls in the audited areas.  Any significant findings 
related to internal control are included in the detailed results.  The last day of fieldwork was August 16, 
2017. 
 
Due to the Consultant not consistently billing the correct codes for services performed during the 
invoiced period, we are unable to perform an analysis to determine the actual amounts over or under 
billed for each deliverable in the contract. 
  
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate 
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.  
We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives. 
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CONCLUSION 
The Consultant provided deliverables detailed in the contract deliverable schedules.  Department of 
Family Services employees received the required training based on their assignments to current 
organizational units.   
 
However, the Consultant did not provide deliverables within the contracted due dates and line item 
limits.  Training was provided by site and by phase consecutively.  We believe this was a major 
contributing factor to the amendment.  Additional contributing factors include small class sizes, 
employee turnover, and employee movement within organizational units.  These factors complicated 
the scheduling of training and other contracted services. 
 
During the course of the audit we found that Case Planning and On-Going Safety Management training 
sessions were not mandatory.   During the term of the second contract, the Consultant provided services 
for training of stakeholders and coordination with the UNLV Academy training.  Stakeholder training was 
also voluntary.  Forty-seven stakeholders attended NIA training.   
 
Services related to the contract (full implementation of SIPS) were also provided in the amount of 
$44,800 prior to the approval of the second contract and under a separate purchase order.  A purchase 
order over $50,000 for professional services requires Board of County Commissioners approval.   
 
While the amounts the Consultant billed for each deliverable did not go over the contracted amounts, 
the Consultant did not always bill amounts incurred under the correct deliverable.  The contract states 
that the daily rates will not exceed the contract limits.  The Consultant continued to provide services for 
deliverables well past the due dates, and even into the amendment period after they billed the full 
amount of the deliverable.  We performed a training analysis and found that all estimated costs for 
training exceeded contract limits for those deliverables. 
 
The consultants also did not pass background checks in accordance with contract requirements and 
were issued generic badges that were issued without a background check.  
 
Each finding includes a ranking of risk based on the risk assessment that takes into consideration the 
circumstances of the current condition including compensating controls and the potential impact on 
reputation and customer confidence, safety and health, finances, productivity, and the possibility of 
fines or legal penalties.  
 
Auditee responses were not audited and the auditor expresses no opinion on those responses. 
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FINDINGS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND RESPONSES 
 

FINDING 1 – EXPENDITURES MADE PRIOR TO BCC APPROVAL (HIGH) 
The Consultant was awarded the contract as a professional services competitive bidding exception, as 
they are the only agency in the nation able to provide the required skill set and training for program and 
project implementation of SIPS.  The Board of County Commissioners must authorize purchases of 
greater than $50,000 for all professional service contracts.    
 
The Department of Family Services initially purchased services for training, consultation, and 
development of a 3 year implementation plan for SIPS for a total of $44,800.  This contract was entered 
into on March 14, 2013.  The County received the Consultant billing for that entire amount on April 3, 
2013.    
 
A separate purchase order was created for the continuation of the work and the contract was approved 
by the Board of County Commissioners on April 16, 2013, with a contract start date of May 1, 2013.  An 
invoice in the amount of $85,675 was sent to the Department of Family Services dated May 30, 2013.  
This invoice included services provided March 18- 21, 2013, April 8-12, 2013, April 15 - 18, 2013, April 22 
- 24, 2013, with descriptions such as initial assessment and work plan development.   This invoice also 
included services provided after the start date of the contract on May 21 – 22, 2013.  In excess of 
$47,000 of this invoice was for services provided before the contract start date. Some of these dates 
(March 18-21) also overlap the first invoice.  We believe this shows that the department split off the 
initial purchase order to initiate contracted services without getting Board approval.   
 
Clark County Fiscal Directive No. 6 Purchasing and Contract Administration, Section III (4) (b) prohibits 
dividing purchasing transactions. 
 
After the funds for the initial Board approved contract were expended, the Department of Family 
Services requested an amendment to add additional funds.   The amendment was approved on August 
15, 2015.  Billable services under amendment deliverables were again provided prior to the approval of 
the amendment in the amount of $59,800. 
  
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Implement procedures in the Department of Family Services to comply with Clark County 
Purchasing Fiscal Directive No 6. 

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
The initial contract and subsequent purchase order was to address immediate practice improvement 
with the vendor who was recognized by the National Resource Center for Child Welfare, given concerns 
within a high profile case.  This included the need to begin work on the implementation of a practice 
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model to encompass all aspects of the Department regarding the safety of children.  The Department 
utilized the initial contract to expedite the assistance from the vendor, bringing the second contract for 
BCC approval for the longer term needs and improvements.  The Department will insure compliance 
with the fiscal directive on all future contracts.    
 
ACTION PLAN: Prior to submission, CCDFS will consult with and work in partnership with the Audit 
Department on future multi-million dollar contracts. 
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FINDING 2 – CONSULTANT BILLING UNDER INCORRECT DELIVERABLES (HIGH) 

While the Contractor did not bill more than the contract amount for each deliverable, amounts billed to 
each deliverable did not necessarily reflect the actual services performed.  The Department of Family 
Services approved invoices for payment without verifying that the Consultant provided the type of 
service billed on the invoice.   
 
We selected a representative sample of invoice line items.  We examined 60 invoice line items and 
supporting documentation.  There were a total of 334 (47 training and 287 non training related) 
transactions within the 60 invoice line items.  We found numerous instances where the Consultant billed 
incorrectly as follows:  
 

Exception Description 

Number of 
Training 

Transactions 

Amount of 
Training 

Expenditures 

Number of Non 
Training 

Transaction 

Amount of Non 
Training 

Expenditures 
Amount Billed to Wrong Deliverable 4 $61,600  48 $223,140 
Lack of Supporting Documentation 
Amount 

   37 $203,313 

Billed Amount Not Coded to any 
Contract Deliverable 

1 $12,241    7 $2,916 

   Total Exceptions 5 $73,841   92 $429,369 
Total Sample Transactions 47 $272,549 287 $1,805,532 
% Exceptions to Total  11% 27% 32% 24% 
     

 
Some of the examples of incorrect billing were particularly obvious.  In one case, the entire contract 
deliverable of $41,400 for PCPA training was billed on the July 15, 2015 invoice, but the actual training 
did not begin until almost four months later, in November of that year.    On the same invoice, the 
contract deliverable for PCFA fidelity reviews was billed in the amount of $66,300, bringing the amount 
available to zero.  PCFA training did not even begin until that month, and the reviews cannot be 
completed until after staff is trained.     
 
A second Consultant invoice dated April 20, 2015 included charges for amounts of $2,125 and $9,675 
that were initially coded by the Consultant’s employee to a deliverable that no longer had money 
available.  The items were changed to a different deliverable that still had funds.  In reviewing this 
invoice for the coding errors we noted that an additional amount of $46,172 was billed for PCFA training 
that did not even begin until three months later in July 2015. 
 
These are a few examples of the pervasive billing errors noted during the course of the audit.  These 
errors demonstrate that the consultant was not preparing invoices that accurately reflected the 
activities performed during the invoiced period.   
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The contract amendment did not change the second contract deliverables, milestones, and amounts.  
The amendment provided for an additional Phase VI that included a general deliverable amount of 
$2,035,500 and a second deliverable of $600,750 that included training for safe environments. These are 
the deliverables that were primarily used by the Consultant to bill for services that were not provided 
during the previous contract term.  As of the amendment date of August 18, 2015, the Consultant had 
provided services of $29,839 over the contractual limit of $3,026,900. Therefore, services that had not 
been provided under Phase I to Phase V deliverables were billed to Phase VI (amendment) deliverable 
amounts. 
 
The Consultant did not adhere to contract deliverable amounts, as the coding errors show that services 
were billed under codes for services that were not provided at the time.  While the contract provisions 
require that the Consultant provide a manager for project performance services, the responsibility of 
contract compliance and ensuring payments are appropriate and accurate remains with the 
department.  In accordance with Clark County Fiscal Directive No. 6 (III) (C) (2) under Contract 
Administration, the Department of Family Services is responsible for providing oversight of day-to-day 
performance and payment of invoices to ensure that invoices are appropriate and accurate.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Implement procedures in the Department of Family Services to monitor contract compliance 
and immediately communicate problems that arise with the contract to County Management. 

2. Authorize payment only for services that are provided. 
 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
The Contractor provided services at a statewide level with child welfare organizations in Nevada, 
however, CCDFS is one of the largest agencies that adopted this safety model, which presented 
challenges and nuances that had not been anticipated.  As a result, frequent changes were needed 
related to phases within implementation and corresponding deliverables. 
 
ACTION PLAN: The Department will closely monitor the contract to ensure deliverables are billed under 
the correct area and/or submit an amendment as needed to align with changes that occur after a 
contract is initiated. CCDFS will work with the Audit Department as needed for guidance. 
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FINDING 3 – DELIVERABLES PROVIDED PAST CONTRACT DUE DATE (HIGH) 

Each deliverable has a defined due date in the contract.  We found that all training went beyond 
established due dates.  Any deliverables that were contingent on the completion of the training (such as 
fidelity reviews, exams, and consultation) were therefore also delayed.  The consultant provided training 
deliverables to the Department of Family Services by site.  There were a total of 6 sites:  North, South, 
East, West, Central, and Specialized.  Intake Assessment is an additional separate training that was not 
done by site.    See Table 1 below for a graphic representation of the past due training deliverables 
provided. 
 
Phases I through IV were parts of the second contract.  Due dates were not revised when the 
amendment was entered into on August 18, 2015.  Following are the final due dates set for training: 

• Phase I Intake Assessment – June 28, 2013  
• Phase II NIA – December 21, 2013  
• Phase III PCFA – May 30, 2014  
• Phase IV PCPA – June 30, 2014  

 
Forty-eight individuals received Intake Assessment training.  Of these, 15 (31%) received training after 
the due date.   
 
The Consultant provided NIA training to 461 individuals, 47 of these were stakeholders (persons with 
interest in providing services).  NIA training continued until March 2016, more than 2 years past the due 
date.  Of the 461 individuals attending training, 405 (88%) received training after the due date.  NIA 
training classes were small, averaging 19 individuals per day of training.  The training was over a 3 day 
period and required a full week of a consultant’s time and travel.  During the course of the NIA training, 
68 employees withdrew from employment with the County.  To demonstrate the volatility of movement 
within organizational units, 171 employees that received NIA training were in an organization unit at 
some point during their course of employment that did not require the training.  The extended period of 
training is primarily due to small class sizes and classes provided consecutively by site.  This contributed 
to other deliverables being provided past the due dates. 
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DELIVERABLE TIME LINE BY QUARTER 

Table 1 
 

 
 
 
 
PCFA training began May 7, 2015.  The last PCFA training occurred August 25, 2016.  PCPA training 
began November 3, 2015 with the last training occurring November 16, 2016.  The Consultant provided 
PCFA and PCPA training well past the due dates and past the end of the second contract on June 30, 
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2016.  We believe the second amendment was necessary for the Consultant to be able to bill for the 
continuation of training to achieve the deliverables of the original contract.   
 
The Consultant offered two training classes, Case Planning and On-Going Safety Management, which 
were not mandatory and had very low attendance.  These classes were not included in the deliverables 
of the contract.  Case Planning training was held over a 5 day period, with 9 half day sessions.  
Attendance at these classes was as low as 2 attendees.  On-Going Safety Management training was 
offered for 8, 3-day sessions.  These non-mandatory trainings increased the cost of the contract and 
timing of services provided by the Consultant. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Implement procedures to closely monitor all remaining deliverables to ensure that the 
Consultant provides them before the end of the contract. 

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
CCDFS is a large Department with different roles and responsibilities for staff at various locations located 
throughout Clark County, creating challenges to training by the vendor.  Hiring in conjunction with 
turnover and delayed changes within the statewide case management system (UNITY), which is owned 
and operated by the State of Nevada, caused a need for training alternatives which did not align with 
the detailed deliverables.   
 
ACTION PLAN: The Department will closely monitor the contract to ensure deliverables do not go beyond 
due dates. Amendments will be submitted as needed to align with due dates after a contract is initiated. 
CCDFS will work with the Audit Department as needed for guidance. 
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FINDING 4 – TRAINING DELIVERABLES EXCEEDED CONTRACT LINE ITEM LIMITS 
(HIGH) 
The original Board approved contract required the Consultant to “accomplish the PROJECT within the 
required schedule and with a budget allowance not to exceed $3,026,900 including all travel, lodging, 
meals, and miscellaneous expenses.”   We estimate training costs for Intake Assessment, NIA, PCFA, and 
PCPA exceeded contract line item limits by $31,300, $55,000, $58,900, and $127,100, respectively.  Our 
estimate was based on actual counts of training days and sessions from attendance logs.  We made the 
following assumptions: 
 

• 1 travel day per session 
• 1 consultant per session 
• All attendance logs were provided by Department of Family Services 
• Training materials estimated at $1,000 based on average material costs per training session 

from training invoices selected for examination. 
• There are no preparation days. 

 
We believe the analysis is conservative based on the assumptions.  While the Consultant may have billed 
only up to the contract limit by deliverable, as noted above, our audit found that billing was not always 
done under the correct deliverable, allowing costs to exceed contract limits.   
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Determine whether any refund is due for payments made in excess of deliverable line item 
amounts. 

2. Implement procedures within the Department of Family Services to ensure all invoices are billed 
using the correct contract line item. 

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
Training deliverables exceeded line items, however they did not exceed the total contract dollar limits. 
In certain instances additional trainers were necessary, resulting in additional travel days.  The 
additional training was required for employees to perform essential job functions within the safety 
practice model. 
 
ACTION PLAN: The Department will closely monitor the contract to ensure training deliverables do not 
exceed line items and/or submit an amendment as needed to align with training changes that occur 
after a contract is initiated. CCDFS will work with the Audit Department as needed for guidance. 
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FINDING 5 – OTHER DELIVERABLES PROVIDED PAST CONTRACT DUE DATES AND 
OVER LINE ITEM LIMITS (HIGH) 

As discussed above, we examined 46 invoice line items.  Of the 46 invoice line items we found 41 of 287, 
14%, transactions amounting to $176,822 where services other than training were provided past the 
contract deliverable due dates.  This included, but was not limited to, fidelity reviews, policies, manuals, 
curriculums, and Intake materials.   
 
Project Management fees for the Consultant were contracted under Phase V of the second contract with 
a beginning date of May 1, 2013.  Almost all of the funds for project management were billed by the end 
of December 2014.  An amendment to the contract was approved by the Board of County 
Commissioners approximately seven months later, on August 18, 2015.   Project management charges of 
$58,925 for the period from January 31, 2015 to August 18, 2015, were billed under a non-purchase 
order invoice.  After the amendment was approved, project management services continued to be billed 
(13 of 287 transactions totaling $72,750) under a general contract deliverable that did not include 
“project management”. We were not able to determine the amount billed for project management in 
excess of the $392,000 allowed under the second contract.  Under Section V of the contract, the 
Consultant is responsible for appointing a manager who will manage the performance of services.  Since 
services continued to be provided under contractual obligation, the Consultant needed to provide a 
manager throughout the service.  The amendment provisions did not include effective language to 
control the costs for project management. 
 
Given that all training sessions were delivered significantly past due dates, contingent services could not 
be delivered within contract deliverable due dates.  It is apparent that very little attention was given to 
complying with contract provisions and that services were provided and billed without regard to 
contract due dates and deliverable line item limits.  The Department of Family Services, in their reliance 
on the Consultant to manage the project, did not appropriately monitor contract compliance. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Require that the Contractor provide all deliverables prior to the end of the current contract 
period.   

 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
Other deliverables were provided past contract due dates but they did not exceed the total contract 
dollar limits. Factors contributing to this included staffing patterns, the number of employees, and 
alternative approaches to meet the specific needs of CCDFS.  
 
ACTION PLAN: The Department will closely monitor the contract to ensure other deliverables do not go 
beyond the due date and do not exceed line items. Amendments will be submitted as needed to align 
with due dates and changes that occur in line items after a contract is initiated. CCDFS will work with the 
Audit Department as needed for guidance.  
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FINDING 6 – CONSULTANTS DID NOT HAVE BACKGROUND CHECKS AND INDIVIDUAL 
BADGES (HIGH) 

Through the course of the contract, the Consultant employed fourteen individuals to provide training 
and consultation for Department of Family Service employees and supervisors. None of the consultants 
were given a background check.  Of the 14 consultants who provided services, 5 had County vendor 
access badges.  Three of the 5 consultants with badges have access to areas where children may be.  
One of the 3 consultants did access a child area. 
 
Attachment 3 of the amended contract contains a provision that requires that an employee or agent of a 
provider of service to children in the custody of the Clark County Department of Family Services undergo 
an adequate background check.   
 
We believe that since this requirement was added during the amendment, after employees were 
already onsite for a long period of time, and employees should not have had access to child care areas, 
background checks were not performed.    However, we rated this as high risk, since these individuals 
had access to child areas, and all of the information in Family Services case files. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

1. Perform background checks on all consultants in accordance with Attachment 3 of the contract. 
 
MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 
Action was not a provider of services to children in Clark County. Action worked directly with CCDFS staff 
and community partners.  The areas accessed by the Consultants were various entry and exit ways to 
the offices, however it was not intended to provide any potential access to children at the Agency.   
 
ACTION PLAN: CCDFS will ensure that all future contracts contain pertinent documents related to 
required background checks and completion to address any potential contact related to children within 
the Agency.   
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