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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Department of Developmental Services (DDS) has audited Applied Behavior Consultants, Inc.
(ABC). The audit was performed upon the Behavior Analyst and Behavior Management Assistant
programs for the period of July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2012.

The audit disclosed the following issues of non-compliance:

Finding 1:

Finding 2:

Finding 3:

Finding 4:

Finding 5:

Behavior Analyst — Unsupported Billings and Failure to Bill

The review of ABC’s Behavior Analyst, Vendor Number PL0367, revealed that ABC
had both unsupported billings, as well as failure to bill to Inland Regional Center
(IRC). As aresult, ABC had a total of $193,321 of unsupported billings and a failure
to bill of $1,903.

Behavior Analyst — Incorrect Billing

The review of ABC’s Behavior Analyst program, Vendor Number PL0367, revealed
that ABC’s staff who provided services under Service Code 612 failed to meet the
qualifications required by California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 17, and were
not certified by the national Behavior Analyst Certification Board.

ABC’s failure to meet CCR, Title 17 requirements, including, but not limited to,
minimum staffing qualifications as established by CCR, Title 17, resulted in DDS
paying an unqualified staff to perform the same services, at the same rate, as one who
is qualified. However, considering that ABC provided 6,450 hours of service, DDS
adjusted ABC’s rate per hour to reflect a lower rate commensurable with the service
delivered. Therefore, the 6,450 hours ABC’s staff provided under Service Code 612
was adjusted to the lower rate for the sample period audited, which resulted in the
overbilled amount of $138,603.

Behavior Management Assistant — Unsupported Billings and Failure to Bill

The review of ABC’s Behavior Management Assistant, Vendor Number PL0818,
revealed that ABC had both unsupported billings, as well as failure to bill to IRC. As a
result, ABC had a total of $3,061 of unsupported billings and a failure to bill of $50.

Non-compliance with the 15 Percent Administrative Cap

Upon further consideration, DDS will not pursue Finding 4 of this audit.

Applied Behavior Analysis — Improper Use of Electronic Signature

The review of ABC’s Applied Behavior Analysis programs revealed that some of the
Activity sheets submitted to IRC to support its billings used stored electronic signature
of the parents or legal guardian instead of an original signature.



The net total of incorrect and unsupported billings identified in this audit amounts to $333,032 and
is due back to DDS. A detailed discussion of these findings is contained in the Findings and
Recommendations section of this audit report.



BACKGROUND

DDS is responsible, under the Lanterman Developmental Disabilities Services Act, for ensuring
that persons with developmental disabilities receive the services and supports they need to lead
more independent, productive, and normal lives. DDS contracts with 21 private, nonprofit regional
centers that provide fixed points of contact in the community for serving eligible individuals with
developmental disabilities and their families in California. In order for regional centers to fulfill
their objectives, they secure services and supports from qualified service providers, contractors, or
both. Pursuant to the California Welfare and Institutions (W&aI) Code, section 4648.1, DDS has the
authority to audit those service providers, contractors, or both that provide services and supports to
persons with developmental disabilities.

OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

Objective

The audit was conducted to determine whether ABC’s Behavior Analyst and Behavior
Management Assistant programs were compliant with the W&I Code, CCR, Title 17, and the
regional center’s contracts with ABC for the period of July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2012.

Scope

The audit was conducted in accordance with the Generally Accepted Government Auditing
Standards (GAGAS) issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. The auditors did not
review the financial statements of ABC, nor was this audit intended to express an opinion on the
financial statements. The auditors limited the review of ABC’s internal controls to gain an
understanding of the transaction flow and invoice preparation process as necessary to develop
appropriate auditing procedures. The audit scope was limited to planning and performing audit
procedures necessary to obtain reasonable assurance that ABC complied with CCR, Title 17. Also,
any complaints that DDS’ Audit Branch was aware of regarding non-compliance of laws and
regulations were reviewed and followed-up during the course of the audit.

ABC was vendorized by multiple regional centers and utilized by seven regional centers during the
fiscal year reviewed: Alta California Regional Center (ACRC), IRC, North Los Angeles County
Regional Center (NLACRC), Regional Center of the East Bay (RCEB), Regional Center of Orange
County (RCOC), San Gabriel/Pomona Regional Center (SG/PRC), and Valley Mountain Regional
Center (VMRC). Of the seven regional centers, DDS only audited services provided to IRC
consumers.

Analyzing the information received during the pre-audit meeting with the vendor, the internal
control questionnaire, and a risk analysis, it was determined that a two-month sample would be
sufficient to fulfil the audit objectives. However, ABC was informed that if the initial audit sample
period was found to be insufficient to meet the audit objectives, an expansion of the sample period
would be warranted.



Applied Behavior Analysis (ABA):

During the audit period, ABC operated six ABA programs. The audit included the review of two
of ABC’s ABA programs. The initial review of ABC’s ABA programs consisted of a two-month
(December 2010 and January 2011) sample period selected from the audit period of July 1, 2010,
through June 30, 2012. Within the two months, the audit sample demonstrated a large percentage
of unsupported billings deriving from the lack of reliable supporting documentation in the form of
timesheets or session notes. As a result, the testing sample was expanded to include one fiscal year
(July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011).

The ABA programs audited are listed below:
e Behavior Analyst, Vendor Number PL0367, Service Code 612
e Behavior Management Assistant, Vendor Number PL0818, Service Code 615

Methodology

The following methodology was used by DDS to ensure the audit objectives were met. The
methodology was designed to obtain a reasonable assurance that the evidence provided was
sufficient and appropriate to support the findings and conclusions in relation to the audit objectives.
The procedures performed at IRC and ABC included, but were not limited to, the following:

e Review of IRC’s vendor files for contracts, rate letters, program designs, purchase of
service authorizations, and correspondence pertinent to the review.

Interview of IRC’s staff for vendor background information and to obtain prior vendor audit
reports.

Interview of ABC’s staff and management to gain an understanding of its accounting
procedures and processes for IRC’s billings.

Review of ABC’s service/attendance records to determine if ABC had sufficient and
appropriate evidence to support the direct care services billed to IRC.

Analysis of ABC’s payroll and attendance/service records to determine if ABC provided the
level of staffing required.

SB 74- Administration Expenses:

e Interview of ABC’s Chief Operations Officer for vendor background information and to
gain understanding of accounting procedures and financial reports.

e Interview of ABC’s Chief Operations Officer to gain an understanding of its general
accounting procedures.



e Review of the Independent Auditor’s Report, general and administrative expenses.

e Review of purchase of service data.

CONCLUSION

Based upon items identified in the Findings and Recommendations section, ABC did not comply
with the requirements of CCR, Title 17.

VIEWS OF RESPONSIBLE OFFICIALS

DDS issued a draft audit report on August 12, 2014. The findings in the audit report were
discussed at the exit conference with ABC’s Ron Sandell, CFO, Kathy Tucker, COO, and Chad
Carlock, ABC’s attorney on August 22, 2014. ABC requested an extension of time until
November 14, 2014, to provide its response to the draft audit report. DDS subsequently received
ABC’s response to the draft audit report on November 13, 2014. “ABC disagrees with each of the
five Findings and Recommendations of the audit and does not believe that it owes any
‘overpayment’ to DDS.”

RESTRICTED USE

This audit report is solely for the information and use of DDS, Department of Health Care Services,
ACRC, IRC, NLACRC, RCEB, RCOC, SG/PRC, VMRC and ABC. This restriction is not
intended to limit distribution of this audit report, which is a matter of public record.



FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Finding 1: Behavior Analyst — Unsupported Billings and Failure to Bill

The review of ABC’s Behavior Analyst program, Vendor Number PL0367, for the
sample period of July 1, 2010, to June 30, 2011, revealed that ABC had unsupported
billings, as well as appropriate support for services that it failed to bill to IRC.

Unsupported billings occurred due to a lack of appropriate documentation to support
the units of service billed to IRC. The failure to bill occurred when ABC had
appropriate documentation, but did not bill IRC.

ABC was not able to provide appropriate supporting documentation for 2,692 hours of
services billed. The lack of documentation resulted in unsupported billings to IRC in
the amount of $193,321.

In addition, ABC provided appropriate supporting documentation for 27 hours of
service, which was not billed to IRC. This resulted in an unbilled amount of $1,903.

The net total of the billing discrepancies resulted in $191,418 of unsupported billings
due back to DDS. (See Attachment A)

W&I Code, Section 4648.1(e)(1) states:

“(e) A regional center or the department may recover from the provider funds paid
for services when the department or the regional center determines either of
the following has occurred:

(1) The services were not provided in accordance with the regional center’s
contract or authorization with the provider, or with applicable state laws
or regulations.”

CCR, Title 17, Section 54326(a)(3) and (10) states:

“(@) All vendors shall:

(3) Maintain records of service provided to consumers in sufficient detail to
verify delivery of the units of service billed . . .

(10) Bill only for services which are actually provided to consumers and
which have been authorized by the referring regional center . . .”



CCR, Title 17, Section 50604(d) and (e) states:

“(d) All service providers shall maintain complete service records to support all
billing/invoicing for each regional center consumer in the program . . .

(e) All service providers’ records shall be supported by source documentation.”

Recommendation:

ABC must reimburse to DDS $191,418 for the unsupported billings. In addition, ABC
should develop and implement policies and procedures to ensure that proper
documentation is maintained to support the amounts billed to regional centers.

ABC'’s Response:

Finding 2:

“ABC does not believe that a refund is due to DDS because Title 17 does not specify
what is and is not acceptable as documentation.”

See Attachment C for the full text of ABC’s response to the draft audit report and
Attachment D for DDS’ evaluation of ABC’s response.

Behavior Analyst — Incorrect Billing

The review of ABC’s Behavior Analyst program, Vendor Number PL0367, for the
sample months of July 2010 through June 2011, revealed that ABC’s staff who
provided services under Service Code 612 failed to meet the qualifications required by
CCR, Title 17 and were not certified by the national Behavior Analyst Certification
Board.

CCR, Title 17 vendorization requirements ensure that a Behavior Analyst’s
reimbursement rate of service is commensurable with the Behavior Analyst’s
qualifications; i.e., if those providing service do not meet the required qualifications(s)
for such service, they are not reimbursed at the same rate as those who possess the
required qualifications.

ABC’s failure to meet CCR, Title 17 requirements, including, but not limited to, the
minimum staffing qualifications as established by CCR, Title 17, results in DDS
paying an unqualified staff to perform the same services, at the same rate, as one who
is qualified. However, considering that ABC provided 6,450 hours of service, DDS
adjusted ABC’s rate per hour to reflect a lower rate commensurable with the service
delivered. Therefore, the 6,450 hours ABC staff provided under the Service Code 612
were adjusted to the lower rate for the sample period audited, which resulted in the
overbilled amount of $138,603. (See Attachment B)



W&I Code, Section 4648.1(e)(1) states:

“(e)  Aregional center or the department may recover from the provider funds
paid for services when the department or the regional center determines
either of the following has occurred:

1) The services were not provided in accordance with the regional
center’s contract or authorization with the provider, or with
applicable state laws or regulations.”

CCR, Title 17, Section 54326(a)(12) states:
“(@  All vendors shall:

(12)  Agree to accept the rate established, revised or adjusted by the
Department as payment in full for all authorized services provided to
consumers . ..”

CCR, Title 17, Section 54342(a)(11) states:

“(@  The following service codes shall be assigned to the following types of
services:

(11) Behavior Analyst — Service Code 612. Behavior Analyst means an
individual who assesses the function of a behavior of a consumer and
designs, implements, and evaluates instructional and environmental
modifications to produce socially significant improvements in the
consumer’s behavior through skill acquisition and the reduction of
behavior. Behavior Analysts engage in functional assessments or
functional analyses to identify environmental factors of which
behavior is a function. A Behavior Analyst shall not practice
psychology, as defined in Business and Professions Code section
2903. A regional center shall classify a vendor as a Behavior Analyst
if an individual is recognized by the national Behavior Analyst
Certification Board as a Board Certified Behavior Analyst.”

Recommendation:

ABC must reimburse to DDS the difference in rates in the amount of $138,603.

In addition, ABC should develop and implement policies and procedures to ensure that
only individuals recognized by the national Behavior Analyst Certification Board as a
Board Certified Behavior Analyst perform the functions of a Behavior Analyst under
Service Code 612.



ABC’s Response:

Finding 3:

ABC stated that “The Audit finding that lowered the rate of payment for those services
to that of the 620 Service Code for Behavior Management Consultant was erroneous
and the Audit should be revised to delete the recommended repayment of $138,603.”

See Attachment C for the full text of ABC’s response to the draft audit report and
Attachment D for DDS’ evaluation of ABC’s response.

Behavior Management Assistant — Unsupported Billings and Failure to Bill

The review of ABC’s Behavior Management Assistant program, Vendor Number
PL0818, for the sample months of December 2010 and January 2011, revealed that
ABC had unsupported billings, as well as a failure to bill to IRC.

Unsupported billings occurred due to a lack of appropriate documentation to support
the units of service billed to IRC. The failure to bill occurred when ABC had
appropriate documentation, but did not bill IRC. The following are the discrepancies
identified:

ABC was not able to provide appropriate supporting documentation for 61 hours of
services billed. The lack of documentation resulted in unsupported billings to IRC in
the amount of $3,061.

In addition, ABC provided appropriate supporting documentation for one hour of
service, which was not billed to IRC. This resulted in a failure to bill amount of $50.

The net total of the billing discrepancies resulted in $3,011 of unsupported billings due
back to DDS. (See Attachment A)

W&I Code, Section 4648.1(e)(1) states:

“(e) A regional center or the department may recover from the provider funds paid
for services when the department or the regional center determines either of
the following has occurred:

(1) The services were not provided in accordance with the regional center’s
contract or authorization with the provider, or with applicable state laws
or regulations.”

CCR, Title 17, Section 54326(a)(3) and (10) states:

“(@) All vendors shall:

(3) Maintain records of service provided to consumers in sufficient detail to
verify delivery of the units of service billed . . .



(10) Bill only for services which are actually provided to consumers and
which have been authorized by the referring regional center . . .”

CCR, Title 17, Section 50604(d) and (e) states:

“(d) All service providers shall maintain complete service records to support all
billing/invoicing for each regional center consumer in the program . . .

(e) All service providers’ records shall be supported by source documentation.”

Recommendation:

ABC must reimburse to DDS $3,011 for the unsupported billings. In addition, ABC
should develop and implement policies and procedures to ensure that proper
documentation is maintained to support the amounts billed to regional centers.

ABC'’s Response:

i:inding 4:

Finding 5:

“ABC does not believe that a refund is due to DDS because Title 17 does not specify
what is and is not acceptable as documentation.”

See Attachment C for the full text of ABC’s response to the draft report and
Attachment D for DDS’ evaluation of ABC’s response.

Non-compliance with the 15 Percent Administrative Cap

Upon further consideration, DDS will not pursue Finding 4 of this audit.

Applied Behavior Analysis — Improper Use of Electronic Signature

The review of ABC’s Applied Behavior Analysis programs revealed that some of the
service logs (Activity Sheets) submitted to IRC to support its billings used an
electronic signature of the parents or legal guardian instead of an original signature.
An electronic signature would be acceptable if the signature was contemporaneous,
similar to an electronic credit card signature. However, using a stored signature stamp
or electronic signature file as evidence that services were provided by ABC is not in
compliance with the current statute and increases the chances of fraud and abuse.

California Civil Code, Section 1633.9(a) and (b) states:

“(a) An electronic record or electronic signature is attributable to a person if it was
the act of the person. The act of the person may be shown in any manner,
including a showing of the efficacy of any security procedure applied to
determine the person to which the electronic record or electronic signature was
attributable.

10



(b) The effect of an electronic record or electronic signature attributed to a person
under subdivision (a) is determined from the context and surrounding
circumstances at the time of its creation, execution, or adoption, including the
parties’ agreement, if any, and otherwise as provided by law.”

Recommendation:
ABC must cease using the electronic copy of the parents’ or legal guardians’ signature.
ABC’s Response:

“ABC has already complied with Recommendation #5.”

See Attachment C for the full text of ABC’s response to the draft audit report and
Attachment D for DDS’ evaluation of ABC’s response.

11



Summary of Unsupported Billings and Failure to Bill
Audit Period: July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2012

Applied Behavior Consultants, Inc.

Attachment A

Unsupported Billings Failed to Bill Net Due to DDS
Finding Svc Unit
# Vendor Code Description Type  Unit Rate Units Amount Units Amount Amount*
A B =A+B
Applied Behavior Analysis
1 PL0367 612 Behavior Analyst
IRC
Sample Months - July 2010 to June 2011 Hours $ 71.81 2,692 193,321 27 $(1,903) $ 191,418
FINDING 1 Total: Behavior Analyst 2,692 193,321 27 $(1,903) $ 191,418
3 PL0818 615 Behavior Management Assistant
IRC
Sample Month - December 2010 Hours $ 50.17 51 2,559 - - $ 2,559
Sample Month - January 2011 Hours $ 50.17 10 502 1 $ (50) 452
FINDING 3: Total - Behavior Management Assistant 61 3,061 1 $ (B50) $ 3,011
FINDING 1&3: Total Unsupported Billings 196,382 28 (1,953) $ 194,429

*Rounded to the nearest dollar

12




Applied Behavior Consultants, Inc.
Incorrect Billing Service Code
Audit Period: July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2012

Attachment B

SC 612 Rate SC 620 Rate Net Due to DDS
Finding Svc Unit
# Vendor Code Description Type Unit Rate Units Amount Unit Rate Amount Amount*
A B =A+B
Applied Behavior Analysis
2 PL0367 612 Behavior Analyst
IRC
Sample Months - July 2010 to June 2011 Hours $ 71.81 6,450  $463,149 $ 50.32 $(324,546) $ 138,603
FINDING 2: Total - Behavior Analyst 6,450 $463,149 $(324,546) $ 138,603
Attachement A & B Findings Total:
Finding 1: Behavior Analyst $ 191,418
Finding 2: Behavior Analyst 138,603
Finding 3: Behavior Management Assistant 3,011
Grand Totals of Incorrect and Unsupported Billings $ 333,032

*Rounded to the nearest dollar

13




Attachment C

ABC’s Response to Draft Report

As part of the audit report process, ABC was afforded the opportunity to respond to the
draft audit report and provide a written response to the findings identified. On
November 13, 2014, ABC submitted a response to the draft audit report through its
Attorney at Law, Chad Carlock, which was received by DDS on November 14, 2014.
This was within the granted extension period ABC had requested to provide its response
to the draft audit report. The following pages contain ABC’s written response.
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= Fupthermorgyin an effort fo cooperdte as'apart of this audit; ABC-wasible.- -~ 1
: ‘. Toprovide many additional items; that were requested’by the quditors suchas /- -

'+ dliniésuminary notes, consultant recommendatiorinotes, ABC-dailyp logswith ¥, L0 -
. Notes Indicating care, employee signi-in sheets,\data sheets, assessmentreports, &% .
‘and nimierdys reports indicating the dlients progtession within the program. - - 1" 0"
These items Were all in-addition to what ABC belicyed to be necessary to.support . -~ "7,

-the'hillings, yet ABCpravided these additional materigls to the audifors, ., .- ., 7 1.
‘Therefore, ABG'dogs iot believe that a:refind is:due to DDSbecause Title 17 ¢ <55 .5 7

: 12 does'not specify whatis and is not acceptable’ss documentation. Nor did the»: = - = - "7
; - . regional center eversuggest that ovr iethiods did riot meet the standard, pricirto v &, o4
g ~vpaymetit onafter payment, Further, ABC wasiitistriictéd by the regional enter™ )\ "y
g s to.what'wés required for sefvice.and payrhent, and complied at all fimes with' > >
: ‘thosednstriictions, ¢ 0. e LT ST e T T e

coel
o . AT

5

‘i“ Ay ". *“ o .";-.“_' ] B L coy .’l .v":h Vit ;- - C
o 1 should be revised:-toreflect that ABC's doguménitation. + *-.~" = 7"
adequately suppotts 2l bllings o the regional center, and the fecofmmendation. -, v
. for.repayiment s \-Qw,ii;_d;;lge-;re_slc‘ii}tdleqa_ o S RPN ST

1

CA

o

-, ~ Findifig £2: Thereview.of. ABC's Béhavior Analyst, Vendor Number = -+ =55
. P10367, xevealed: that 20 outof 30°ABC employiaes were not certified by the e
- ‘pational Behavior Analyst Certification Board.as réquired for this servicer. /-, | " .7 .
... ervices performed by embloyees that'arenot ceptified as-a Behavior Analyst " v 77 -
-+ shiould have been billed using service code 620.(Behavior Management ... 4" e '

-7, - Consulltant) which, does riot require cértification. Therefore, adjusting the rate per . - >~
1" shour tothat of the sefvice.code 620 tesulted in afoverpaymient to ABCinthe . - “. ..
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.Recommiendation #2: ABC must reimburse

- Recomsiiendation £2: ¢ st reismburse to DDS the differehcsin fates. " .

vthe'amsunt of $138,602.76. In ddditior, ABC should develop and implement- -~~~ "

‘policiés and procedtires.td ensure that only individuals recognizéd by the . - 7 v s

national Bebavior Analyst Certification Board as a Board CertifiedBehavior © « .~ "

+ Adalyst petform the functions of.a Behayior Analyst,. ;o x-S T '
T R RO P AT S AL R SIS AEEPIPS

A-BQ‘SQR@Q. onse to Finding dnd Recommendation #2 '~ .0 " 7. 1« v

e T e e T e . -U-:-"_ S E Lo :
e ABC idces;*if@ttag;i:ee with Finding #2. TheAudit misinterprets Title1?, - R i
Secuon544342(a)(1‘1)toeqmregl,lstaffmembersprowdmgBehaworAnalyst T IR
L pervices urider Service éﬁde*ﬁi&m‘bé certified by the nationdl Behavioral - *." 77 vl
477 Analyst Certification Board,, But thatds nt what the régulation says, orwhat if .y =
L crequires. “The regulation states that: “Behavior Analystmeans anvindividual who - <
2%y 7 7 assessesithe furiction of a behavior of a congumer ahd designs, implements, and- 7«
STy evaluates instruétional and envifonmenital.modifications to produce socially ' ¢

o Vo f PR !:.-,
L S T

N Lot
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ﬁcant merovements in the consumer s behamornﬂ'trough Sklll acqmsmon BT

ngu the reduction ‘of behavior, Behavior. AnaIYEgtshemgage iy functional S e

+ agseasthents or functional analyses to Ldent:tfy ehvironmetital factors of Whlch AT S

behamor is a finiction.”. All of the 30 ABC empldyees ‘providing difect serviees-.” ' . )
«under this Vendor ¢ (PL0367) and:Service Code 612y met this definition, and R

therefo:l:e the b'ﬂmg under thiS Seerce code and a ;1118 rate was apprapnate a.nd.‘  7 ke .

| Jf read carefully, the regulahon dlStll‘l

ridividual for; purposes of the 612 service code.’ egwnal center shall classﬂy gl

7 vendor as a Behavior Analyst if an ndivid ogrtized by the national .. ¢
- Behavior Analyst Certifica 'aB ard‘_ Certified Behavior Analyst el
+: Vendor'and individyal are d;fferent Worc'ls,\ Tidve different meanings under :

']

o _‘E)‘l,‘l.";P I dor” means R
}uch iy ’che ‘cage of a group‘practlc 5 & business entity o
‘Wi roviding sermc' (See17. Cal. Gode? Regs., '
§§ 54302(a) ) )-»-(74) ABC: ‘wad (dnd ia) & g'r'oup prac’ace, as. i .
expressly perm1tt¢d fcr 2612 Behavior Aia Title 17, § 54319(a)(5):- In
S mterpreung Iegslqh@n, itis presumed t» 1 words: used*’yvere chosen gy
g 4 e;meamngs atmbutable._ ther | W
All t]%lf;l. the Fogi atiox:t requxres is that order-to. be vendonzed’ sa 612, S

’ group! pracac the “Vender” must include ”an ndividual” that is aBoard.. "' <.
+Certifiet] Behiavior Analyst, The regulation dobsiot reguire ‘that eachiarid’every
individual providing’ éémt;es fora. 612 vender be boasd certified. Had th ;been

the intent of the.regulation, it Goisld: easily have aaids - Arlongasthenions e
"certified persontielare. providing services within the group ractiog as ”asslstants R
(Or traitied aides” working in'coll abo:trahon withiand undemﬁe supérvision.of aif f - <_" i
individual with; ce:trtif;caﬁon, thie e, ulahons ar'é,saﬁsﬁed (See 17 Cal Code Regs*. i i

. §§:543Q%(a1(9 a)(33),. : S M

:'Title 1 }2.

/-‘\

,‘-v

, . Under.Cal nialaw, | ‘ehawor Analyj_s ._a_rf' ot,rﬁgtﬂated and arenot R AN
'_reqmred to satasf ek 1cem.sure, certq.flcatlon; e . orother reqmrements ‘:5_ s
See Cal: Hea;lfh &: S £y | Code'§1374.74; subd. { .,(b) ) Purthermore, the. - R

“statuies governing provision of Behavioral Analyst services under the. Lanterman ORI
: _"Act and’ the Early Intervent:ion Act also donet ; im Jose any license, regmtrahon, L :;‘:- o
educatlon 01' eXpenence requlrements upoen person,s who provrxde these services.’ T
i .T;;‘(See Cal. Welf. & Ingt, Code §4686:2; Cal: Gov.Code; 95021.) To the extent that
Title-17 can be interpreted t6 create or requlre dertification where nogach " . - -‘. . e
requwement othierwise ex:tsts, the, ”requlrement” is'of questionable legality: a.t ' T SR
s it However, since ABC in. any evefit had at i ul’aple individuals operahng SR
w1t1un thxs grc)up yracnce that were cert:tf:ted‘\ that issue: snot cnucal to thls 7 B
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In t’ms Case; the Auc’lfc notes tha’glO of the 30 staff rewewed Were Baa.rd .

o Certified ‘Behavior Analysts “Therefore, ABC certmnly had “en individaal”, Who S

S o et the eertification'requirement, and: thegé services Were. properly billed udnes:’ ..; Lot
‘ ' 'the 612 Service Code, - The Auditfinding thatTowered. the.rate of payment forf S

. thoose services to thatiof the 620 Service dee for Behavior Management.’ P e

" Constiltagt was. erroneous_ and the Audit should be rev:lsed fo delete the‘ _;“- e

e recommended repaym "‘_'t -of $138 602 76 . , R

o Fmdmg #3; Therevieiv: of ABC's Behav:l.orf Mmagement Assmtant,x S S
v ,Vendar Number PLOSTS; revesled thit-ABC Had, both imsupported b111mgs, as: e
.- well as failure tobill o, WC ‘As a result, ABChad a total of 3,060 37 of "

N unsupparted “bxllmgs' "and Qfﬁlhﬁlf@ t@ b111 of $50 17

ensure tha{:. pr@per:‘ocuman’caim 81 ._‘_{; ,:":‘.'« ,.f }
ilI“_r_"_J‘ toIRC‘ _. A ’

e above regardmg What decuments should be perimtted to ”support” bﬂImgs T
. submitted to.the régional center, ‘All detivices bitled were ify fact provided, (T1t1e o
17 § 54326(a)(10)) and:ABC subnutted the supporh 1g, documentation reqmred
‘by:the regional-center; The regLQrtal center’ accep’ced'- hat docitmentation-arid -
‘paidithe invoiees,. DS should not riow second guess that: deterthination. and
- claizt that the documpntation was inadequate. Furthermore, in re—exaxmmng the

: 4 bﬂlfngs, D]DS’ conclusmn that“ the bﬂhngs were unsupported :m incorrect ! ’ - |
g Bmdmg #3 Should be rewsed to’ reﬂect that ABC’s dqcumentatlon "':'":--., ? L --k;','_‘ ,,
i adequa’cely sup%orts all billings to'the regl.onal center, and tﬁe recommendatlon e
for 'mpayment s ou17d~be rescmded ! o e T e T
% - w o ran R e o e
' ' Thg rewew of ABCs General"and Adnumstrahva Expenses S '

reVealed that ABC‘S administrative expenises for its programs with negotiated: = [ :& N :
', tafes exceéded:thie 15 percent cap, Byx$5,469,396 70, This fm.dmg Was due 111 large [
3 part to ABC‘S refusal to p;rov:nde requested documenfaﬁon ) e R __; S

X Ten of

o AT e

o \_ '-" S T : I} T : LT
‘r'r IS B R - MR . § .

SR T L W, ! ” -
Ll \ ‘ 4 - o

'. . § 19 . .\ "‘> 5 - 1
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Ul _'f Recomniendahon #4 ABC must reimburse fo DDS the $5 469,396 70 for s
the adxmmsh'atwe expenses it incurred overthe 15 percent lmut ABCshould . . ' .

also provide sufficient support:mg documentahon to ]us‘ufy its comphance w1th o
theW&;ICode, section%297 S e e S

i .f- K complxancewfch the W : Code, section 4629.7” = because thatsectionisa_ -~ +:.
; tequiremerit imposed o th vendohng regmna.l center, not on the. provider, The

" provisior intheir contracts.with providers of egatiated rate programs, g
' “specifying “thatiiet more than 15 percent of tegional center'funds be: spent on
J ~admiistrative costs” The Section.is contained:in: Artlc,le 1°0f: Chapter 50f ¢

..‘\

.+ 52" Contracts,”- T is fot in.the- portlon of the Lanterman*Actxde&ng with: rowdera
o :,' - < Atinost; therefore, this.section requires thata certain term beincluded.in the, L
o kS contracts betveen a regxonaf center and a-vendor,. Ttis the ;gggxm that
e must demonstrate its oomphance W1th § 4629 7 nof: any prowder. SR !
5 o In the Draft Aud1t Report DDS d,oes not prowde any. ev1dence that Inland
Regmnal Center complied with ifs obligation under §4629.7; In other- words, l ,-" g
_ ;‘ “ there'ishe ewdenco nat IRC | in factincluded. the\15% adnumstratlve cap inits .
2 oontracts with ABC. Without-any siich contractyal obligation in place;; ABC. Was
'inot reqmred to and had ne. contractual obl:.gatlon o observe the 15% cap. .

PRSI More bmadly, ABC contends that the Audit Vastly overstates the reach of
‘Seotmn 4629.7(@) of the Welfare & Institutions Code, ABC coritends that DDS

¢4 Tacks the, authonty to police compliance with §4629.7, and lagks the autlmnty to ‘.

o compel repayment of any amotints found to be in excess of the 15% ./ .~

7 admiistrative.cap, ABC chaﬂemgos ,Fmdmg and Racommendatlon #4 in 11:5

T '.“.entlrety,for the follomng roasons s

.

DDS laoks thg authorlty to enforce Sectlcm 4629'.7(51) ;m any manner,

7. o including but notJimited to fiscal atidits.such as this one. There'is 1

S _'_ ) ﬂprovismn anywhere in the Statute or in the legslauve history- legdmg up
, * to the Statute’s enlactment that atithorizes,. of even mentions;.an
“enforéemint mecha.msm or penalty for fallufro toacomply Wlth the 15%
,ad:rmmsi:rao.ve eap

o ) .- . o '. - - . . . ‘.-» - B L_'

-y The only reference to any enforcement authonty whatsoever is: 13

e _;'f : :" i lemen’canon” mgrioranda issued by DDS itself; meriths after -
o the egmlatlon was enacted In- ﬂlose memoranda, DIDS states (W1th

A . _i PR A I ; - ' _-‘, ' Ty
L \_., ) . PR . C e - . L

7.\‘ . . . . o, " - _l "-rr. o ' - B -.- . -"v/'

ABC does not agr ce Wlﬂn Flndlng 44, ABC is not re u1red to )ustlfy 1ts o S

- sphe.and only thing that§ 4629,7(a) requiresis that: regwnalucenters mist mclude a AT

X 2 Divisioti 4.5 of the Welfsre & Institutions Code, erititléd “Regional Center- ™ {' ",_".;'f?; '

_7. P

- i
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.. ;hocitatiofrto supporting authority) that: 7

: ., thatthe negotiated rate is.comprised of more than 15 percent. L e T
S o - pdministyative costs, adfugtments must-be made to comport with law.” .
IS Hngvef,-‘~DD_S,’ interpretation of the law-cannot alter or enlargé the -

~ ;' scope of the statute, and it canriot admiristratively create - o

v L I

!. .+ “adjustments” should stipposedy bemade or-how those , - -
adjustments would “comport wwithdaw.s - £ LTl
: " by ‘The 15% administratiyé ¢ap crnhok be enfofced by DDS vadarts -/

the case:that “sefvices Were;ri@%ﬁﬁ@md irraccordance with the ;7
‘Tegional. center’s contract or auth

W’itb;;af,pfpliicaﬁlig;stat.aiﬁv\is orregulations.”. This au

"'biz;s:‘lhgz‘gs,rand‘{tl'ié.way.ijt chose torallocate its availablefunds: -

v

_centet:had infact arended its contracts'to-éonfain this . <

ST

‘of the'15%.cap does mot in any way “harmi” arégional ceriter,. . . -

purchased at the rate it negotiated; r
‘administrative costs happens tobe:;
‘would nethave a viable catise.of acti
- could Aot show damages. ™ ... .

P

ardless of what a .iaro%ideff s -

: ., However, it did not and eannot be applied

sissue, the Departinent looke

AN +incliided January, Febtyary, and March of 2011, 'when Section 46297 was . -
.--'.'.j.,_."'}ixg;.'efi“etgt‘,-fg)’r_ a portion of that year. Furthierpiore, IRC may-not have

i a0 N

. 1 . T wly KR I S
Lo N P 3 - N . M oA . . 4, . . a . -
LIV R . . . ' L . - U

. statute.. The implemeritation mémos also do nét explain what. '~ Ve

'

orization with -\’the{ﬁrovidér; or . il

' ' notevenin effect, This provision canfiotreasonably or fairly bé applied to -

..~ eniotcerrient authotity where nione was granted by the applicable -

%&émm:e;. aregional tenter © 7 v 7
on forbreach of cenfract, agit . " -

that: “Shouli it be determined = . |

" The only entit that ven azguably has'any authority toenforce
*§:4629.7 is a regiofial denter, ;;Wi'\q 'thé_dfe"tic&lly'c‘ouidi-pﬂr!st;é'faﬂurei-\_,,. R
.+ to-comply, with the 15% cap as a breach of contract — if 'tha;t.fég';tghél R ,

‘requirement;; As dis¢ussed.in itetii3(¢} below, however, “violafion” . =

. TheiSection-cannat be applied retroactively, as DBS attempts to.dointhis

5t audity and itmakes no sense t0 dpply the administrative cap'to'only part. ..
2o, ofafiscal year. 8B 74, the bill containing:the 15% admiristrative cap, was -~ -
v . ehacted:-on March, 24, 2011 As-an urgencybill; it took effect immediately, . "
P , lied tetroactively, and so cannotbe; . -
Cele i applied to-conduct thatoccurred 1 rior.to March 24, 2011, With respectto . oo h

EIEAY tﬁ | , dp at calendar year 2011 (since thatis -~ - " +.7
“ABCs fiscl yéar and how their firlancialg aje organized). But this period -

AR s \I a

i - ..
O o

1 general qudit authority provided:by § 4648.1(6)(1), becauseit fsnot = . -1

‘Wit applicable s orregulations.”. This authority extends .. i -
_.-only to whereservices were ot provided.as required by Jaw, and'does ¢ 7.,
- hot.extend to.the internall operation or managemient of aprovider’s”, <4 1

v becatise the regional cénter is still receiving the Servicesit - -+ .= ' . 0

LEP

. A 'company’s finaricials for a whole year, wherrthe standard wasmot even " .7 7
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" as disgusised above;) The confugion'and errors this retroachve/ pa,rhal year* -
pphcatwn dr ated a.xe d;scussed further 1 1tems 6 and 7 below. T

-z '.[’,h ,Sectmn ig unconshmtmnal as apphed Q -ﬁemce rmnders, because it
T, i arbitrary dnd ismigt rationally related:to.the stated purpose of the: -
'r-' . legislation (which¥as to save the state noney). Therefore, the Stitde. -
waateg the_*Due Process clauses of the State and Federal Constlhmons

W;th 1o enforcement @uthonty, as d.lscussed,m 1tem 1 above, the
- administrative ap has no ithpact on (and is erefore itrelevant. to)
' e_stated legslgtwe Purpose 'of saving money. Sitice the cap'is -
Irrelev the stateg urpose{ e Iegxslatmn, i _fa:tls rat;onal
‘ d i oy A . ‘ '

tuteis g irrational be ‘usmtpertams 0nlyto
Irninisteative costs'if; negotiated rate programs, and makesno -
~effort tolimit costs ity other programs; where rates of payment: are
- éstablished by the state or cortracted pased upon “iisual and.’
clistorary; ;rate&.;,‘“ There was noevidence presented and no
show(mg anywheréin the Legislative ki s‘cox:y that negotlated, rﬁte
programs were any morg 11kely to.have 'tr
osts viersus other; nor i

thp iders’internal proprietary business pperations:- Mac-
regionial-Genter s getting the services it agreed to purchase at the '
* ‘rate:it negofiated and: afﬂmahvely"agxeed to pay, whit diffefence-

30%2 T any of these scenarios, the regional eenter is receiving: the

benefit o ;,,s bargmn and is notbemg;-”harmed” by the. prcmder 57

] y s, supportlng econo - ata whatsoever presenteci to -

- 1 ,rLegmla,ture ‘tha could conceivably swpport the selection of 15%as an
> appropiiate or, viable gap-on administrative gosts for service provzders to

" persons with developmental disabilities.The15% fguie was simply .-
fabncated out of thin-airand enacted, with.no substantive discyssion. of

'oi,;ld I

any Wﬂy aCCQ’mphsh it statec'l p‘.

“'4629 ig; -so_unconshtguonal be ause| unreasonably,mterferes '

‘actually 1mpesed‘:the com:ract Ianguage unt;l well aftEr March 24 1f ever, Sn ,j ST

does it make ifthe ‘provider's administrative costs are-3% or 13% Or S

Alysis, of-whether that percentage was px‘acncable, made any sense oF e 1
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npt R T B - Under the circumistatices of this case, thexiature of ABC's operations ™ ',

Golp s el (warking with mulfiple regional centers, in'multiple programs,'some - - ST

s s negoetiated rate programs, others not; and algo non-regional center - ¢
"o T revenues from sehool districts, insurance, and private-pay clients) makes ¢ -

A

.17t impossible to feasonably determine what “percentage” of ABCs . ¢ . - T
"7 - administrative costs should be properly.allocated to IRC's riegotiated rate” = -~ .
S T prgzﬁfmns; This is why, there was considerable conflict diwing the.course’ 5.7 -
Ve of eaudltlastewl{atﬁnanmalmformationshoulcl andshouldnotbe ™ ...
o4 o T provided by ABC and considered by DDS in epnducting this audit. While. . v . '
: oy PDDS wanted ABC to provide GAAP financials, for July. 1-June 30 fiscal -~ .~ . .. -
b o -yeass, identifying andiallocating spedifically the administrative costs . 1> w0
57 attributable to funds réceived from IRC niegotiated rate prograins, the fact:. = ..
.. ofthe matfer is that ABC sitply did niot-and does:not keep itsrégordsih - =7
<.~ 8uch a fashion: Nor ig it required to.- In-addition; il many cases iti§ =\ - -\
simply not feasible to determine:and track witen'a:particular staff memiber . 5 - ©
v administrator’s imé should be allocated to-a negotiated rate-regional' ', -+ .
. center prograrm versus some othler program; as they are often workingin ., 0
;- support of multiple programs coricyrrently.- Wheh ABC providedits” -~ 7.7 /7h
= tecords as they, W‘?i”e:aqtualljfffée}ﬁt}-for'the-;gpmpaiay ds'awhole, thosé .+ " =%
; located by DDS;restltingina vastly: -~~~ 7 o

“figures were misused and risallocated by D! Y
- .overstated: conclusion as fo ABCs actialadministrative costs.
. e T "\A-- . T ."._,_ “ KRR . B T N DR 7\".'-- | .—‘- - N

- 6sDRY'scalculations are wrong, -Although the fingl page of the Audit = .~ -~ &
“corutains anotation that its compitations were based-on 9 months -7 .7

- ¢ (ostensibly to accotint for the fact that' AB-74'was énacted in March), the. .~ .-
-: caleylations only redyced one factor~the excess administrative expenses. :* /. ¢ &’
= by 25%: Tethe Audit iere fo fully accoutitforthe partial year -~ . .t 0
-applicability. of §4629.7, then at the ety least all of the'revenueand ~ "\« e - o

expenses-figtires should have been reduged by this amount, But even that R

B X X .
B N L~
[ .

;“does not necessatily. correct for the problem, becausé it presumies that =/ . ",
- ihcome affd expenses are uniformly and gvenly distributed throughout, .. .00
' ~the year, an‘assamption that is not supporfed by the realities.of funding - .-

"7... Thereisno explandtion in the Audit of how the‘auditors applied § 4629.7s" - *

o7 definitions ofiadministrative costs to the finaricials provided by ABC. Itig - = o~
w# - readily-appapent that the Audit did not.propetly allocate ABC's detwal -« - =7}
s adininstrative'costs, Specifically, the Audit allocated $8,579,445,81 4n"" " <.« | = 7 7
i gxperiges to negotiated program revenuie of $8,692,579.13. In other words, . .. .
AT '.?':ﬂne'.audi't:fou‘ng that of the approximately $8.7-million in revenue, $8.6° - = . . -

AT ey, illion was #adninistrafive cost,” Thisis an administrative cost of 98%, a7 - i
SAr e U s cleardy ludicrous restilt. For theaudit restilts to,be correct, ABC would - » v
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..........

CC: RRollens@aol.com
Sent: 9/9/2011 5:20:13 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time
Subj: RE: TBL

Dear Dr. Morrow:

Thank you for your thoughtful email. The TBL requires affected providers, such
as yourself, to submit an audit of your organization; an audit only covering the
portion of your organization's business atiributable to regional center business
would not be compliant with the statutory requirement. The audit you now have
conducted of your entire business operation meets the TBL requirement,
assuming that your regional center work/claims/revenue could be tested as part
of the overali audit protocol. We do understand that that means that the RC
portion of your business may or may not be tested in a given audit,

With regard to your “timing" question, you will need to submit an audit to the
regional centers with which you are vendored that covers the time period
foliowing the effective date of TBL ie March 24, 2011, The Department will
shortly be sending out additional clarifying information on implementation of the
audit requirements in TBL and will post the letter on its website.

| hope that this email has answered your questions.

Thank you

Rita Walker
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INLAND REGIONAL CENTER

o Valuing independence, Inclusion and empowerment
P, O.Box 19037, San Bernardino, CA 92423
Telephone: (909) 890-3000
Fax: (909) 890-3001

June 19, 2014

Ron Sandell, Chief Financial Officer
Applied Behavior Consuitants, Inc.
4540 Harlin Drive

Sacramento, CA 95826

Dear Mr, Sandell:

We are in receipt of your audited financial statements for the years ended December 31, 2013 and 2012
pursuant to the Welfare and Institution Code, Section 4652.5. Thank you for your recent submission,

As required by Section 4652.5(c), Inland Regional Center has reviewed the audit report, financial
staternents, and accompanying notes to the financial statements. Qur examination found no issues that
appeared to have an impact on regional center services.

Should you have any questions regarding our review, please do not hesitats to call me at (909) 890-3094.
Sincerely, '

Norma A. Jones

Program Auditor [l

NAJ/IRC/6-19-14

Ce: Vendorization
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THE DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENTAL SERVICES’
EVALUATION OF ABC’S RESPONSE

DDS evaluated ABC’s written response to the draft audit report and determined that ABC
disagreed with Findings 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. Below is a summary of the vendor’s response as well
as DDS’ evaluation of the vendor’s response.

Finding 1: Behavior Analyst - Unsupported Billings and Failure to Bill

ABC states:

“During the course of the audit, the auditors were provided with what ABC, Inc. reasonably
believed at the time of the service was adequate documentation that service had been provided.
The auditors were given timesheets and activity sheets that indicated the start and end time of
service, along with the type of service. Naturally, ABC was not given prior knowledge of
additional items that would be later claim as proof until the audit was performed...”

DDS disagrees with ABC’s statement. The documents ABC provided to the auditors were
entitled “Activity Sheets”, “Time Log”, “Clinic Summary”, “Daily Log”, and “Consultation
Notes”. The Activity Sheets showed the total hours of service that were billed to IRC and
included the “Time In”, the “Time Out”, the “Day”, and the “Type” of service provided.

However, using the Activity Sheets for billing purposes allows ABC to bill the regional centers
for service hours, but does not validate that services were performed as claimed by ABC. It was
observed that hours on the Activity Sheets appeared to be pre-scheduled sessions that were to be
performed at a later date by ABC staff. Furthermore, the Activity Sheets were computer
generated with no adjustments made for session cancellations, delayed sessions or sessions that
were cut short.

With these deficiencies, the auditors found the Activity Sheets to be unreliable. Auditors rely on
the use of contemporaneous documents to track the delivery of service. Since typewritten entries
can be easily falsified and were found to not be the contemporaneous documents used to track
delivery of service, the auditors obtained and reviewed additional collaborating evidence to
support the Activity Sheets and Time Logs. The corroborating documents provided were data
sheets, lesson checklists, and ABC Narrative Behavior Records, as additional collaborating
evidence of staff hours worked.

The Activity Sheets are not sufficient evidence that an intervention session occurred. Therefore,
the auditors conducted a review of the handwritten direct service hours reflected in the additional
documents. The sample test revealed that the typewritten entries on the Activity Sheets did not
reconcile with the information in the additional documentation submitted by ABC. In addition,
the auditors noted that the parent’s signature on the Activity Sheets were not original, but were
copied and pasted signatures. This raised additional questions as to the validity of the
typewritten data. Furthermore, interviews conducted with ABC staff indicated that 25 percent of
the billed hours on the Activity Sheets were not direct care hours, but instead were non-billable
administrative hours.
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As a result of the substantive tests and the interviews with ABC staff, the auditors concluded that
the Activity Sheets, as an accurate representation of direct care hours, were not reliable.
Consequently, the auditors relied on the handwritten documents as the source documentation to
support ABC’s billings.

ABC states:

“ABC reasonably relied on the direction and guidance of the regional center when billing. In
fact, ABC’s billing procedures and recordkeeping practices were a direct result of the
instruction given by the regional center. The regional center paid for services delivered by ABC,
under the same premise understood by ABC that activity sheets were all that the regional center
required for payment”.

It is unknown what, if any, direction or guidance the regional center may or may not have
provided to ABC regarding its billing. However, if the collaborating documents were found to
support the Activity Sheets, the auditors would have accepted it as sufficient supporting
documentation. Unfortunately, this was not the case. It is ABC’s responsibility to support its
billings in sufficient detail to verify the services were provided.

ABC states:

“The report does not specify what documentation it accepted and what it did not accept, nor
does it state what would be considered ““appropriate” supporting documentation. This is
problematic because there is no standard, in statute or regulation or anywhere else, as to
precisely what is required to verify that ““the service billings/invoices submitted by the service
provider to the regional center for payment are supported by the service provider’s consumer
attendance and service records.”

The answer to ABC’s question, “what is required to verify that the service billings/invoices
submitted by the service provider to the regional center for payment are supported by the service
provider’s consumer attendance and service records” can be found in CCR, Title 17, Section
50602(q), which describes “source documents” as follows:

“(q) ‘Source Documentation” means the medium upon which evidence of a transaction is
initially recorded. Examples of source documents include, but are not limited to,
purchase requisitions, purchase orders, purchase of service authorizations, staffing
schedules, employee hourly time reports, invoices, and attendance documents for
regional center consumers and all other persons provided services. Source documents
are used to prepare records and reports.”

ABC states:

“Thus service providers (and auditing agencies) have no criteria that can be objectively applied
to determine whether or not source documents ““support™ billings to a regional center.”

DDS disagrees with ABC’s statement. In addition to CCR, Title 17, Section 50602, vendors can
review Sections 54326(a) (3) (10) and 50604(d) and (e).
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ABC states:

“The term *service record’ is extremely broad, including any ‘book or document evidencing the
service activities provided by a service provider or regional center.””” 17 Cal. Code Regs.
Section 50602(p). Therefore, ABC contends that all documentation submitted to support its
billings should have been considered by the audit team.”

During the course of the audit, DDS requested all documentation that ABC deemed supported its
billed services. ABC submitted documents such as: Activity Sheets, Time Logs, Clinic
Summaries, Daily Logs, data sheets, Consultation Notes and other documents mentioned above
and the auditors considered all of the documents submitted by ABC in determining whether
ABC’s billings were properly supported.

ABC states:

“ABC at this point believes it was misled in fulfilling its contractual agreement with IRC, only to
later be told that it somehow failed to comply.”

ABC has the obligation to fully comply with the CCR, Title 17 regulations, the California
Welfare and Institutions Code, and State and Federal laws.

ABC states:

... ABC does not believe that a refund is due to DDS because Title 17 does not specify what is
and is not acceptable as documentation.”

DDS disagrees with ABC’s statement above. The audit findings are entirely consistent with
CCR, Title 17, 850604, requiring vendors to provide sufficient documentation to verify its
services. The purpose of the record keeping requirement is to verify the accuracy and
correctness of bills presented by ABC to IRC for payment.

Finding 2: Behavior Analyst — Incorrect Billing

ABC states:

“The Audit misinterprets Title 17, Section 54342(a) (11) to require all staff members providing
Behavior analyst services under Service Code 612 to be certified by the national Behavioral
Analyst Certification Board. But that is not what the regulation says, or what it requires. The
regulation states that: “Behavior Analyst means an individual who assesses the function of a
behavior of a consumer and designs, implements, and evaluates instructional and environmental
modifications to produce socially significant improvements in the consumer’s behavior through
skill acquisition and the reduction of behavior. Behavior Analysts engage in functional analyses
to identify environmental factors of which behavior is a function.” All of the 30 ABC employees
providing direct services under this Vendor # (PL0367) and Service Code (612) met this
definition...”
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ABC omitted a key portion of the CCR, Title 17, Section 54342(a) (11). The portion missing
states, “A Behavior Analyst shall not practice psychology, as defined in Business and
Professions Code section 2903. A regional center shall classify a vendor as a Behavior
Analyst if an individual is recognized by the national Behavior Analyst Certification Board
as a Board Certified Behavior Analyst.” (Bolded for emphasis.)

It simply states the requirements for a Behavior Analyst, under Service Code 612. For all of the
30 ABC employees to meet this definition, all had to have been Board Certified Behavior
Analyst.

ABC states:

“If read carefully, the regulation distinguishes between a vendor and an individual for purposes
of the 612 service code. ‘A regional center shall classify a vendor as a Behavior Analyst if an
individual is recognized by the national Behavior Analyst Certification Board as a Board
Certified Behavior Analyst.” Vendor and individual are different words, and have different
meanings under Title 17.”

DDS disagrees with ABC’s interpretation of the regulation. CCR, Title 17 vendorization
requirements ensure that a Behavior Analyst’s reimbursement rate of service is commensurate
with the Behavior Analyst’s qualifications; i.e., if those providing service do not meet the
required qualification(s) for such service, they are not reimbursed at the same rate as those who
possess the required qualifications. A Behavior Analyst vendor must have individuals that are
Board Certified Behavior Analysts.

ABC states:

“All that the regulation requires is that, in order to be vendorized as a 612 group practice, the
“vendor” must include ““an individual” that is a Board Certified Behavior Analyst. The
regulation does not require that each and every individual providing services for a 612 vendor
be board certified.”

DDS disagrees with ABC’s statement and CCR, Title 17, Section 54319(f)(2) states:

“(f) Any group practice which is incorporated shall:

(2) Possess the appropriate license, certificate, and/or registration for all persons
providing services as a group practice, if applicable . . .”

ABC was not providing a group practice, thus all persons providing services must be certified.
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ABC states:

“Under California law, Behavior Analyst are not regulated and are not required to satisfy any
licensure, certification, education, or other requirements. See Cal. Health & Safety Code section
1374.74 subd. (a)(4) & (b).”

DDS disagrees with ABC’s statement. Regulations are clear that certification is necessary.
California Health & Safety Code, section 1374.73. (c)(1) and (3)(A) states:
“(c) For the purposes of this section, the following definitions shall apply:

(1) “Behavioral health treatment” means professional services and treatment programs,
including applied behavior analysis and evidence-based behavior intervention
programs, that develop or restore, to the maximum extent practicable, the functioning
of an individual with pervasive developmental disorder or autism and that meet all the
following criteria:

(3) “Qualified autism service provider” means either of the following:

(A) A person, entity, or group that is certified by a national entity, such as the
Behavior Analyst Certification Board, that is accredited by the National
Commission for Certifying Agencies, and who designs, supervises, or provides
treatment for pervasive developmental disorder or autism, provided the services
are within the experience and competence of the person, entity, or group that is
nationally certified.”

In addition, California Health & Safety Code, section 1374.74, subdivision (a)(4) and (b) is not
relevant to RC funded services. This statute applies to private insurance.

ABC states:

“Furthermore, the statues governing provision of Behavioral Analyst services under the
Lanterman Act and the Early Intervention Act also do not impose any license, registration,
education or experience requirements upon person who provide these services. (See Cal. Wel. &
Inst. Code subdivision 4682.2;”

DDS disagrees with ABC’s statement. Regulations are clear that certification is necessary.
W&I Code, Section 4686.2(b)(1) and (d)(3) states that:

“(b) Effective July 1, 2009, notwithstanding any other provision of law or regulation to the
contrary, regional centers shall:

(1) Only purchase ABA services or intensive behavioral intervention services that reflect
evidence-based practices, promote positive social behaviors, and ameliorate behaviors
that interfere with learning and social interactions.
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(d) For purposes of this section the following definitions shall apply:

(3) “Evidence-based practice” means a decision making process that integrates the best
available scientifically rigorous research, clinical expertise, and individual’s
characteristics...”

“Clinical expertise” implies that an individual or a vendor who provides ABA services must
meet the educational and experience requirements.

ABC states:

“The Audit finding that lowered the rate of payment for those services to that of the 620 Service
Code for Behavior Management Consultant was erroneous and the Audit should be revised to
delete the recommended repayment of $138,602.76.”

ABC did not provide regional center consumers with the direct services of a certified Behavior
Analyst during the audit period. Therefore ABC cannot be reimbursed at the same rate as those
properly qualified under CCR, Title 17. ABC billed the regional centers $71.81 an hour for their
services, and was paid for those services at the rate applicable to a Board Certified Behavior
Analyst.

CCR, Title 17 vendorization requirements ensure that a Behavior Analyst’s reimbursement rate
of service is commensurable with the Behavior Analyst’s qualifications; i.e., if those providing
service do not meet the required qualification(s) for such service, they are not reimbursed at the
same rate as those who possess the required qualifications. ABC’s failure to meet CCR, Title 17
requirements, including, but not limited to, the minimum staffing qualifications as established by
CCR, Title 17, results in DDS paying an unqualified staff to perform the same services, at the
same rate, as one who is qualified.

However, considering that ABC provided 6,450 hours of service, DDS adjusted ABC’s rate per
hour to reflect a lower rate which was commensurable with the service provided. Therefore, the
6,450 hours ABC’s staff provided under Service Code 612 was adjusted to the lower rate for the
sample period audited, which resulted in the amount of $138,603.

Finding 3: Behavior Management Assistant — Unsupported Billings and Failure to Bill

ABC states:

“As with Finding # 1 above, ABC believes that the documentation it provided both originally and
later to the auditors as part of this audit adequately supports all billings submitted to IRC for
Vendor # PL0818.” and ““ABC submitted the supporting documentation required by the regional
center. The regional center accepted that documentation and paid the invoices. DDS should not
now second guess that determination and claim that the documentation was inadequate.
Furthermore, in re-examining the billings, DDS’ conclusions that the billings were unsupported
IS incorrect.”
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ABC’s explanation that since the regional center accepted the documentation for payment, it
should be acceptable for DDS is not persuasive. That the regional center accepts documents,
such as ABC’s “Activity Sheets,” as support for payment, is irrelevant to the audit process. ABC
is required to comply with the statutes and regulations applicable to billing procedures, which is
the standard applied during an audit.

As aresult, as in DDS statements in Finding 1, “the activity sheets do not show the accurate number
of direct care hours of services provided to the consumers of IRC. The auditors have used all of
ABC’s submitted documents such as ABC daily logs, employee sign-in sheets, data sheets, and
assessment reports to verify the hours as recorded in the activity sheets; however, the total audited
hours still came short of the number of hours billed by ABC to IRC.”

Finding 4: Non-compliance with the 15 Percent Administrative Cap

Upon further consideration DDS will not pursue Finding 4 of this audit.

Finding 5: Applied Behavior Analysis — Improper Use of Electronic Signature

ABC States:

“ABC has already complied with Recommendation #5. During the time period covered by the
audit, IRC’s directives did not specify or require that electronic signatures were unacceptable
and could not be used. However, since the initiation of this audit, ABC has changed its practices
and protocols to require the use of contemporaneous signatures and no longer uses electronic
copies.”

DDS’ Conclusion

DDS has reviewed ABC’s response to the draft audit report and find that no new information or
source documentation was provided to refute the audit findings 1, 2, and 3.

DDS expected to receive additional source documentation to fulfill the criteria set forth in CCR,
Title 17, for each consumer served during the audit period. It is the responsibility of ABC to
maintain records of service provided to consumers in sufficient detail to verify delivery of units
of services billed. Additionally, ABC did not provide regional center consumers with the direct
services of a certified Behavior Analyst during the audit period. Therefore, DDS finds no reason
to revise Findings 1, 2, and 3 and the related audit recommendations. DDS is requesting
reimbursement of $333,032 for the unsupported/incorrect billings.
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