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SUBJECT: FEDERAL DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY GRANT SUB.
RECIPIENT MONITORING FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012.13

The Chief Executive Office's (CEO) County Disaster Administrative Team (CDAT)
received approximately $24.4 million in grants from the federal Department of
Homeland Security for Fiscal Year (FY) 2012-13. The grants were received through the
California Emergency Management Agency (CalEMA). CDAT allocated the grant funds
to the 51 sub-recipients, including County departments, the County Office of Emergency
Management (OEM), and independent cities in Los Angeles County (County). OEM is a
separate unit in the CEO that uses grant funds allocated by CDAT for Countywide
disaster planning, training, and operations. CDAT is also responsible for monitoring the
sub-recipients to ensure they comply with applicable grant requirements.

At CDAT's request, we contracted with an independent Certified Public Accounting firm,
Vasquez & Company (Vasquez), to conduct financial compliance audits of the 51 sub-
recipients that included reviewing a sample of transactions involving Grant Years 2009,
2010, 2011, and 2012. Vasquez's audit did not include reviewing CDAT directly or their
monitoring efforts of sub-recipients.

Results of Review

Vasquez identified $234,412 in questioned costs and other non-compliance issues. For
example:
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Three sub-recipients did not provide supporting documentation for their grant
expenditures, totaling $21 1,911. Specifically, the City of Montebello and the City of
San Marino did not have procurement documentation to support the equipment
purchases totaling $20,731 and $165,447, respectively, and the City of Santa
Monica did not provide documentation of three written price quotes for equipment
purchased totaling $25, 733.

Two sub-recipients were unable to locate equipment totaling $14,198. Specifically,
the City of San Gabriel and the City of San Marino could not locate equipment with a
cost of $9,752 and $4,446, respectively. ln addition, during the City of Montebello
site visít, 12 (48o/o) of the 25 equipment items sampled were in use and were
unavailable for inspection.

The City of Long Beach did not provide documentation that they had obtaÍned State
approval as required before conducting the Environment, Historical Preservation/
National Environment Policy Act (EHP/NEPA) exercise totaling $4,983.

Two sub-recipients did not provide accounting records to support their grant
expenditures. Specifically, the City of Montebello did not provide the expenditure
detail report to support $3,320 and the City of South Pasadena did not provide the
expenditure detaíl report to support the equipment purchases.

Thirteen sub-recipients did not maintain an inventory list for equipment purchased
with grant funds in prior years. Specifically, the sub-recipients' equipment listings
did not include all CaIEMA-funded equipment purchased since the Program
inception.

Thirty-eight sub-recipients had a combined total of 82 internal control weaknesses.
For example, 32 (84%) of the 38 sub-recipients did not maintain all required
information in their inventory listings. These findings were noted in prior audits.

o

o Twenty-eight sub-recipients have not implemented 65 (54o/o) of the 121
recommendations that were made during the Grant Years 2005, 2006, and 2007
grant audits.

The CEO's attached response indicates that they obtained additional documentation
from the five sub-recipients and resolved the $234,412 in questioned cosfs. The
response also indicates that they will continue to work with the sub-recipients in regards
to equipment listing update, internal controls, and implementation of the prior year
recommendations.
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Review of Report

We discussed our report with CEO's CDAT. CDAT's response indicates that they agree
with Vasquez's findings and recommendations and have already resolved a number of
outstanding items. As indicated above, the CEO will work with the sub-recipients to
ensure the weaknesses identified were resolved timely. Because of the number of sub-
recipients, copies of the individual reports are not enclosed, but are available for your
review upon request.

lf you have any questions please call me, or your staff may contact Don Chadwick at
(213) 253-0301 .

JN:AB:DC:EB:sK

Attachmpnt

c: Sachi A. Hamai, lnterim Chief Executive Officer
Public lnformation Office
Audit Committee
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Code Summarv

A Did not provide documentation to support procurement requirements were followed

B Unable to locate equipment items purchased with grant funds.

C Did not obtain prior approvalfrom the State.

D Did not provide accounting records to support grant expenditures.

E Did not maintain an equipment inventory list for equipment items purchased in prior years.

F Unable to identify equipment sampled because either there was no serial or tag number on the equipment or the identifying
number on the equipment did not match the equipment listing.

Footnotes

(1) Monitor was unable to determine the dollar value of one or more findings in this category.
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County of Los Angeles
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICE

Kenneth Hahn Häll of Adm¡nistration
500 WÊst Temple Street, Room 713, Los Angeles, Californ¡â 90012

(213) 97 4-11o1
http://ceo.lacounty.gov

WILLIAM T FUJIOKA
Chief Execulive Off¡cer

Board of Sup€!'v¡sors

GLORIA MOLINA
Ëìrst DÍstrict

MARK RIDLEY.THOMAS
Second Dislrict

ZEV YAROSLAVSKY
Third 0istrict

DON KNABE
Fourth District

MICHAEL D, ANTONOVICH
Fifth District

November 25,2O14

To; John Naimo
Auditor-Controller
Depa rtment of Aud itor-Control I er

From William T Fujioka kChief Executíve Officer

Subject: RESPONSE TO FEDERAL DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
GRANT SUB.RËCIPIËNT MONITORING FOR FISCAL YËAR 2012.20'13

The Chief Ëxecutive Office, County Disaster Administrative Team (CDAT) has reviewed
the attached Federal Depañment of Homeland Security Grant Sub-Reciplent Monitoring
repoñ and generally agrees with six of the seven findings and recommendations
prepared by Vasquez & Company (Vasquez), Our responses below include brief
narratÍve on progress we have made with closing out the flndings resulting from the
Vasquez review.

RPqponsgs to Review Summarv

1. Three sub-recipíents, the City of Montehello, the City of San Marino, and the
City of Sanúa Monica did not provide suppoñing documentation far their grant
expenditures, totaling 6211,911. Specifically, the City of Montebøllo and the
Clty of San Marino did not have proaurement documentatíon to support the
equipment purchases wíth a cost of 820,731 and $165,447, respectívely, and
the City of Santa Monica purchased equipment with a cost of 525,733 without
an evidence of obtaining three written quotes as required.

Response

Subsequent to Vasquez's review, CDAT staff obtained and verifìed the appropriate
documentation to support the grant expenditures reviewed for the Cities of
Montebello, San Marino, and Santa Monica. We have determined this fìnding is
closed.

^To Enrlch Lives Through Effective And Caríng Service"
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2. Two sub-recipients were unable to locate equipment items totaling $14,198.
$pecifically, the Gity of San Gabriel and the City of San Marino could not
locate equipment with a cost of $9,752 and $4,446, respectively. ln addition,
during the City of Montebello site visit, 12 (48%) ol 25 equipment sampled
were in use and were unavailable for inspection.

Regponse

Subsequent to Vasquez' site vísit, the City of San Gabriel located the missing
eguipment items and provided pictorial documentation of the equipment and their
locations to the auditors. We have determined this finding is now closed.

CDAT will work with the Cities of San Marino and Montebello to ensure they locate
all of the Homeland Security Grant Funded equipment claimed in FY 2012-13.

3. City of Long Beach did not provide required documentation that they had
obtained State approval before conduction Envlronment, Historical
Preservation/National Environment Policy Act (EHP/NEPA) exercise with a
cost of $4,983.

Response

The Gity of Long Beach submitted a request to ËËMA for the required EHP/NEPA
approval but did not receive it, as required by regulation, before its April 20,2012
exercise date. FEMA ultimately granted the EHP/NEPA approval for the exercise,
though not until May 29, 2010, and identified April 20,2012 as the date of scheduled
event. The City acknowledges its error, recognizes the need to receive State
approval prior to seheduling an event, and will make every eflort to do so in the
future. ln addition, CDAT wÌll continue to emphasize to the sub-recipients the need
to obtain prior approval in training workshops. We have determined this finding is
now closed.

4. Two sub-recipients did not provide accounting records to support their grant
expenditures. Specifically, the Gity of Montebello d¡d not provlde the
expenditure detail report to show how backfill expenditures for $3,320 were
recorded, and the City of South Pasadena díd not provide invoices and
cancelled checks to support $76,690 in equipment purchases.

Reçpo_nsg

Our office was able to obtain the expenditure detail information to suppoñ the City of
Montebello's backfÌll expenditures in the amount of $3,320. We have determined
that the finding is now closed.
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ln addition, our office determined that the finding regarding the City of South
Pasadena's equipment purchase was inadveftently reported, Upon our review of the
Vasquez' work papers, we noted that the invoice and canceled check for the
equipment purchase in the amount of $76,690 was provided to the auditor's at the
time of their field work. Therefore, we have determined that the necessary
documentation was provided and no fìnding orfurther action is warranted.

5. ThiÉeen sub-recipients did not maintain an inventory list for equipment
purchased with grant funds in prior years. Specifically, the sub-reclpients'
equipment listings did not include all CaIEMA-funded equipment purchased
since the Program inception.

Respqnsg

CDAT will coordinate an effort to update the inventory listings of all sub-recipients
that have purchased equipment through the Homeland Security Grant Program. Our
office will then ensure each sub-recipient receives those equipment inventory listings
so they can verify the status and update their equipment inventory lists by grant
year.

6. Thirty-eight sub-recipients had a combined total of 82 internal control
weaknesses, For example, thirty-two $a%) of the 38 sub-recipients did not
maintain all required information in their inventory listings. These findings
were noted in the prior findings.

7. Twenty-elght sub-recipients have not implemented 65 154%) of the 121
recommendations that were made during the Grant Years 2005, 2006 and 2007
grant audits.

Beçppnpe (#'s 6 and 7)

CDAT will work with the sub-recipients to address these internal control weaknesses
and attempt to close outthese findings as soon as possible.

We woufd like to thank Vasquez & Gompany and the Çountwvide Çontract Monitoring
Dlvision for their assistance in conducting this review. lf you have any questions or
require additional information, please contact Al Shaw of my staff at (213) 974-7315 or
a sh aw@ ceo&co u n-tv, qo.v

WÏF:NH
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Attachment

Don Chadwi ck, Auditor'Controller
Elaine Boyd, Auditor-Controller
Allen Khozahi, Auditor-Controller
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