Government of the District of Columbia

Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs
Year Ended September 30, 2007

o CFSA provided the IV-E Adoption Assistance Program Eligibility Checklist, however it was not signed
evidencing approval for 9 of the 45 files.

The agency does not concur with the finding. The Agency's policies and practices are compliant with federal
guidelines as there are no federal eligibility requirements related to “Eligibility Checklists” or “QA reviewer
signature”. Furthermore, the case files to which this finding applies had eligibility determinations completed
prior to the April 2005 implementation of the Title IV-E Adoption Assistance Eligibility Checklist internal
control and cannot be retroactively applied to previously completed eligibility determinations partially
because re-determinations are not required for the Adoption Assistance program as stated in the Child
Welfare Policy Manual, Section 8.2B.9 “Title IV-E, Adoption Assistance Program, Eligibility,
Redeterminations”.

“The title IV-E adoption assistance program does not require redeterminations of a child's
eligibility. Although the title XIX Medicaid program and the programs that, in part, may qualify a
child initially for adoption assistance, such as Aid to Families with Dependent Children and
Supplemental Security Income, require redeterminations, they are unnecessary for the purpose of
maintaining a child's eligibility for title IV-E adoption assistance. Once a child has been determined
eligible and is receiving adoption assistance, a State may terminate the assistance only under the
circumstances specified at section 473(a){4) of the Social Security Act.”

Source: ACYF-CB-PA-01-01 (1/23/01); Legal Reference: Social Security Act - section 473
e CFSA did not provide the IV-E Adoption Assistance Program Eligibility Checklist for 32 of the 45 items.

The agency does not concur with the finding. The Agency's policies and practices are compliant with federal
guidelines as there are no federal eligibility requirements related to “Eligibility Checklists” or “QA reviewer
signature”. Furthermore, the case files to which this finding applies had eligibility determinations completed
prior to the April 2005 implementation of the Title IV-E Adoption Assistance Eligibility Checklist internal
control, and cannot be retroactively applied to previously completed eligibility determinations partially
because re-determinations are not required for the Adoption Assistance program as stated in ACF's Child
Welfare Policy Manual, Section 8.2B.9 “Title IV-E, Adoption Assistance Program, Eligibility,
Redeterminations”.

“The title IV-E adoption assistance program does not require redeterminations of a child's
eligibility. Although the title XIX Medicaid program and the programs that, in part, may qualify a
child initially for adoption assistance, such as Aid to Families with Dependent Children and
Supplemental Security Income, require redeterminations, they are unnecessary for the purpose of
maintaining a child's eligibility for title IV-E adoption assistance. Once a child has been determined
eligible and is receiving adoption assistance, a State may terminate the assistance only under the
circumstances specified at section 473(a)(4) of the Social Security Act.”

Source: ACYF-CB-PA-01-01(1/23/01); Legal Reference: Social Security Act - section 473
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o CFSA did not provide evidence that reasonable efforts to place the child for adoption without a subsidy
occurred for 41 of the 45 files.

The agency does not concur with the finding. The agency maintains that it has satisfied federal
requirements that a “reasonable, but unsuccessful, effort has been made to place the child with appropriate
adoptive parents without providing adoption assistance” based on ACF's “Child Welfare Policy Manual",
Section 8.2B.11, which reads:

‘In an effort to find an appropriate adoptive home for a child, and meet the requirement that a
reasonable, but unsuccessful, effort be made to place the child without adoption assistance, it is
not necessary for the agency to “shop” for a family while a child remains in foster care. Once the
agency has made the determination that placement with a certain family is in the child's best
interest, the agency should make full disclosure about the child's background, as well as known or
potential problems. If the agency has determined that the child cannot or should not return home
and the child meets the statutory definition of special needs with regard to specific factors or
conditions, then the agency can pose the question of whether the prospective adoptive parents are
willing to adopt without assistance. If they say they cannot adopt the child without adoption
assistance, the requirement in section 473(c)(2)(B) for a reasonable, but unsuccessful, effort to
place without providing adoption assistance will be met.”

The Social Security Act [at 473(c)(2)(B)] reads as follows: “that, except where it would be against
the best interests of the child because of such factors as the existence of significant emotional ties
with prospective adoptive parents while in the care of such parents as a foster child, a reasonable,
but unsuccessful, effort has been made to place the child with appropriate adoptive parents without
providing adoption assistance under this section or medical assistance under title XIX."
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No. Program Findings/Noncompliance Questioned Costs
2007-57

This finding # was not used.
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No. Program Findings/Noncompliance Questioned Costs
2007-58

This finding # was not used.
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District Agency — Child and Family Services Agency (CFSA)

No. Program Findings/Noncompliance Questioned Costs
2007-59 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Procurement, Suspension,  Not Determinable

and Debarment
Foster Care ~ Title IV-E
CFDA Number: 93.658
Grant Award Number: 2007G994107
Grant Award Period: 10/1/06-9/30/07

Criteria or Specific Requirement — Office of Management and Budget Circulars A-133 and A-102 require that
recipients of federal awards have adequate procedures and controls in place to ensure that the procedures are
properly documented in the entity's files, provide full and open competition supported by a cost or price analysis,
provide a vendor debarment or suspension certification, provide for retention of files, and that supporting
documentation collaborate compliance with these requirements.

Condition — During our test work over procurement, we noted the following out of a sample of 16 transactions:

o For 1 procurement transaction tested;

o There were multiple funding documents in the file for the same period.

o The funding document was not signed by the Contracting Officer.

o The amount certified by Fiscal and/or Budgetary personnel was not specified where required
on the funding document.

o The appropriate funding document was not found in the file.

o The price reasonableness determination and findings was not signed by the Contracting
Officer.

o There was an incomplete Contract Modification in the file.

o There was no evidence that a Contractor Evaluation was performed within 90 days before the
option was exercised.

o The amount on the funding document did not agree with the contract listing provided.

o The amount on the determination and findings did not agree to the contract listing provided.

e For 2 procurement transactions, there was no evidence of a Business Clearance Memorandum (BCM)
in the file.

e 3 procurement transactions did not have documentation in the file evidencing review of
suspension/debarment documents for the contract/option being reviewed.

e For4 procurement transactions tested:
o There was no evidence that the Certification of Funding Availability was completed by the
Office of the Chief Financial Officer.
o There was no documentation in the file evidencing review of suspension/debarment
documents for the contract/option being reviewed before the option was exercised.
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o There was no Department of Employment Services or Office of Tax and Revenue tax
verification responses in the file for the contract/option being reviewed.

s For 5 procurement transactions tested:
o The dates on the funding document did not agree with the contract listing provided.
o The dates per Contract Award/Modification did not agree to the contract listing provided.

e For 6 procurement transactions, the dates and amounts on the funding document did not agree with the
contract listing provided.

e For 7 procurement transactions, there was no evidence that the BCM in the file was approved.

e For 8 procurement transactions tested:
0 At least one of the required determination and findings was signed after the contract was
awarded.
o There was no evidence that the BCM was prepared before the sole source contract had been
negotiated (pre-negotiations).

e For 10 procurement transactions tested:
o All 10 required City Council approval. For 3 contracts, City Council approval was received
after the contract was awarded.
o The sole source determination and findings were not signed by the Agency Head as required.
o Transactions did not have Tax Certification Affidavits in the file for the contract/option being
reviewed.

Context - This is a condition identified per review of CFSA's compliance with specified requirements.

Effect - Inefficient control systems related to procurement files can lead to noncompliance with laws and regulations.
CFSA could inadvertently contract with or make sub-awards to parties that are suspended or debarred from doing
business with the Federal government as well as award contracts to vendors whose contract prices are
unreasonable. In addition, contracts may be executed to unqualified vendors and CFSA could possibly issue
procurements without the appropriate funding.

Cause — CFSA failed to properly maintain contracts files and in some instances proper documentation for
procurement contracts due to an inadequate filing and tracking system.

Recommendation — We recommend that CFSA review its current contracting procedures with special focus on the
contracting officers or designees and their responsibilities for ensuring compliance with the contract dollar limitation
and the approval process. CFSA should implement due diligence procedures to be performed by the Quality
Assurance personnel assigned to the department to ensure that complete and appropriate documentation is
maintained in each file. The Director of Contracts should meet with procurement personnel to review the status of
certain contracts during the year and action should be taken to remedy deficiencies cited.
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Views of Responsible Officials and Planned Corrective Actions — Management's response is as follows:

e 1 procurement transaction had multiple funding documents in the file for the same period.

The Agency concurs with the finding. At times funding approval may be sought to cover an anticipated
contract period, and then the initiation of services may or may not ultimately coincide with the funding
period since. Services involving placement of children is not 100% predictable as to when the service
initiates. CPA staff has been working with fiscal and IT (FACES) staff to develop an automated funding
module to rectify funding approval process shortcomings. This module will streamline the process, and
eliminate most deficiencies in this area. The module is anticipated to be operational in Fall of 2008.

e 1 procurement transaction had a funding document that was not signed by the Contracting Officer.

The Agency concurs with the finding. The manual funding document is used by the Agency to certify
availability of funds for contracts for child-specific services because tracking of these services is
required in the Agency's FACES system rather than in the Districts PASS procurement system.
Historically, and in line with prior practice, all signatures were necessary as the tool was used for both
procurement and funding. The signature of the finance official is to ensure the funding is available.
The Contracting Officer's signature is crucial on the contract documents, not the funding document.
CPA staff has been working with fiscal and IT (FACES) staff to develop an automated funding module
to rectify funding approval process shortcomings. This module will streamline the process, and
eliminate most deficiencies in this area. The module is anticipated to be operational in Fall of 2008.

e For 1 procurement transaction, the amount certified by Fiscal and/or Budgetary personnel was not
specified where required on the funding document.

The Agency concurs with the finding. CPA staff has been working with fiscal and IT (FACES) staff to
develop an automated funding module to rectify funding approval process shortcomings. This module
will streamline the process and eliminate most deficiencies in this area. The module is anticipated to be
operational in Fall of 2008.

o for 1 procurement transaction, the appropriate funding document was not found in the file.
The Agency concurs with the finding. CPA staff has been working with fiscal and IT (FACES) staff to
develop an automated funding module to rectify funding approval process shortcomings. This module

will streamline the process and eliminate most deficiencies in this area. The module is anticipated to be
operational in Fall of 2008.
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e for 1 procurement transaction, the price reasonableness determination and findings was not signed by
the Contracting Officer.

The Agency concurs with this finding. As of January 2008, the Acting Contracts Administrator has
ensured completion and signature on these documents prior to execution of contracts.

o For 1 procurement transaction, there was an incomplete Contract Modification in the file.

The Agency has improved its preparation of all required documentation to contract modifications. The
current Acting Contracts Administrator has incorporated increased levels of review prior to signature on
documents.

o 1 procurement transaction did not have evidence that a Contractor Evaluation was performed within 90
days before the option was exercised.

The Agency contends that it is not a formal requirement to have the Contractor evaluation performed
when the option is exercised, but is a practice that CPA has proactively initiated for those contracts over
one million dollars in value. The CPA Contract Compliance Officer has made significant improvement to
ensure that contract evaluations are obtained prior to making further contracting decisions with vendors.
CPA has proactively initiated the review of Contractor evaluations with lead time to ensure contracting
decisions consider performance.

e For 1 procurement transaction, the amount on the funding document did not agree with the contract
listing provided.

The Agency concurs with this finding. CPA staff has been working with fiscal and IT (FACES) staff to
develop an automated funding module to rectify funding approval process shortcomings. This module
will streamline the process and eliminate most deficiencies in this area. The module is anticipated to be
operational in Fall of 2008.

e For 1 procurement transaction, the amount on the determination and findings did not agree to the
contract listing provided.

The Agency concurs with this finding. The contract listing provided to the auditors was simply a manual
spreadsheet compiling information in the absence of an automated database. As a result, the data is
not as comprehensive and accurate as it would be if extracted from an automated database. The
Agency is developing a comprehensive contracts database which tracks contracts, contract
modifications, tax, vendor, and compliance information. This tool will ensure accuracy of the data. The
CPA is also working to identify an FTE for a document control position as recommended in a prior audit.
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e For 2 procurement transactions, there was no evidence of a Business Clearance Memorandum (BCM)
in the file.

The current Acting Contracts Administrator is ensuring all required documentation to include BCM's,
when their inclusion is applicable.

e 3 procurement transactions did not have documentation in the file evidencing review of
suspension/debarment documents for the contract/option being reviewed.

The Agency concurs that it has not been the practice to include a document in the file indicating review
of suspension/debarment review has been conducted. However, the Agency is not aware of a
reference in the DCMR requiring that files must maintain evidence of having conducted this review. The
CPA Contract Compliance Officer consults the Excluded Parties List to ensure a potential Contractor
has not been suspended or debarred prior to the execution of a contract.

The Agency is implementing protocol to include a printed copy of the Excluded Parties list in the official
contract file as evidence that this review has been conducted. The CPA Compliance Officer also will
routinely conduct debarment searches for updates to ensure that providers are not debarred or
prevented from doing business with the D.C. Government.

e 4 procurement transactions did not have evidence that the Certification of Funding Availability was
completed by the Office of the Chief Financial Officer.

CPA concurs with this finding. CPA staff has been working with fiscal and IT (FACES) staff to develop
an automated funding module to rectify funding approval process shortcomings. This module will
streamline the process and eliminate most deficiencies in this area. The module is anticipated to be
operational in Fall of 2008.

e 4 procurement transactions did not have documentation in the file evidencing review of
suspension/debarment documents for the contract/option being reviewed before the option was
exercised.

The Agency concurs that it has not been the practice to include a document in the file indicating review
of suspension/debarment review has been conducted. However, the Agency is not aware of a reference
in the DCMR requiring that files must maintain evidence of having conducted this review. The CPA
Contract Compliance Officer consults the Excluded Parties List to ensure a potential Contractor has not
been suspended or debarred prior to the execution of a contract.

The Agency is implementing protocol to include a printed copy of the Excluded Parties list in the official
contract file as evidence that this review has been conducted. The CPA Compliance Officer also will
routinely conduct debarment searches for updates to ensure that providers are not debarred or
prevented from doing business with the D.C. Government.
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e fFor4 procurement transactions, there was no Department of Employment Services or Office of Tax and
Revenue tax verification responses in the file for the contract/option being reviewed.

The Agency concurs with this finding. The current Acting Contracts Administrator is ensuring
completion of these documents and their inclusion in the official contract files.

e For 5 procurement transactions, the dates on the funding document did not agree with the contract
listing provided.

The Agency concurs with this finding. CPA staff has been working with fiscal and IT (FACES) staff to
develop an automated funding module to rectify funding approval process shortcomings. This module
will streamline the process and eliminate most deficiencies in this area. The module is anticipated to be
operational in Fall of 2008.

o For & procurement transactions, the dates per Contract Award/Modification did not agree to the contract
listing provided.

The Agency concurs with this finding. The contract listing provided to the auditors was simply a manual
spreadsheet compiling information in the absence of an automated database. As a result, the data is
not as comprehensive and accurate as it would be if extracted from an automated database. The
Agency is developing a comprehensive contracts database which tracks contracts, contract
modifications, tax, vendor, and compliance information. This tool will ensure accuracy of the data. The
CPA is also working to identify an FTE for a document control position as recommended in a prior audit.

e For 6 procurement transactions, the dates and amounts on the funding document did not agree with the
contract listing provided.

The Agency concurs with this finding. CPA staff has been working with fiscal and IT (FACES) staff to
develop an automated funding module to rectify funding approval process shortcomings. This module
will streamline the process and eliminate most deficiencies in this area. The module is anticipated to be
operational in Falt of 2008.

o For 7 procurement transactions, there was no evidence that the BCM in the file was approved.

The current Acting Contracts Administrator is ensuring all required documentation to include BCM's,
when their inclusion is applicable.

e For 8 procurement transactions, at least one of the required determination and findings was signed
after the contract was awarded.

The Agency concurs with the finding. As of January 2008, the Acting Contracts Administrator (or
ACCO) has ensured completion and signature on these documents prior to execution of contracts.
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e For 8 procurement transactions that had BCMs, there was no evidence that the BCM was prepared
before the sole source contract had been negotiated (pre-negotiations).

The agency concurs with the finding. The current Acting Contracts Administrator is ensuring the
preparation of all required documentation to include BCMs, in a timely manner, when their inclusion is
applicable.

e 10 required City Council approval. For 3 contracts, City Council approval was received after the
contract was awarded.

The Agency concurs with this finding. The time required for the City Council approval process can at
times delay award of contracts. In the past, certain contracts may have been executed due to the
urgent need for continued services prior to the arrival of documentation of City Council approval. This
documentation has not routinely been shared with the Agency. The Agency has made significant
improvement in this area by enhanced training and education given to Contracts and Procurement
Administration (CPA) staff and Purchasers of Services across the agency thereby enabling submission
of City Council approval packages with adequate lead time to obtain Council approval prior to contract
execution. The Agency has also made strides in obtaining the "deemed approval” documents from
Council to include in official contract files.

e for 10 procurement transactions, the sole source determination and findings were not signed by the
Agency Head as required.

The Agency concurs with the finding. As of January 2008, the Acting Contracts Administrator has
included the Director's signature on all Sole Source D & F's in excess of $25,000.

e 10 procurement transactions did not have Tax Certification Affidavits in the file for the contract/option
being reviewed.

The Agency does not concur with this finding. The Agency is not aware of a DCMR requirement to
include the Tax Certification Affidavit in the official contract file. These documents had been maintained
in unofficial files. The official tax verification response is the only official document that has significance.
The tax affidavit is a preliminary document filed with our office prior to the official review/response. As
per the audit finding, CPA will now include both the affidavit and the tax verification response.
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