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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

We performed agreed-upon procedures to assist the Governor’s Office of Homeland
Security and Emergency Preparedness (GOHSEP) in evaluating the completeness and accuracy
of documentation submitted by sub-grantees to GOHSEP for reimbursement under FEMA'’s
Hazard Mitigation Assistance program consisting of Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP),
Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL), Repetitive Flood Claims (RFC), Flood Mitigation Assistance
(FMA), and Pre Disaster Mitigation (PDM), collectively referred to as the Hazard Mitigation
(HM) program.

Current Period Analysis. For the period January 1, 2012, through June 30, 2012, we
analyzed 291 reimbursement requests totaling $37,298,592 and noted potential questioned costs
of $1,574,121 (4%). We also conducted subsequent analyses on 13 of the 291 reimbursement
requests that had been returned to the GOHSEP disaster recovery specialists because of
documentation deficiencies. Our subsequent analyses noted that the sub-grantees provided
sufficient documentation to support $407,321 in potential questioned costs. The remaining
unsupported potential questioned costs for the current period total $1,166,800.

Prior Period Analysis. We conducted subsequent analyses on 21 reimbursement
requests that we initially analyzed in prior periods and were returned to the GOHSEP disaster
recovery specialists because of documentation deficiencies. Our subsequent analyses noted that
the sub-grantees provided sufficient documentation to support $2,610,407 of $10,133,309 (26%)
in previously noted potential questioned costs. Our subsequent analyses also noted additional
potential questioned costs of $58,665.
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We performed the procedures described on the following pages for the period January 1,
2012, through June 30, 2012, which were requested and agreed to by management of the
Governor’s Office of Homeland Security and Emergency Preparedness (GOHSEP), solely to
assist you in fulfilling your responsibility for implementing the Hazard Mitigation (HM)
program. GOHSEP management is responsible for the day-to-day operations of HM.

This agreed-upon procedures engagement was conducted in accordance with the
attestation standards established by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants and
the applicable attestation standards contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the
Comptroller General of the United States. The sufficiency of these procedures is solely the
responsibility of management of GOHSEP. Consequently, we make no representation regarding
the sufficiency of the procedures either for the purpose for which this report has been requested
or for any other purpose.

Overall Results

For the period January 1, 2012, through June 30, 2012, we analyzed 291 reimbursement
requests along with supporting documentation to confirm that the reimbursement requests
complied with federal and state guidelines and were sufficiently documented. We also
conducted subsequent analyses on 13 of the 291 requests and on 21 requests that were initially
analyzed in a prior period. We presented GOHSEP management a finding of review for each
reimbursement request we analyzed during this period.

Any findings resulting from our analyses are considered potential questioned costs since
GOHSEP will have the opportunity to correct deficiencies prior to payment. The following table
presents the overall results of our analysis.
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Potential Questioned Costs

Number of Amount Amount Amount

Review Type Reviews Reviewed Questioned Resolved
Initial (current period) 291 | $37,298,592 $1,574,121 $0
Subsequent (current period) 13 1,659,783 0 (407,321)
Subsequent (prior period) 21 8,024,221 58,665 (2,610,407)
Total 325 | $46,982,596 $1,632,786 | ($3,017,728)

Procedures and Findings

Procedure: We confirmed that the sub-grantee submitted a SF 270 (Request for
Advance or Reimbursement) that has been signed by an authorized person.

Finding: As a result of this procedure, we identified one request that did not have a
SF 270 form signed by an authorized person. The file was returned to
GOHSEP personnel to obtain adequate documentation.

Procedure: We reviewed the mathematical calculations performed by GOHSEP
personnel to confirm the calculations are in accordance with funding
parameters.

Finding: We did not note any exceptions as a result of this procedure.

Procedure: We confirmed that the invoices, billings, photographs of work, and related
items provided by the sub-grantee supported the request for
reimbursement.

Finding: As a result of this procedure, we analyzed 291 reimbursement requests and

supporting documentation and noted potential questioned costs totaling
$1,574,121 for 24 requests. Since a request may contain more than one
finding, there are more findings than requests.

. Fifteen requests lacked sufficient documentation to support
the requested amount.

. Six requests lacked sufficient documentation to support
cost reasonableness.

. Seven requests lacked sufficient documentation to support
compliance with procurement requirements.

Our subsequent analyses of 12 of the 24 requests noted that the sub-
grantees provided sufficient documentation to support $407,321 of the
potential questioned costs.
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In addition, our subsequent analyses of 21 requests initially analyzed in a
prior period noted that the sub-grantees provided sufficient documentation
to support $2,610,407 of $10,133,309 (26%) in previously noted potential
questioned costs. Our subsequent analyses also noted additional potential
questioned costs of $58,665 because of lack of sufficient documentation to
support cost reasonableness.

Procedure: We confirmed that the work reflected by the documentation was within
the scope approved for the grant.

Finding: We did not note any exceptions as a result of this procedure.

Procedure: We confirmed that the quarterly reporting was up-to-date.

Finding: We did not note any exceptions as a result of this procedure.

Procedure: We confirmed that the documented expenses and project progression
correspond with the performance period.

Finding: We did not note any exceptions as a result of this procedure.

Procedure: We confirmed that an end of performance period letter had been prepared
and processed for projects ending in less than 90 days.

Finding: We did note any exceptions as a result of this procedure.

Procedure: We confirmed that at least one site inspection had been conducted for each

project that was more than 50% complete or that a final site inspection has
been conducted for each project that is 100% complete.

Finding: We did not note any exceptions as a result of this procedure.

Additional Information

Prior Period Potential Questioned Costs

Sometimes potential questioned costs are not resolved until a subsequent reporting
period. The following table presents the status of potential questioned costs noted in prior
periods. The table does not include the results of the Office of Community Devel-
opment/Disaster Recovery Unit (OCD-DRU) individual homeowner file analysis discussed in
the next section.
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Prior Period Potential Questioned Costs

Period Amount Questioned Amount Resolved Amount Unresolved
Calendar year 2008 $17,365,704 ($17,365,704) $0
Calendar year 2009 8,152,006 (7,865,798) 286,208
Calendar year 2010 6,699,954 (5,937,855) 762,099
Calendar year 2011 9,763,574 (3,311,417) 6,452,157

Total $41,981,238 ($34,480,774) $7,500,464

OCD-DRU Individual Homeowner Files

Typically, a sub-grantee submits a batch of reimbursement requests containing multiple
homeowner files. We analyze the batch and submit a single finding of review to GOHSEP
management. The finding of review documents the results of our analysis of the batch. For the
OCD-DRU individual homeowner files, OCD-DRU submits the files separately to GOHSEP for
analysis prior to batching them. GOHSEP management requested that we analyze these
individual homeowner files and submit a finding of review for each file. Subsequent to our
analysis, OCD-DRU submits a batch of individual homeowner files with a request for
reimbursement to GOHSEP for processing and payment.

During the period January 1, 2012, through June 30, 2012, we conducted 1,550 reviews
of individual homeowner files along with supporting documentation to confirm that the files
complied with federal and state guidelines and were sufficiently documented (see the following
table). Of the 1,550 reviews, 1,079 were files we reviewed for the first time (initial reviews) and
471 were files we previously reviewed (subsequent reviews). For the initial reviews, we noted
potential questioned costs of $2,925,935. For the subsequent reviews of files initially reviewed
in the current period, OCD-DRU provided sufficient documentation to support $1,019,145 of the
amount questioned ($2,925,935) in the current period. Our subsequent analyses also noted
additional potential questioned costs of $59,825.

For the subsequent reviews of files initially reviewed in a prior period, OCD-DRU
provided sufficient documentation to support $2,203,092 of $5,069,242 (43%) in previously
noted potential questioned costs. Our subsequent analyses also noted additional potential
questioned costs of $377,865. The following table presents the overall results of our analysis of
OCD-DRU individual homeowner files.
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Potential Questioned Costs

Number of Amount Amount Amount

Review Type Reviews Reviewed Questioned Resolved
Initial (current period) 1,079 $31,980,459 $2,925,935 $0
Subsequent (current period) 183 4,938,899 59,825 (1,019,145)
Subsequent (prior period) 288 6,816,222 377,865 (2,203,092)
Total 1,550 | $43,735,580 $3,363,625 | ($3,222,237)

We were not engaged to and did not conduct an examination, the objective of which
would be to express an opinion on GOHSEP’s compliance with federal and state regulations,
GOHSEP’s internal control over compliance with federal and state regulations, or the fair

presentation of GOHSEP’s financial statements.

Accordingly, we do not express such an

opinion. Had we performed additional procedures, other matters may have come to our attention

that would have been reported to

you.

This report is intended solely for the information and use of GOHSEP management and
the Louisiana Legislature and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than
those parties. However, by provision of state law, this report is a public document and has been
distributed to the appropriate public officials.
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Respectfully submitted,
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Daryl G. Purpera, CPA, CFE
Legislative Auditor




Appendix A

Management’s Response



A.l



A2



A3



	GOHSEP-HMP 2012.pdf
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page




