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Audit Highlights . . .

Our review of state and local agencies’ 
compliance with the Dymally-Alatorre 
Bilingual Services Act (Act) revealed that the 
State Personnel Board (Personnel Board): 

»» Has not effectively implemented key 
recommendations from our 1999 report. 

»» Is not meeting most of its responsibilities 
under the Act, including: 

•	 Informing state agencies of their 
responsibilities and ensuring they 
assess their clients’ language needs. 

• 	 Evaluating compliance with the Act 
and ordering deficient state agencies 
to take corrective action. 

•	 Ensuring complaints are 
resolved timely. 

»» Further, our review of 10 state 
agencies’ compliance with the Act 
revealed the following: 

•	 Nine conducted required language 
surveys, yet four reported erroneous 
results and two could not adequately 
support their results.

• 	 None had adequate procedures in 
place to determine compliance with 
requirements for translation of certain 
written materials. 

• 	 Some are not maximizing 
opportunities to reduce their bilingual 
services costs by leveraging existing 
California Multiple Award Schedules or 
the Personnel Board’s contracts. 

continued on next page . . .

Dymally-Alatorre Bilingual Services Act
State Agencies Do Not Fully Comply With the Act, and 
Local Governments Could Do More to Address Their 
Clients’ Needs

REPORT NUMBER 2010-106, NOVEMBER 2010

Responses from 11 audited state agencies as of November 2010 and 
three local agencies as of December 2010

The Joint Legislative Audit Committee (audit committee) asked the 
Bureau of State Audits to determine whether state and local agencies 
comply with the Dymally-Alatorre Bilingual Services Act (Act). The 
Act is intended to ensure that individuals who do not speak or write 
English or whose primary language is not English, referred to in our 
report as limited‑English‑proficient (LEP) clients, are not prevented 
from using public services because of language barriers. For a sample 
of state and local agencies, the audit committee asked us to determine 
the procedures and practices that the agencies use to identify the 
need for language assistance, to evaluate whether these processes 
accurately identify actual need, and to determine the effectiveness of 
the methods that the agencies use to monitor their own compliance 
with the Act. We selected a sample of 10 state agencies for our review, 
and we surveyed 25 counties and cities throughout the State. The audit 
committee also asked us to review the policies and procedures used by 
the State Personnel Board (Personnel Board) to monitor and enforce 
state agencies’ compliance with the Act. 

Finding #1: The Personnel Board does not inform all state agencies 
about their responsibilities under the Act. 

The Personnel Board is not meeting the Act’s requirement that it 
inform all state agencies of their duties under the Act. The Act requires 
the Personnel Board to notify state agencies of such responsibilities, 
including the need to conduct a language survey at each of their field 
offices by October 1 of each even‑numbered year to identify languages 
other than English that 5 percent or more of the state agencies’ LEP 
clients (substantial LEP populations) speak. In its efforts to meet this 
requirement, the Personnel Board created a master list to identify and 
track the agencies that were potentially required to comply with the 
Act during the 2008 biennial language survey and the 2009 biennial 
implementation plan cycle (2008–09 biennial reporting cycle). One of 
the sources for its master list is a report of state entities that it creates 
from a file it receives from the State Controller’s Office. However, 
the Personnel Board’s chief information officer explained that the 
Personnel Board is unsure of the parameters that determine which 
entities that file includes. He asserted that the file would include all 
major agencies but that some smaller boards or commissions might be 
omitted. We identified at least nine entities that the Personnel Board 
should have informed about their responsibilities under the Act but 
did not. 
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To ensure that all state agencies subject to the Act are aware of 
their potential responsibilities to provide bilingual services, we 
recommended that the Personnel Board improve its processes to 
identify and inform all such state agencies of the Act’s requirements. 

Personnel Board’s Action: Pending.

The Personnel Board concurs with this recommendation and stated 
that it has obtained the Department of Finance’s Uniform Codes 
Manual to create a comprehensive state agency listing. In addition, 
the Personnel Board reported that its bilingual services program’s 
processes will also include procedures to ensure that all newly 
created state agencies are properly notified and contacted with 
regard to both language surveys and implementation plans. 

Finding #2: The Personnel Board does not sufficiently monitor state 
agencies’ participation in language surveys.

The Personnel Board does not always ensure that state agencies 
conduct language surveys to identify their clients’ language needs. The 
Personnel Board identified 151 state agencies as potentially subject to 
the Act in 2008; however, only 58 of these agencies conducted language 
surveys. Further, the Personnel Board’s records also indicate that three 
of the 58 agencies did not follow through and submit implementation 
plans after completing their language surveys. Records also show 
that 33 of the 151 state agencies did not take part in the surveys, even 
though the Personnel Board did not exempt them from doing so. 
Finally, the Personnel Board exempted the remaining 60 agencies from 
participating in the 2008 biennial language survey, but the Personnel 
Board did not always adhere to the Act’s exemption criteria when 
granting these exemptions. If the Personnel Board does not make 
certain that state agencies conduct language surveys and prepare 
implementation plans, or if the Personnel Board inappropriately 
grants exemptions, it is not ensuring that state agencies that provide 
services to the public are aware of and address the language needs of 
their LEP clients. The Personnel Board’s bilingual services program 
manager acknowledged that the Personnel Board does not have formal 
procedures for following up with state agencies that do not submit 
language surveys or implementation plans, and also agreed that the 
Personnel Board’s exemption process needs improvement. 

We recommended that the Personnel Board make certain that every 
state agency required to comply with the Act conducts language 
surveys and submits implementation plans unless the Personnel Board 
exempts them from these requirements. The Personnel Board should 
also ensure that it adheres to the specific criteria contained in the 
Act when exempting agencies from conducting language surveys or 
preparing implementation plans. 

Personnel Board’s Action: Partial corrective action taken.

The Personnel Board concurs with this recommendation and 
stated that its bilingual services program’s processes will include 
procedures to ensure that all newly created state agencies are 
properly notified and contacted with regard to both language 

Moreover, our survey of administrators 
and department managers in 25 cities and 
counties throughout California disclosed 
the following: 

»» Some are not fully addressing their 
clients’ bilingual needs. 

»» Several have not translated materials 
explaining their services. 

»» Many are not aware of the Act and do 
not have formal policies for providing 
bilingual services.
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surveys and implementation plans. The Personnel Board also indicated that it has incorporated 
accurate exemption language as specified in the Act into the forms for the language survey and 
implementation plan. Finally, the Personnel Board reported that its bilingual services program has 
instituted a tracking mechanism and review process for each exemption approval to reduce the risk 
of error. 

Finding #3: The Personnel Board does not require state agencies to submit key information.

The Personnel Board does not require state agencies to submit critical information that it needs 
to assess whether the agencies are meeting all of their responsibilities to serve their LEP clients. 
The Personnel Board receives state agencies’ language survey results and implementation plans 
electronically through an online system that it has designed for this purpose. However, the Personnel 
Board does not require state agencies to identify their deficiencies in providing translated written 
materials, to provide detailed descriptions of how they plan to address any deficiencies in written 
materials or staffing, or to identify when they will remedy any noted deficiencies. Because the Personnel 
Board does not solicit all required information from state agencies, it cannot fulfill its monitoring and 
enforcement responsibilities. 

The Personnel Board’s bilingual services program manager agreed that the limited information the 
Personnel Board collects inhibits its ability to monitor and enforce state agencies’ compliance with the 
Act. She also said that the Personnel Board does not adequately review agencies’ implementation plans 
or conduct other formal monitoring activities to evaluate whether the state agencies are complying 
with the Act’s staffing and written materials requirements. Additionally, she acknowledged that the 
Personnel Board does not order agencies to make changes to their implementation plans or to provide 
periodic progress reports on their efforts to comply with the Act, and it does not otherwise order state 
agencies to comply with the Act. Finally, she told us that the bilingual services unit currently has only 
four staff, which she asserts is not enough to address all of the Personnel Board’s responsibilities under 
the Act. 

We recommended that the Personnel Board require state agencies to provide all of the information 
required by the Act. For example, the Personnel Board should ensure that state agencies identify their 
deficiencies in staffing and translated written materials and that the state agencies’ implementation 
plans detail sufficiently how and when they plan to address these deficiencies.

In addition, we recommended that the Personnel Board assess the adequacy of state agencies’ 
language surveys and implementation plans. If it determines that implementation plans do not address 
deficiencies in staffing or written materials adequately, the Personnel Board should order the agencies 
to revise or supplement their plans accordingly. The Personnel Board should also require state agencies 
to report to it every six months on their progress in addressing their deficiencies. If the Personnel Board 
determines that state agencies have not made reasonable progress toward complying with the Act, 
we recommended that it consider ordering them to comply with the Act. These actions could include 
ordering state agency officials to appear before the Personnel Board to explain why their agencies 
have not complied. If these actions or its other efforts to enforce the Act are ineffective, the Personnel 
Board should consider asking a court to issue writs of mandate under Section 1085 of the Code of Civil 
Procedure, to require agencies to perform their duties. 

Finally, we recommended that the Personnel Board seek enough additional staff to fulfill its obligations 
under the Act, or seek changes to the Act that would reduce its responsibilities and make them 
commensurate with its staffing levels. 

Personnel Board’s Action: Partial corrective action taken.

The Personnel Board concurs with these recommendations and reported that it has revised its forms 
to capture all of the information required by the Act. In addition, the Personnel Board stated that if it 
determines that state agencies’ implementation plans do not adequately address deficiencies, 
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its bilingual services program staff will follow up with the agencies to supplement their plans. The 
Personnel Board also indicated that it has revised its bilingual services program’s procedures to 
incorporate a six-month progress report by deficient agencies. Further, the Personnel Board agreed 
that its five-member board should order noncompliant agencies to appear before the board to 
explain their noncompliance, and stated that its bilingual services program revised its procedures 
accordingly. The Personnel Board also indicated that it will consider additional appropriate measures 
to enforce compliance. Finally, the Personnel Board stated that it will consider options such as 
legislative changes and/or budget change proposals to increase staffing. 

Finding #4: The Personnel Board generally does not ensure that language access complaints 
are resolved.

In identifying other practices the Personnel Board uses to monitor state agencies’ compliance with the 
Act, the bilingual services program manager stated that the Personnel Board implemented a toll‑free 
complaint line with mailbox options for the top 12 languages other than English reportedly encountered 
by state agencies. At that time, it sent both a memorandum informing state agencies of the complaint 
line and posters for the agencies to display in their field offices. The posters display a message in all 
12 languages that informs clients of their right to receive services and information in their native 
languages and that directs them to call the Personnel Board’s complaint line if state agencies do not 
meet the clients’ language needs. 

The Personnel Board intends its complaint process to ensure that clients’ issues are directed to the 
appropriate government agency for resolution; consequently, in most cases the Personnel Board 
forwards the complaints to relevant state agencies for them to resolve. However, it generally does not 
follow up with the responsible state agencies to ensure that language access complaints are resolved; 
therefore, the Personnel Board does not have assurance that state agencies are addressing the language 
needs of these clients. In one instance, an individual repeatedly called the Personnel Board’s complaint 
line over a period of nearly three weeks to report that he had not received language assistance from 
a state agency. If the Personnel Board had followed up with the agency to ensure that it resolved the 
initial complaint, the Personnel Board might have eliminated the need for this individual to make 
subsequent calls. 

We recommended that the Personnel Board follow up with the responsible state agencies to ensure that 
the agencies resolve the language access complaints it receives in a timely manner. 

Personnel Board’s Action: Corrective action taken.

The Personnel Board revised the bilingual services program’s procedures to incorporate 
additional fields to its tracking system to capture the date that a complaint was resolved and how 
it was resolved.

Finding #5: The Personnel Board’s biennial report lacks substance.

The Act requires the Personnel Board to identify significant problems or deficiencies and propose 
solutions where warranted in its reports to the Legislature. We reviewed the most recent report, which 
the Personnel Board issued in March 2010, and we found that it does not clearly identify whether state 
agencies have the number of qualified bilingual staff in public contact positions that is sufficient to serve 
the agencies’ substantial populations of LEP clients. As in the case of staffing deficiencies, the Personnel 
Board’s March 2010 report also does not clearly address whether state agencies are meeting the Act’s 
requirements for translating written materials. In addition, the Personnel Board’s March 2010 report 
does not identify specific agencies that may not be complying with the Act. For example, it states that 
13 state agencies accounted for 90 percent of the reported bilingual position deficiencies, but it does 
not identify these agencies by name. Further, although state agencies often have field offices located 
throughout the State, the report does not show these deficiencies by field office. 
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We recommended that the Personnel Board improve the content of its biennial report to the Legislature 
to identify problems more clearly and to propose solutions where warranted. Specifically, the report 
should clearly indicate whether state agencies have true staffing deficiencies or deficiencies in translated 
materials. In addition, the report should identify any agencies that are not complying with the Act and 
should present key survey and implementation plan results by state agency and field office to better 
inform policymakers and the public about the language needs of residents in certain areas of the State 
and about state agencies’ available resources to meet those needs.

Personnel Board’s Action: Pending.

The Personnel Board concurs with this recommendation and stated that it will revise the format and 
content of future biennial reports to reflect more comprehensive and meaningful data. 

Finding #6: State agencies do not fully comply with the Act.

Although nine of the 10 agencies we reviewed conducted language surveys in 2008, four reported 
erroneous survey results for one or more of their local offices, and two did not have sufficient 
documentation to support their survey results. If agencies use inaccurate survey data or do not 
retain documentation supporting their survey results, they compromise their ability to evaluate their 
potential need for additional bilingual staff and to identify written materials they need to translate. The 
tenth agency we reviewed, the California Emergency Management Agency (Emergency Management), 
failed to conduct the 2008 biennial language survey. Additionally, only one of the state agencies we 
reviewed formally analyzed its survey results to determine whether the use of other available options, 
in addition to qualified bilingual staff in public contact positions, was serving the language needs of its 
clients, as the Act requires. None of the state agencies we reviewed had adequate procedures in place 
to determine whether they met the Act’s requirements to translate certain written materials for their 
substantial LEP populations. Furthermore, most of the state agencies we reviewed have not developed 
plans to address their deficiencies in staffing and translated written materials. 

To ensure that they meet their constituents’ language needs, we recommended that state agencies do 
the following: 

•	 Make certain that they accurately assess and report their clients’ language needs to the 
Personnel Board. 

•	 Analyze formally their language survey results and consider other available bilingual resources to 
determine their true staffing deficiencies.

•	 Establish procedures to identify the written materials that the Act requires them to translate into 
other languages and ensure that such materials are translated or made accessible to the agencies’ 
LEP clients.

•	 Develop detailed corrective action plans describing how and when the state agencies will address 
their staffing and written materials deficiencies. In addition, they should submit these corrective 
action plans to the Personnel Board as part of the state agencies’ overall implementation plans.

Emergency Management’s Action:  Partial corrective action taken.

Emergency Management stated that it will participate in the language survey that is held every 
even‑numbered year, and will submit its language survey results to the Personnel Board by the 
due date. Emergency Management conducted its 2010 biennial language survey and submitted the 
results to the Personnel Board in October 2010. Based on its language survey results, Emergency 
Management indicated that it was able to determine which divisions may require the services of a 
bilingual employee within a specific program. Emergency Management also asserted that it will
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ensure that translated written materials in the appropriate languages are made accessible for 
its LEP clients. In addition, Emergency Management stated that it is in the process of updating its 
bilingual services policy, which includes creating a bilingual services handbook that explains the 
responsibilities and requirements of the Act. Finally, Emergency Management reported that it is 
in the process of developing an implementation plan showing the corrective actions to be taken 
to ensure there are no staffing or translated written materials deficiencies, and it will submit this 
implementation plan to the Personnel Board by the October 2011 due date.

California Highway Patrol’s Action: Pending.

The California Highway Patrol (Highway Patrol) stated that it will continue to assess its clients’ 
language needs and to report accurate information to the Personnel Board. In addition, it will 
continue to enhance and formalize methods of analyzing language survey results and monitoring 
bilingual staff deficiencies. Highway Patrol also asserted that it will develop a list of documents that 
are required to be translated and compare this list to existing translations to identify any remaining 
translated material needs. Finally, Highway Patrol stated that it will submit to the Personnel Board 
corrective action plans that address any staffing and written materials deficiencies by April 2011.

Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation’s Action: Pending.

The Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation (Corrections) agreed that there are deficiencies 
with regard to compliance with the Act, and stated that it will evaluate the deficiencies identified in 
our audit further and take corrective action. Corrections stated that it would address our specific 
recommendations in a corrective action plan at 60-day, six-month, and one-year intervals.

Department of Food and Agriculture’s Action: Partial corrective action taken.

The Department of Food and Agriculture (Food and Agriculture) reported that it enhanced its 
training processes and provided education and guidance for all language survey reporting assistants 
prior to the commencement of its 2010 biennial language survey. In addition, its bilingual services 
program coordinator worked closely with its reporting assistants to ensure that they have a better 
understanding of their role and responsibilities, and are following the appropriate standards and 
procedures in tallying LEP contacts. Further, at the conclusion of the 2010 biennial language survey, 
its bilingual services program coordinator reviewed all the tally sheets from every participating 
division to make sure that the information gathered and reported will yield accurate survey results. 
In addition, Food and Agriculture stated that it has engaged in a dialogue with the Personnel 
Board and other state agencies to collaboratively share ideas, efforts, and resources to address 
the requirements of the Act. Finally, Food and Agriculture reported that its equal employment 
opportunity officer recently invited other equal employment opportunity professionals to form a 
collaborative group that will discuss and work together in defining and implementing the provisions 
of the Act. 

Department of Housing and Community Development’s Action: Partial corrective action taken.

The Department of Housing and Community Development (Housing) reported that beginning with 
the 2010 biennial language survey, it assigned responsibility for the survey to its equal employment 
opportunity officer, who also serves as its bilingual services program coordinator. This individual is 
responsible for coordinating, implementing, and overseeing the language survey, analyzing completed 
survey tally sheets, reporting the results of the analysis to the Personnel Board, and maintaining 
sufficient documentation. Housing also indicated that it will continue to formally analyze its language 
survey results, including considering other available options for bilingual services in determining 
staffing deficiencies. In addition, Housing indicated that by June 2011, it will begin to formally 
document such analyses. Housing also stated that by June 2011 it will confer with the Personnel 
Board and other Act-compliant departments to identify best practices for determining which written 
materials need to be translated. Furthermore, Housing indicated that it will develop procedures for 
identifying written materials to be translated, create a list of written materials that require translation, 
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and establish dates for the translation and distribution of written materials by June 2012. However, 
we believe that Housing should develop these procedures much earlier so that its LEP clients have 
access to this information sooner. In fact, we believe that Housing should develop these procedures 
and describe how and when it will address any written materials deficiencies in its next biennial 
implementation plan, which is due in October 2011. Housing also reported that by June 2011, it will 
submit a memorandum to the Personnel Board informing it that a detailed corrective action plan 
relative to staffing deficiencies is not required because its 2010 biennial language survey revealed that 
Housing no longer has staffing deficiencies. Finally, Housing indicated that by June 2011 it will also 
prepare and submit to the Personnel Board a detailed corrective action plan that describes how and 
when it will address its written deficiencies. As noted above, Housing will need to develop procedures 
for identifying materials requiring translation before it will be in a position to develop a detailed 
corrective action plan for addressing any written materials deficiencies.

Department of Justice’s Action: Partial corrective action taken.

The Department of Justice (Justice) reported that it has recently appointed a new bilingual services 
program coordinator to monitor the program, the biennial language survey, and the subsequent 
implementation plan. Justice also indicated that it has adopted and implemented new procedures 
that provide a higher level of quality control regarding reviewing and analyzing the language survey 
data in order to avoid future reporting errors. In addition, Justice stated that it carefully analyzed 
its 2008 biennial language survey results and determined that its true staffing deficiencies were 
significantly less than originally reported. Justice indicated that these findings were included in an 
implementation plan follow-up report it submitted to the Personnel Board. Furthermore, Justice 
reported that it has made draft revisions to the bilingual services program portion of its administrative 
manual to detail the procedures used to identify written materials that require translation under the 
Act. Finally, Justice stated that the implementation plan follow-up report that it submitted to the 
Personnel Board in August 2010 included a corrective action plan to address the deficiencies of the 
2008–09 biennial reporting cycle. Furthermore, Justice plans to take corrective actions to address any 
future identified staffing or written materials deficiencies.  

Department of Motor Vehicles’ Action: Partial corrective action taken.

The Department of Motor Vehicles (Motor Vehicles) reported that it implemented improved 
procedures and incorporated additional checks and balances for the 2010 biennial language survey to 
ensure that it accurately assesses and reports its LEP clients’ language needs to the Personnel Board. 
Motor Vehicles formally analyzes its language survey results and considers other available bilingual 
resources to determine its true staffing deficiencies. Motor Vehicles will establish a taskforce and 
create a list of printed materials that require translation by April 2011. Finally, Motor Vehicles 
indicated that it will develop and submit to the Personnel Board a detailed corrective action plan that 
describes how and when it will address its written materials deficiencies by October 2011. 

Department of Public Health’s Action: Pending.

The Department of Public Health (Public Health) reported that it will continue to ensure that it 
accurately assesses and reports its client’s language needs to the Personnel Board. Public Health will 
also analyze the language survey results and its available bilingual resources to determine its true 
staffing deficiencies by February 2011. Public Health also stated that it will develop procedures for 
identifying written materials needing translation for its LEP clients by March 2011. Finally, Public 
Health will submit an implementation plan to the Personnel Board that includes corrective action 
plans addressing any staffing and written materials deficiencies by October 2011.

Department of Toxic Substances Control’s Action: Pending.

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (Toxic Substances Control) accurately assessed and 
reported its client’s language needs to the Personnel Board. Toxic Substances Control also reported 
that it performs an internal analysis of its language survey results to determine whether it has true 
staffing deficiencies. However, it recognizes that it needs to formally document this analysis, and


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thus it will ensure that all future analyses of its language survey results and resulting conclusions 
are formally documented and retained. Toxic Substances Control also indicated that it will develop 
procedures to identify the materials the Act requires to be translated, as well as a process to ensure 
that those materials are translated or made accessible to its LEP clients. Finally, Toxic Substances 
Control will develop a corrective action plan describing how and when it will address its staffing and 
written material deficiencies and it will include this plan in the implementation plan it submits to the 
Personnel Board.

Employment Development Department’s Action: Partial corrective action taken.

The Employment Development Department (Employment Development) reported that it designed 
and implemented corrective actions for the recently completed 2010 language survey to ensure 
it collected all hard-copy documentation from all public contact employees so there would be no 
questions about the accuracy of data provided to the Personnel Board. In addition, Employment 
Development stated that it added controls over data collection, tabulation, and submission so that 
all information could be traced back to hard-copy documentation. Employment Development stated 
that it does not consider it cost-effective to implement procedures that require extensive analysis 
of how to remedy minor staffing deficiencies, but it will update its procedures to have managers 
document their analyses for significant deficiencies. We believe that Employment Development 
could determine whether it has sufficient alternative resources (i.e., certified staff from other units, 
contract staff, etc.) to mitigate the staffing deficiencies identified in its biennial language survey 
without having to perform an “extensive analysis.” Employment Development also reported that it 
will supplement its existing policy and procedures to provide further guidance about translating 
materials into other languages. This guidance will include steps to identify and maintain lists of 
materials that need translation, and procedures to ensure that identified materials are translated. 

Finally, Employment Development stated that it will obtain operational managers’ reasons for 
choosing a particular remedy for a staffing deficiency along with implementation details should 
a significant staffing deficiency occur, and will submit that information to the Personnel Board. 
Likewise, Employment Development stated that if future language surveys identify any materials that 
need translation, it will identify its corrective action steps and timeline and submit that information 
to the Personnel Board.

Finding #7: State agencies are not maximizing opportunities to reduce the costs of providing 
bilingual services.

Some state agencies are not maximizing opportunities to reduce their costs to provide bilingual services 
by leveraging existing California Multiple Award Schedules (CMAS) contracts with the Department 
of General Services (General Services) and the Personnel Board’s contracts for interpretation and 
translation services. For example, both Employment Development and Food and Agriculture entered 
into separate agreements with a contractor to translate documents into Spanish at a cost of 30 cents 
per word; however, this service is available from a CMAS vendor for 17 cents per word. If these 
departments purchase these services up to their maximum contracted amounts, they will collectively 
end up paying approximately $47,400 more than if they purchased these services from the CMAS 
vendor. Moreover, the savings could be greater because the prices listed in CMAS vendors’ contracts 
represent the maximum rates they may charge for a given service; thus, General Services strongly 
encourages agencies to negotiate more favorable rates with these vendors. 

The Personnel Board maintains one contract for sign language interpretation services and another 
contract for over the telephone interpretation services and written translation services. We found 
that these contracts contained rates that were sometimes lower than the rates negotiated by other 
state agencies. Thus, state agencies needing contract interpreters or translators should check with the 
Personnel Board to identify the vendors with which the Personnel Board contracts and the associated 
rates it is paying. State agencies can use this information as leverage when negotiating prices with 
CMAS or other vendors.


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We recommended that state agencies leverage General Services’ and the Personnel Board’s contracts for 
interpretation and translation services to potentially reduce the costs of providing bilingual services.

Emergency Management’s Action:  Pending.

Emergency Management reported that it will research the possibility of utilizing General 
Services’ and the Personnel Board’s contracts as a cost-effective tool to provide written 
translation and interpretation services for its LEP clients, and will outline this process in its 
2011 implementation plan. 

Highway Patrol’s Action:  Corrective action taken.

Highway Patrol reported that it complies with this recommendation and will continue to negotiate 
the lowest possible rates for bilingual services while ensuring quality deliverables. 

Corrections’ Action: Pending.

Corrections reported that it would review its internal procurement controls to ensure it is utilizing 
the reduced rates offered by existing CMAS contracts for language access services.  

Food and Agriculture’s Action: Pending.

Food and Agriculture reported that its equal employment opportunity office will further educate all 
of its divisions regarding the availability of CMAS contracts for language access services. Food and 
Agriculture also indicated that in upcoming training sessions and workshops, the equal employment 
opportunity office will promote the utilization of CMAS contracts and the importance of negotiating 
with CMAS vendors as a cost-effective way of providing language access services.

Housing’s Action: Pending.

In an effort to achieve the best service at the lowest cost possible, Housing’s equal employment 
opportunity officer will contact the Personnel Board to obtain information and pricing on its 
bilingual services contracts, and will compare those prices to the rates of the CMAS and other 
vendors that it currently uses for its bilingual services needs. Housing reported that these activities 
will occur by June 2011. 

Justice’s Action: Pending.

Justice reported that it will consider exploring the bureau’s recommendation to leverage General 
Services’ and the Personnel Board’s contracts when its current language interpretation and 
translation service contract expires. 

Motor Vehicles’ Action: Corrective action taken.

Motor Vehicles reported that it already complies with this recommendation, and therefore, no 
further action is required.

Public Health’s Action: Pending. 

Public Health reported that it will issue a contract bulletin by March 2011 outlining the usage of 
CMAS contracts to procure interpretation and translation services. Public Health indicated that 
this bulletin will also inform department employees that utilizing CMAS contracts could provide 
leverage to reduce costs. 
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Toxic Substances Control’s Action: Pending.

Toxic Substances Control reported that it will consider General Services’ and the Personnel Board’s 
contracts for interpretation and translation services when appropriate in an effort to reduce the costs 
of providing bilingual services.

Employment Development’s Action: Pending.

Employment Development asserted that it leverages all of General Services’ master and statewide 
contracts, including CMAS contracts, when appropriate for use. However, Employment 
Development stated that before contracting out for personal services with a private vendor, as is 
available through CMAS, it first considers an agreement with another state agency. Nonetheless, 
the Employment Development contract described previously illustrates that state agencies have 
opportunities to reduce their costs of providing bilingual services by leveraging CMAS contracts. 

Finding #8: Two state agencies did not follow contracting rules to pay for their bilingual services.

During the course of our audit, we discovered some inappropriate contracting practices at Public 
Health and Corrections. The Public Contracts Code generally requires state agencies to obtain a 
minimum of three bids when contracting for services valued at $5,000 or more. In addition, the State 
Contracting Manual prohibits state agencies from splitting into separate tasks, steps, phases, locations, 
or delivery times to avoid competitive bidding requirements any series of related services that would 
normally be combined and bid as one job. 

Despite these requirements, during fiscal year 2007–08, Public Health used four individual service 
orders for $4,999.99 each to one vendor for interpreting services. Instead of executing multiple service 
orders having an aggregate value exceeding $5,000 with one vendor for the same service, Public 
Health should have combined the services into one job and solicited competitive bids. Public Health 
has a decentralized procurement process and does not track centrally the service orders that exist for 
language access services; thus, it places itself at risk for violating the State’s contracting rules. 

Corrections established five individual service orders for $4,999.99 each to purchase interpretation 
services from one vendor during fiscal year 2009–10. It agrees that these five service orders should have 
been consolidated into a single competitively bid contract. According to Corrections’ service contracts 
chief, it inadvertently used the five service orders in this case to purchase services from one vendor 
because its headquarters office received these service orders from different parole regions at different 
times, and it did not identify the need for a single contract. 

We recommended that Public Health and Corrections develop procedures to detect and prevent 
contract splitting.

Corrections’ Action: Pending.

Corrections reported that it would review its internal procurement controls to ensure it is utilizing 
the reduced rates offered by existing CMAS contracts for language access services. In addition, 
Corrections stated that it would address our specific recommendations in a corrective action plan at 
60-day, six-month, and one-year intervals.

Public Health’s Action: Pending.

Public Health reported that it will strengthen its oversight of service orders by providing semi-annual 
reminders to its staff on the use of service orders to ensure that programs are complying with the 
guidelines of its service order manual. In addition, Public Health stated that its internal auditors will 
perform periodic inspections to ensure compliance with contract requirements, prevent splitting of 
service orders, and to ensure service orders do not exceed the maximum allowed amount of
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$4,999.99 per service type and contractor in one fiscal year. Finally, Public Health indicated that it 
will issue a policy memo by January 2011 that outlines the appropriate and inappropriate uses of 
service orders and the tracking log that each program must keep for auditing purposes.

Finding #9: Some local agencies have no formal process for clients to complain about any lack of 
bilingual services. 

Our survey of local government administrators and department managers revealed that residents in the 
cities of Fremont, Santa Ana, and Garden Grove may have insufficient means of voicing their need for 
bilingual services. Specifically, these jurisdictions reported that they do not have a complaint process at 
the city’s administration offices or at the individual local department included in our survey that would 
allow the public to notify them about a lack of available bilingual staff or translated written materials. 
Local agencies without a formal complaint process that would allow their LEP clients to report formally 
any lack of bilingual services may not hear or address such complaints appropriately.

We recommended that the cities of Fremont, Santa Ana, and Garden Grove should consider 
establishing complaint processes through which the public can report the absence of bilingual services 
or resources.

City of Fremont’s Action: Pending.

The city of Fremont reported that it is currently researching the complaint processes that other 
jurisdictions have in place and plans to adopt a complaint procedure in early 2011. 

City of Santa Ana’s Action: Pending.

The city of Santa Ana (Santa Ana) reported that it plans to provide complaint forms regarding 
bilingual services and resources at all of its public counters and on its Web site, and that these forms 
will be available in each of the primary languages spoken in Santa Ana. In addition, Santa Ana stated 
that it will ensure that a central department is responsible for addressing all complaints. Finally, 
Santa Ana asserted that it will ensure that any complaints are addressed in a timely manner.  

City of Garden Grove’s Action: Pending.

The city of Garden Grove (Garden Grove) reported that it will establish a central point of contact for 
complaints related to the Act. In addition, Garden Grove stated that over the next few months, it will 
draft a formal complaint process as an administrative regulation. When this regulation is adopted, 
the formal complaint process will be made available to the public in all of the city’s public facilities 
and on its Web site, in each of the city’s major languages.  
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