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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

AUG 11 2016

Re: Your Freedom of Information Act Request
FOIA Tracking No.: 16-1GF-OIG-00093

This is in response to your e-mail Freedom of Information Act (FOLA) request dated
May 24, 2016, to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Office of
Inspector General (OIG). You have requested several categorical Audit Reports and
memorandums. Your request was received in this office on May 31, 2016.

1. You have requested the following audit reports/memorandums:

. 2014-CF-1806, August 2014 6. 2011-CF-1805, September 2011;

. 2012-CF-1801, March 2012; 7. 2011-CF-1802, August 2011;

. 2012-CF-1802, March 2012; 8. 2010-KC-1801, June 2010;

. 2011-CF-1803, September 2011; 9. 20009-FO-0005, April 2009, and

. 2011-CF-1804, September 2011; 10. 2002-PH-1002, September 30, 2002

W B W N

Enclosed are 52 pages of the audit memorandums and reports responsive to your
request. Certain information was redacted from these documents purevant to 5 U.S.C. §
552(b)(6), which protects materials the disclosure of which would constitute a clearly
unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. The withheld information would consist of names,
and third-party individuals.

For future reference, access to OIG Audit Reports. or anv of our nublic record documents
can be obtained bv accessing the HUD-OIG website at:

Office of Legal Counsel
451 7™ Street SW, Room 8260, Washington, DC 20410
Phone (202) 708-1613, Fax (202) 4013778
Visit the Office of Inspector General Website a
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Please be advised that Randy W. McGinnis, Assistant Inspector General for Audit is the
official responsible for this response.

If you consider this response to be a denial of your request, you may submit an appeal
pursuant to the Office of Inspector General’s Freedom of Information Regulation,
24 CFR § 2002.25 (2010). This regulation provides for administrative review by the Inspector
General of any denial of information if a written appeal is filed within 30 days from the date of
this letter. Both the letter and the envelope should be clearly marked “Freedom of Information
Act Appeal.” Your appeal should be addressed to the FOIA Appeal Specialist, Office of Legal
Counsel to the Inspector General, U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 451 7%
Street, SW, Suite 8260, Washington, DC 20410, and should be accompanied by a copy of your
initial request, a copy of this letter and your statement of circumstances, reasons and arguments
supporting disclosure of the requested information.

Should you have any questions concerning this FOIA response, please contact me on

(202) 708-1613. Please reference the above FOIA number when making inquiries about this
matter.

[ 4)-PUNPRRI, S
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On January 15,2010, FHIUD issued a temporary waiver of the property flipping regulation. The
temporary waiver, which applied to the subject transaction, allowed buyers to use FHA-insured
financing on any property being resold within 90 days of the seller’s acquisition of the property.
However, the lemporary waiver also required that all transactions be arms-length, with no
identity of interest between the buyer and scller or other parties participating in the sales
transaction.

This casc was initiated through HUD's Quality Assurance division ar w=Farvad to O1(.
Stonegate Mortgage allegec that although the loan application showe !Easy
Street Mortgage as the loan officer who originated the loan, it was actually originaled by an
employee of Easy Strect Mortgage, who was also the seller.® The employee allegedly took the
loan application, and conducted the offering and negotiating of the terms of the loan with the
borrower. The undisclosed identity of interest between Lasy Street Mortgage and the scller (the
lender's employee) allegedly violated HUD's identity ol interest requicemients. Theretore, the
loan did not qualify for FHA insurance.

RESULTS OF INVESTIGATION

We issued a referral to HUD s Office of General Counsel recommending that HUD pursue an
action under the Program Fraud Civil Remedies Act {PFCRAY. 31 [LS.C. (United States Code)
3801-3812. On May 13, 2014, 1IUD issued a complaint t Il:'asy Street
Mortgage,that alleged he was liable [or civil penaltics under the PIC KA siatute for causing a
[alse statement to be made w 1TUD. To resolve the matter and to avoid the expense and
uncertainty of litigation, HUD accepted a settlement payment of $750.°

RECOMMENDATION
We recommend that HUD s Office of General Counsel, Office of Program Enlorcement,

1A, Allow ITUD OIG to post $750 to HUD's Audit Resolution and Corrective Actions
Tracking System, as funds put to better usc.

HUD's Office of General Counsel. Office Program Enforcement has agreed to the
recommendation, No further action ts requiree.

" DBG Holdings & Management, LTD was the scller of the property. The managing member of this company was
the employee of Basy Street Mortgage that allegedly originated the loan under false pretenses,

' During our investigation of the allegations, 1UD obtained a lifetime indemnitication of the loan from Stonegate
Mortpage and has not incurred claims or losses on the loan.
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U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Inspactor General

Office of Audit - Civil Fraud Divisien

451 7" Street, SW

Washington, DC 20410

Phone (913) 551-5429 Fax (913) 551-5877
Internet http://www.hud.gov/offices/oigf

MEMORANDUM NO.
2011-CIl-1802

August 1, 2011

MEMORANDUM FOR: Dane M. Narode, Associate General Counse! for Program
Entorcement, CACC

/ -

FROM: Kim Randall, Director, Civi! Fraud Division, GA
SUBJECT: Limnl 75030 A nelyp

u.>. wepartment of Housing and Urban Development Real Estate-
Owned Program Violations

INTRODUCTION

The OfTice of Inspector General (O1G) reviewed alleged violations of U.S. Department of
Housing and Urbhan Nevelanment (HIIT real estate-owned (RE.0) owner-occupancy program
requirements by s¢ reccived the complaint through the OIG ™ 7 2,
The complainar B iolated HUD' s rules and regulations whe nught
a HUD REO home as an owner-occupant purchaser bt Adid not intend to occupy the property.
The objective of our review was to determine whethe -omplicd with the owner-
occupant requirements of HUD's REQ housing program.

METHODOLOGY AND SCOPE

We reviewed documentation received from HUD’s Atlanta Homeownership Center, as well as
the mortgage refinance Tile, the resale closing file, and utility rarorde far the enbject property.
We also interviewed the purchaser of the HUD RLO property



BACKGROUND

When a HUD home becomes available for sale, tbe principal method of sale is a competitive
sales procedure. The property is publicly advertised for 10 days for sealed bids, with a
possibility for an extended listing period. [t is usually listed on tbe Multiple Listing Service and
on Internet listing sites maintaincd by management companies under contract to HUD. An
independent appraisal determines the list price. Any real estate hroker who is properly registered
with HUD may submit a contract for purchase. HUD policy gives priority to owner-occupant
purchasers (such as buyers committing to live in the home as their primary residence) during the
initial 10 days of the list period, in accordance with 24 CT'R 291.205. If the property remains
unsold at the conclusion of the 10-day period, a review ol all bids is conducted. including
investor bids, for the highest acceptable bid.

The winning owner-occupant bidder certifics on 1HHUD Form 9548, Sales Contract, that the
purchased property will be owner occupied as the primary residence. The bidder. a real estate
agent, and a HUD) official sign the form. The purchaser also certifies on HUD Form 9548-D,
Addendum to the Sales Contract, that he or she has not purchased a HUD-owned property within
the past 24 months and will occupy the property as his or her primary residence for at least 12
months. The rcal estate broker certifies on HHUD Form 9548-D that he or she has not knowingly
submitted the HU'D-9548, Sales Contract, for the property on behalf of an investor purchaser.
The broker further cenities that he or she has discussed the penalties {or talse certification with
the purchaser(s).

RESULTS
We believe th. -hiled to comply with the HUD REO program requirement that an
individual who purchascd a RO home during 9= instial affaring period must be the owner-
vccupant of the purchased home for 1 {ull yea pur~h-ead the subject propeny as a
priority purchaser and owner-occupant through the REO prograr rtitied that he was

submitting the otler to purchase as an owner-occupant and would neennvy tha megperty as his
primary residence (or at lcast 12 months. However, we determin Hdid not
intend to occupy the property. nor did he ever live in the propert: aroperty within 4
months ol purchase.

On April 14, 201 1. HUD notitiet -yf 1ts intention to seek a false statement charge
under the Pragram Fraud Civil Remedies Act. On May 31, 2011, HUD reached a scttlement
witl ho paid $5.000 to HUD to resolve the matter.

RECOMMENDATION

We recommend that HUD's Otfice of General Counsel. Office of Program Enforccment,

1A, Agree to allow HUD OIG to record the $5.000 settlement collected from -
into HUD’s Audit Resolution and Corrective Actions Tracking System.



Telephone: {313} 551-5870 hitp:/iwww . hud.gov/officesfoig! Fax: {$13} 551-5877

U.5. Deperiment of Housing and Urban Development
Office of Inspactor General

Region VIl Office of Audit, 7AGA

Gateway Tower Il - B Fver

400 State Avenue

Kangaa City, KS §6101-24086

MEMORANDUM NO:
2010-KC-1801

June 4, 2010

MEMORANDUM FOR: Craig T. Clemmensen, Director of the Departmental Enforcement
Center, CACB

FROM: Ronal onal Inspector General for Audit, 7AGA

SUBJECT: -Perfonned Substandard Audits of FHA Lenders
INTRODUCTION
We conducted a review o: to determine whether its audits of

Federal Housing Administration (FHA)-approved lenders were performed in accordance with
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) requirements and generally
accepted government auditing standards.

METHODOLOGY AND SCOPE

We reviewed 20 audits of 18 lenders. The audits were chosen based on risk indicators such as
clients using the services of Access QC, Inc., as well as audits that had Quality Assurance
Division findings. To accomplish our objective, we reviewed the audit workpapers and
permanent files for each audit chosen. Additionally, we reviewed the HUD Consolidated Audit
(Ginide as well as other applicable laws and regulations. Next, we interviewed key HUD staff,

[2nd accounting industry officials to gain an understanding of the firm and the industry
m wmch it operates.

Our audit period generally covered lenders’ audits for fiscal years 2006 through 2008. We

expanded the period as necessary to address issues identified during g andit file reviewe We

rrmAntad tha andit and fem August 2009 through February 2010 i i
and at the office of HUD’s Office of It












Telephone: {913) 551-5870 tttp: /iwww . hud. gov/oig/oigindex. htm! Fax;: {913} 551-5877

contained no documentation showing tha rerified the appraised property value or related
liability of the property contributed.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the Director of the Departmental Enforcement Center

1A.  Seek debarment o -
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with $2.1 billion in remaining principal balance was undetermined for more than
four months after their appli ol issuance date.

As indicated carlier, Ginnie Mae’s MBS Monitoring Division staffs recetved
monthly loan matching exception reports and were fully aware of the above
1ssues.

This condition was partly due t

Below is the summary of the aging for 19,483 loans in the Ginnie Mae single-
family FHA loan portfolio as of March 2008, according to the exception reports
prepared by Ginnie Mae’s contractor. This aging analysis showed a wide range of
exceptions related to mortgages with undetermined mortgage insurance status as
notcd below.

" (iinnie Mae“s nsk management contractor performs the Joan-matching process for Ginme Mae.









1E. Request a legislative proposal to amend the statute to align with the current
practice of allowing uninsured mortgages to remain in a noncompliant stafus
for a short period.



SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

We conducted our review from January through November 2008 at HUD headquarters in
Washington, DC. Initially, we selected for review the loan portfolio of two most recent
defaulted Ginnie Mae issuers as of January 2008. We then further narrow our review focus on
the loan portfolio of only one defaulted issuer based on the results of our survey. To accomplish
our audit objectives, we

e Reviewed Ginnie Mae’s internal operating procedures and the MBS Guide (HUD Handbook
5500.3, REV-1) to gain a basic understanding of the rules, policies, and procedures that
govern the program. We also conducted walkthroughs with Ginnie Mae management
officials and contractors to confirm our understanding of their processes, controls, and risk
management approaches.

e Reviewed issuer representations in the Ginnie Mae guaranty agreement and other MBS legal
documents. Additionally, we reviewed correspondence and loan level data files for one

defaulted issuer.

» Interviewed Ginnie Mae management officials and its contractors to follow up on issues
and/or observations noted during the course of our review.

o Performed 100 percent data analysis using Audit Command Language for one defauited
issuer by comparing electrontc data of monthly pool and loan fevel data against the loan level
data in FHA’s Single Family Data Warehouse to identify anomalies or inconsistencies in the
data. Our loan level data analysis was limited to FHA [oans only.

We performed our review in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit
objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable bastis for our findings
and conclusions based on our audit objectives.

12



INTERNAL CONTROLS

Internal control is an integral component of an organization’s management that provides
reasonable assurance that the following objectives are achieved:

o Effectiveness and efficiency of operations,
» Reliability of financial reporting, and
¢ Compliance with applicable laws and regulations.

Internal controls relate to management’s plans, methods, and procedures used to meet its
mission, goals, and objectives. They include the processes and procedures for planning,
organizing, directing, and controlling program operations as well as the systems for measuring,
reporting, and monitoring program performance.

We determined that the following internal controls were relevant to our audit

objectives:

Program policies and procedures that management has implemented to reasonably
ensure that

e QGuaranty programs meet their objectives;

e Valid and reliable data are obtained, maintained, and fairly disclosed in reports;
o Resource use is eonsistent with laws and regulations; and

e Resources are safeguarded against fraud, waste, and misuse.

We assessed the relevant controls identified above.

A significant weakness exists if management controls do not provide reasonable
assurance that the process for planning, organizing, directing, and controlling
program operations will meet the organization’s objectives.

I S

Based on our review, we believe that the following item is a significant weakness:
- .
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APPENDIX A

AUDITEE COMMENTS AND OIG’S EVALUATION

Ref to QIG Evaluation Auditee Comments

See next page for auditee comments.
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The second component, the “Aged MC Process,” is a new quarterly process that began on
December 30, 2008.

Any issuer that receives this E-Notification in two
consecutive quarters will be required to correct the problems or buy the Joans out within 3G days.
The first round of these fetters will be issued tn April 2009,

The third component, the “Terminated Loan Notification Process,” is a new process that
began on December 1, 2008. On a monthly basis, every issuer with a loan reported as terminated by
the FHA (*"MT") recetves an E-Notification identifying the loans and instructing them to address the
issue. Every quarter, any issuer with an MT fean in a pool for 90 days or more will be required to
resolve the tssuc within 30 days or face possible disciplinary action. The first round of these
quarterly fetters will be issued in March 2009,

Recommendation 1B: Develop and implement formal written policies, procedures, and
systems for monitoring and-or following up on unmatched loan exceptions and identity those who
will be aceountable for ensuring that proper follow-up actions are taken according to an established
protocol.

Response: Ginnie Mae agrees with this recomunendation. See response to
Recommendation 1A above. Ginnie Mae has implemented significant improvements to its {oan
matching program. and has documented the changes through formal cases presented to its Risk
Committee and an APM to Ginnie Mae issuers.

In addition, Ginnie Mag’s Risk Analysis contractor has drafted updates to its procedures
manual

Separately, and in that same timeframe, Ginnie Mae also expects to update the loan matching
section of its desk manual to reflect these changes.

Recommendation IC: Review the 19,483 loans with undetermuined mortgage insurance
tdentified in this {inding to determine whether these loans are defective. If loans arc defective,
Ginnie Mae should require the issuer (o buy the loans out of the pools to ensure tull compliance
with MBS program requirements.

Comment 1 Response; Over 99 percent of the 19,483 loans referenced above match on FHA case
number,

17



Comment 1 . . . .
As shown in the table below, this change decreased the number of unmatched loans from

19,483 10 5.946. Ginnie Mae sampled 252 loans to validate this approach; a manual query was
performed on each foan in the FHA A-431 active file to contirm case number, property address and
first payvment date to verity that they represented the sane loans as shown it Ginnie Mae’s records.

Comment 1

Recommendation 1D: Pursue legal actions available to Ginnie Mae against the default

issuer to recover any remaining losses for the 123 uninsured loans identified in this tinding, ()
—0 ensure

that Ginnie Mae will be indemnified for any losses incurred or to be incurred from these defective
loans.

Recommendation 1E: Request a legislative proposal to amend the statute to align with the
cusrent practice of allowing uninsured mortgages to remain in a nonconipliant status for a short
period.

Comment 2 Response:

18






QIG's Evaluation of Auditee Comments

Comment 1 Ginnie Mae stated that over 99 percent of the 19,483 loans with undetermined
mortgage insurance identified in the draft report matched the FHA case number and that a
significant portion of these loans do not appear to have mortgage insurance problems based on
the results of a non-statistical sample of 252 loans.

Our recommendation for Ginnie Mace to review 19,483 unmatched loans is geared towards
resolving the status of those loans that have been in suspense for extended periods to ensure their
cfforts were primarily focused up on truly high risks loans.

weaknesses in the internal control system and if not comrected timely can create opportunities for
others to perpetrate fraud similar to what happened to one defaulted issuer that we identified in
this report.

For this rcason,
we continue to believe that Ginnie Mae necds to ensure that its business processes support the
statute’s language or request a statutory revision from Congress to conform to their current
practices. Therefore, our recommendation or position on this matter did not cbange.



Issue Date

September 30, 2002

Audit Case Number
2002-PH-1002

TO: Charles H. Williams, Director, HUD’s Office of Multifamily Housing Assistance
Restructuring, HY

FROM: Daniel G. Temme, Regional Inspector General for Audit, Mid-Atlantic, 3AGA
SUBJECT: AUDIT MEMORANDUM -Congressional Requested Audit of the Outreach and
Training Assistance Grant Awarded to the Virginia Poverty Law Center

Grant Number FFOT98029V A
Richmond, Virginia

INTRODUCTION

We completed an audit of the Virginia Poverty Law Center’s $75,000 Outreach and Training
Assistance Grant (OTAG). The objectives of the review were to determine if the Virginia
Poverty Law Center used Section 514 grant funds for only eligible activities as identified in
Multifamily Assisted Housing Reform and Affordability Act of 1997 (MAHRA), their
agreements, and/or other requirements to further the Mark-to-Market Program. Also, we wanted
to determine if the Virginia Poverty Law Center expended Section 514 funds for any lobbying
activities. MAHRA specifically identified lobbying as an ineligible activity.

The audit identified that the grantee could not provide adequate support for $63,050 in
disbursements it made for salaries and fringe benefits and $11,950 in indirect costs. In addition,
contrary to the enabling legislation and the Office of Management and Budget’s (OMB) Circular
A-122, Cost Principles for Non-Profit Organizations, the grantee used grant funds to participate
in a conference and a number of teleconferences that included various ineligible lobbying
activities. Our report contains two recommendations to address the issues identified in this
report.

Section 1303 of the 2002 Defense Appropriation Act (Public Law 107-117) requires the HUD
Office of Inspector General to audit all activities funded by Section 514 of the MAHRA. The
directive would include the Outreach and Training Assistance Grants (OTAG) and Intermediary
Technical Assistance Grants (ITAG) administered by the Office of Multifamily Housing




Assistance Restructuring (OMHAR). Consistent with the Congressional directive, we reviewed
the eligibility of costs with particular emphasis on identifying ineligible lobbying activities.

In conducting the audit, we reviewed the grantee’s accounting records and interviewed
responsible staff. We also reviewed the requirements in MAHRA, the OTAG Notice of Fund
Availability, the OTAG grant agreement, HUD’s requirements for grant agreements for nonprofit
entities, and Office of Management and Budget’s guidance on the allowability of cost for
nonprofit grantees.

The audit covered the period September 1998 through May 31, 2002. We performed the
fieldwork at the Virginia Poverty Law Center located at 201 West Broad Street, Suite 302,
Richmond, VA 23220, during June through July 2002. We conducted the audit in accordance
with Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards. We held an exit conference with the
Executive Director of the Virginia Poverty Law Center on August 27, 2002 and a follow up
meeting on September 3, 2002.

We appreciate the courtesies and assistance extended by the personnel of the Virginia Poverty
Law Center during our review.

In accordance with HUD Handbook 2000.06 REV-3, within 60 days please provide us, for each
recommendation without a management decision, a status report on: (1) the corrective action
taken; (2) the proposed corrective action and the date to be completed; or (3) why action is
considered unnecessary. Additional status reports are required at 90 days and 120 days after
report issuance for any recommendation without a management decision. Also, please furnish us
copies of any correspondence or directives issued because of the audit.

Should you or your staff have any questions please contact Christine Begola at (410) 962-2520.
SUMMARY

We found the Virginia Poverty Law Center (Law Center) did not maintain personnel activity
reports in accordance with OMB Circular A-122 Attachment B, paragraph 7(m) to support
$63,050 in personal salaries and fringe benefits charged to the grant. In addition, the grantee
could not support $11,950 in indirect costs because it did not prepare a cost allocation plan per
the guidance in OMB Circular A-122, Attachment A. According to the grantee’s cost allocation
procedures, all expenses are allocated based on time spent on each activity; however, since the
grantee does not maintain detailed time reports to support its allocation rates, we could not
determine whether the grantee’s allocation plan was reasonable. Also, according to the grantee’s
reports to OMHAR, grantee staff attended a training conference and a number of teleconferences
that included lobbying activities. -However, due to the lack of adequate time records, we could
not determine the total time and associated costs expended for these ineligible activities or verify
the grantee’s claim that its employees did not participate in the ineligible activities.
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BACKGROUND

The Multifamily Assisted Housing Reform and Affordability Act of 1997 (MAHRA) established
the Office of Multifamily Housing Assistance Restructuring (OMHAR) within HUD. Utilizing
the authority and guidelines under MAHRA, OMHAR’s responsibility included the
administration of the Mark-to-Market Program, which included the awarding, and oversight of
the Section 514 QOutreach and Training Assistance and Intermediary Technical Assistance Grants.
The objective of the Mark-to-Market Program was to reduce rents to market levels and
restructure existing debt to levels supportable by these reduced rents for thousands of privately
owned multifamily properties with Federally insured mortgages and rent subsidies. OMHAR
worked with property owners, Participating Administrative Entities, tenants, lenders, and others
to further the objectives of MAHRA.

Congress recognized, in Section 514 of MAHRA, that tenants of the project, residents of the
neighborhood, the local government, and other parties would be affected by the Mark-to-Market
Program. Accordingly, Section 514 of MAHRA authorized the Secretary to provide up to $10
million annually ($40 million total) for resident participation, for the period 1998 through 2001.
The Secretary authorized $40 million and HUD staff awarded about $26.6 million to 40 grantees
(a total for 83 grants awarded). Section 514 of MAHRA required that the Secretary establish
procedures to provide an opportunity for tenants of the project and other affected parties to
participate effectively and on a timely basis in the restructuring process established by MAHRA.
Section 514 required the procedures to take into account the need to provide tenants of the
project and other affected parties timely notice of proposed restructuring actions and appropriate
access to relevant information about restructuring activities. Eligible projects are generally
defined as HUD insured or held multifamily projects receiving project based rental assistance.
Congress specifically prohibited using Section 514 grant funds for lobbying members of
Congress.

HUD issued a Notice of Fund Availability in fiscal year 1998 and a second in fiscal year 2000 to
provide opportunities for nonprofit organizations to participate in the Section 514 programs.
HUD provided two types of grants, the Intermediary Technical Assistance Grant ITAG) and the
Outreach and Training Assistance Grants (OTAG). The Notice of Fund Availability for the
ITAG states that the program provides technical assistance grants through Intermediaries to sub-
recipients consisting of: (1) resident groups or tenant affiliated community-based nonprofit
organizations in properties that are eligible under the Mark-to-Market Program to help tenants
participate meaningfully in the Mark-to-Market process, and have input into and set priorities for
project repairs; or (2) public entities to carry out Mark-to-Market related activities for Mark-to-
Market eligible projects throughout its jurisdiction. The OTAG Notices of Fund Availability
state that the purpose of the OTAG program is to provide technical assistance to tenants of
eligible Mark-to-Market properties so that the tenants can (1) participate meaningfully in the
Mark-to-Market Program, and (2) affect decisions about the future of their housing.




OMHAR also issued a December 3, 1999 memorandum authorizing the use of OTAG and ITAG
funds to assist at-risk projects. OMHAR identified these as non-Mark-to-Market projects where
the owners were opting out of the HUD assistance or prepaying the mortgages.

Title 24 Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) Part 84 contain the uniforrn administrative
requirements for grants between HUD and nonprofit organizations. The regulations (24 CFR
Part 84.27) require that nonprofit grantees utilize the OMB Circular A-122, Cost Principles for
Non-Profit Organization, in determining the allowability of costs incurred to the grant. OMB
Circular A-122, Attachment B, outlines specific guidelines for allowability of charging salaries
and related benefits to the grants and the records needed to support those salaries. For indirect
costs charged to the grant, Attachment A of the Circular establishes restrictions for indirect costs,
and specific methods and record keeping to support the allocation of costs.

The Circular also establishes unallowed costs associated with Federal and State lobbying
activities. Simply stated, the use of Federal funds for any lobby activity is unallowable. OMB
Circular A-122, Attachment B, identifies some examples of unallowable activities of lobbying.
These include any attempt to influence an elected official or any Government official or
employee (Direct Lobbying) or any  attempt to influence the introduction, enactment or
modification of any pending legislation by propaganda, demonstrations, fundraising drives, letter
writing, or urging members of the general public either for or against the legislation (Grassroots
Lobbying).

The Law Center applied for an OTAG grant under the 1998 Notice of Fund Availability for
$245,900, but was awarded $75,000 in fiscal year 1999. As of March 2002, the entire grant was
expended. The Law Center received annual financial audits of their activities for the periods
ending June 30, 1999, 2000 and 2001. The auditor provided an unqualified opinion for each of
the three years.

In addition to the OTAG grant, the Law Center received grants from other Federal and non-
Federal sources. For example, the majority of the Law Center’s operations are funded through
grants from the Legal Services Corporation of Virginia (IOLTA). During the fiscal years 1999 —
2001 IOLTA provided the Law Center $1,501,174 in funding. During that same time period, the
Department of Justice provided funding, totaling $386,364. The Law Center’s total funding from
all sources for the fiscal years 1999-2001 was $2,334,118.

FINDING: The Grantee Did Not Comply With HUD and OVIB Requirements

The Law Center did not maintain adequate accountability over its OTAG grant funds in
accordance with HUD requirements and OMB Circular A-122. Specifically, the Law Center did
not maintain adequate time records to adequately support personnel related costs and could not
support the cost allocation method it used to charge indirect costs to the grant. In addition, the
grantee used OTAG funds to attend a training conference and a number of teleconferences that
included ineligible lobbying activities. However, although the grantee claimed its employees did
not participate in those ineligible activities, we could not verify their claim because the grantee
did not maintain adequate time records. As a result, the Law Center charged $63,050 in salaries
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and benefits and $11,950 in indirect costs to the grant that were not adequately supported. The
grantee stated they did not maintain detailed time records in compliance with the OMB Circular
A-122 requirements, HUD had advised them they did not need to keep such records. However,
the grantee did not have any written documentation to support this statement.

Compensation for Personal Services

OMB Circular A-122, Attachment B, Paragraph 7, Compensation for Personal Services, states
that reasonable compensation and fringe benefits to employees are grant fundable costs. The
Circular also places specific salary record keeping requirements on the grantee. The grantee
must maintain reports that account for the total activity for which an employee is compensated
for in fulfillment of their obligations to the organization. The reports must reflect an after the
fact determination of actual activity for each employee. Budget estimates do not qualify as
support for charges to the grant. Grantees must also maintain reports reflecting the distribution
of activity of each employee (professionals and nonprofessionals) whose compensation is
charged, in whole or in part, directly to awards. OMB also requires that the employee or a
responsible supervisor sign the report. In addition, in order to support the allocation of indirect
costs, such reports must also be maintained for other employees whose work involves two or
more functions or activities if a distribution of their compensation between such functions or
activities is needed in the determination of the organization’s indirect cost rate.

The Law Center did not maintain proper employment records per OMB guidance to support
$63,050 in salaries and benefits charged to the grant. Instead, all salary charged to the grant was
based on estimated staff time spent on grant activities. To support this estimate, the grantee
selected a one-month period, in this case October 2000, and asked staff to maintain a record
showing the hours spent per week working on various grants. These hours were used to calculate
a percentage of time spent on each grant by each employee for that month. These percentages
were then projected for the entire year and used to determine an annual cost. However, when we
tried to verify the allocation, we were told by the grantee’s accountant that the base hours used
for the allocation was an estimate of employee time for October 2000 and not the actual hours.
Since the grantee used hourly estimates to determine the salary costs to the grant and did not
maintain detailed time reports, we could not determine the type of activities the employee
performed or the number of hours associated with those activities for this grant.

Although we found evidence that the Law Center performed activities to further the Mark-to-
Market Program, we could not determine the amount of time spent on the activities reported due
to the lack of adequate time records. When we asked the grantee for the support for the grant
allocation, the grantee claimed HUD advised them that thev did not have to keep detailed time
records, however they could provide nothing in writing to support this claim.

Allocating Indirect Costs to the Grant

The grantee allocated at least $11,950 in indirect costs to the grant that were not fully supported.
These indirect costs included travel, training, telephone, space cost and consumable supplies.
OMB Circular A-122, Attachment A, provides guidance on the basic considerations for grant




fundable costs and allocation of indirect costs. The guidance provides that the grantee shall
support a cost allocation taking into account all activities of the organization. Unless different
arrangements are agreed to by the agencies concemed, the Federal agency with the largest dollar
value of awards with an organization will be designated as the cognizant agency for the
negotiation and approval of the indirect cost rates. A non-profit organization that does not have
an approved cost allocation plan, shall submit an initial cost allocation plan within three months
of receiving the award.

In the Law Center’s case, the cognizant agency is the Department of Justice (DOJ). When we
requested a copy of the plan the grantee’s accountant provided us several conflicting schedules.
However, we could not determine, and the grantee could not explain, how any of the funding from
the grant was tied to the supporting documentation or the allocation rate used. Thus, it appears the
grantee neither prepared nor submitted to DOJ or HUD a cost allocation plan after receiving their
grants. Instead, the grantee used unsupported percentages based on estimates of employee’s time
for the allocation of cost. Furthermore, since the grantee drew down and accounted for OTAG
funds from one general fund, that also included funds from non-HUD sources, an accurate
allocation plan is essential to ensure funds are spent only for eligible activities. The grantee’s
allocation method does not provide this assurance.

Lobbving

MAHRA specifically prohibits using Section 514 funds to lobby members of Congress or their
staff. OMB Circular A-122, Attachment B, Paragraph 25, Lobbying places additional limitations
on the grantee’s use of Federal funds for lobbying. However, as we identified in the background
section, the grantee also received non-Federal funds. The allowability and use of these funds for
lobbying activities would not be restricted by the guidance in OMB Circular A-122.

We reviewed the grantee’s monthly activity reports and, travel vouchers to identify meetings with
legislative members or their staff. We also reviewed these reports for activities that did not meet
the requirements of MAHRA and which are considered Grassroots lobbying.

Although we noted most of the grantee’s employees are registered lobbyists with the
Commonwealth of Virginia, we did not identify any meetings where the grantee met with
legislative members or their staff. However, we did note, the grantee participated in a conference
and a number of teleconferences sponsored by the National Alliance of HUD Tenants (NAHT)
which included ineligible lobbying activities. For example, part of the Alliance’s conference in
June 1999 contained one training session entitled “How Congress Affects Us, and How We Can
Affect Congress,” and included a “How to Lobby Role-play.” Another session included learning
about the Alliance’s 1999 lobbying campaign to win support for the Vento-Ramstad bill (H.R.
425) and Marking up to Market bill (H.R. 1336). The last session of the conference was entitled
“Meetings with Congress people from Your State/District”. Although the grantee claimed its
employees did not attend these lobbying sessions, we could not verify this because the grantee
did not maintain detailed employee time records.




The grantee provided nine different teleconference agendas they had participated in. On average
the meetings were scheduled to last one hour and thirty minutes. Based upon our review of the
agendas we estimate that approximately 30 minutes per meeting was spent discussing some form
of lobbying issue and approximately 10 minutes were spent discussing the Mark-to-Market
Program. Based upon OMB’s guidance, only the portion of the activity related to the purpose of
the grant can be charged to the grant. However, since the Law Center does not maintain adequate
travel and time records, we could not determine the amount of unallowable lobbying activities
and the actual costs that were charged to the grant.

AUDITEE COMMENTS

We provided our draft report to the grantee for their comments on September 6, 2002. The
grantee provided their comments on September 19, 2002. We included the grantee’s comments
in Appendix B of the report.

With the exception of the use of OTAG funds for lobbying activities the Law Center agreed with
our findings. The Law Center stated their employees attended conferences and teleconferences
sponsored by the NAHT solely to receive training and information in connection with the Mark-
to-Market Program. They also stated the employees elected not to take part in any lobbying
activities associated with the NAHT conferences, in an effort to avoid any appearance that
OTAG funds were used for lobbying activities. The Law Center also believes HUD provided its
approval for using OTAG funds for these conferences in a December 3, 1999 letter from
OMHAR.

OIG EVALUATION OF AUDITEE COMMENTS

At no time during our review did we state the Law Center employees could not attend the NAHT
conferences or teleconferences. However, we did state that since a significant portion of agenda
for these conferences and teleconferences relate to lobbying activities, these items could not be
funded solely by the HUD grant. This conclusion is in line with the December 3, 1999 letter
from OMHAR. Also. since the Law Center does not maintain adequate travel and time records,
we were not able to determine the actual costs associated with the lobbying portion of the
expenditures associated with the conferences and teleconferences.

RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommended that the Director of OMHAR require the Law Center to:

LA. Provide the proper support for all unsupported salary and benefit costs totaling $63,050, and
repay to HUD from non-Federal funds amounts it cannot adequately support.

1B. Prepare and submit an acceptable cost allocation plan that fairly allocates indirect costs among
funding sources, and based on the plan make appropriate adjustments to the $11,950 in indirect
costs and repay to HUD from non-Federal funds any overcharges.




MANAGEMENT CONTROLS

In planning and performing our audit, we considered the management controls relevant to the
Virginia Poverty Law Center’s Section 514 program to determine our audit procedures, not to
provide assurance on the controls. Management controls include the plan of organization,
methods, and procedures adopted by management to ensure that its goals are met. Management
controls include the processes for planning, organizing, directing, and controlling program
operations. They include the systems for measuring, reporting, and monitoring program
performance.

We determined that the following management controls were relevant to our audit objectives:
o Identification of projects and activities eligible for assistance,
e Controls and documents to support costs of assistance provided, and
o Controls and procedures over the reporting of activities and cost.

It is a significant weakness if management controls do not provide reasonable assurance that the
process for planning, organizing, directing, and controlling program operations will meet an
organization’s objectives.

Based on our review, we believe the following items are significant weaknesses:

o Lack of policies and procedures to ensure that salaries and time records met the standards
of OMB Circular A-122,

e Lack of an adequate cost allocation plan to charge shared costs, and

e Lack of policies and procedures to ensure that lobbying activities are not directly or
indirectly funded by Federal sources.

FOLLOW-UP ON PRIOR AUDITS

This was the first audit the Office of Inspector General completed on the Virginia Poverty Law
Center.




SCHEDULE OF QUESTIONED COSTS

Appendix A

Recommendation

Type of Questioned Costs
Number Ineligible 1/ Unsupported 2/
1A $63,050
1B $11,950
1/ Ineligible costs are costs charged to a HUD-financed or HUD-insured program or

activity that the auditor believes are not allowable by law, contract or Federal,
State or local policies or regulations.

Unsupported costs are costs charged to a HUD-financed or HUD-insured program
or activity and eligibility cannot be determined at the time of audit. The costs are
not supported by adequate documentation or there is a need for a legal or
administrative determination on the eligibility of the costs. Unsupported costs
require a future decision by HUD program officials. This decision, in addition to
obtaining supporting documentation, might involve a legal interpretation or

clarification of Departmental policies and procedures.







Daniel G. Temme
September 19, 2002
Page Two

OTAG funds to attend. Likewise, we believe that VPLC’s audit memorandum should
acknowledge that based on OMHAR’s guidance, it was also permissible for VPLC to use OTAG
funds to attend the NAHT conferences.

Pursuant to recommendations 1A and 1B of the draft audit memorandum, VPLC will
provide additional support to OMHAR for costs charged to the grant. As your field auditor
acknowledged on several occasions, there is no question that VPLC fully performed the OTAG
activities it reported to OMHAR, and accordingly, we will be happy to submit appropriate
support with respect to the applicable grant funds.

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment on the draft audit memorandum and for
the many courtesies extended to VPLC by your staff during the field audit.

Very truly yours,

St

Steven L. Myers
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Appendix C

DISTRIBUTION OUTSIDE OF HUD

Sharon Pinkerton, Senior Advisor, Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy & Human
Resources, B373 Rayburn House Office Bldg., Washington, DC 20515

Stanley Czerwinski, Director, Housing and Telecommunications Issues, U.S. General
Accounting Office, 441 G Street, NW, Room 2T23, Washington, DC 20548

Steve Redburn, Chief Housing Branch, Office of Management and Budget, 725 17" Street,
NW, Room 9226, New Executive Office Bldg., Washington, DC 20503

The Honorable Joseph Lieberman, Chairman, Committee on Government Affairs, 706 Hart
Senate Office Bldg., United States Senate, Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Fred Thompson, Ranking Member, Committee on Governmental Affairs, 340
Dirksen Senate Office Bldg., United States Senate, Washington, DC 20510

The Honorable Dan Burton, Chairman, Committee on Government Reform, 2185 Raybumn
Bldg., House of Representatives, Washington, DC 20515

The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member, Committee on Government Reform,
2204 Rayburn Bldg., House of Representatives, Washington, DC 20515

Andy Cochran, House Committee on Financial Services, 2129 Rayburn H.O.B., Washington,
DC 20515

Clinton C. Jones, Senior Counsel, Committee on Financial Services, U.S. House of
Representatives, B303 Rayburn H.O.B., Washington, DC 20515
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