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FROM: DaeL. Chouteau, Didtrict Inspector General for Audit, Midwest

SUBJECT: Fairfiedd County
Community Housing Improvement Program
Lancaster, Ohio

We completed areview of Fairfiedd County’s Community Housing Improvement Program. The review
resulted from a citizen complaint to Congressman Christopher Shays. The objectives of our review
were to determine whether the complainant’s dlegations were vaid and whether HUD’s rules and
regulations were properly followed.

The complainant’s specific dlegations were tha the County: (1) used the incorrect income limits for its
HUD funded activities, (2) provided benefits to individuals who exceeded the Program’s income
requirements, (3) served individuas thet lived outside of the County’s target area; (4) provided services
to individuds, but the services were not according to the Program’s guidelines; and (5) did not make its
rules and regulations available to Program applicants. The complainant dso dleged that the County’s
Housing Inspector ingppropriately steered the Program’ s participants to certain contractors.

The County was organized under the laws of the State of Ohio. A threeemember Board of
Commissioners is responsible for the County’s day-to-day operations. The President of the County’s
Boad is Lisa M. Kesder. The County’s officid records for the Community Housing Improvement
Program are at 210 East Main Street, Lancagter, Ohio.



Audit Memorandum

To determine whether the complainant's dlegations were vdid and whether HUD’s rules and
regulations were properly followed, we reviewed the County’s. Grant Agreements with the State of
Ohio for the periods of July 1, 1994 to February 29, 1996 and October 1, 1996 to September 30,
1998; Program Polices and Guiddlines for Fisca Y ears 1994-1995 and 1996-1997; consulting services
contracts for the Program; and Program participants files. We aso reviewed HUD’ s and the State of
Ohio'sfilesfor the County. We interviewed: HUD' s g&ff; State officids; the County’s Commissioners,
employees, and its consultants staff; and Program participants.

We found that Fairfield County inappropriatdy used $169,044 of HUD funds to provide housing
rehabilitation assstance that was not in accordance with HUD's regulations, the State of Ohio's
requirements, and/or the County’s Policies and Guiddines for the Program. The ingppropriate
dishursements included: $10,201 for housing rehabilitation work that was improperly performed or not
provided; $2,716 for rehabilitation work that was excessively paid; $106,052 in housing assistance to
sgx households without property hazard insurance and/or without recorded mortgage liens, deed
restrictions, or covenants on the assisted properties; $33,625 to assist two households, who were not
“very low-income’, with housing rehabilitation services, and $16,450 to provide rehabilitation
assistance to a household that was not located in the required target area.

We dso found that the County and/or its Housing Inspector: (1) did not include $1,534 of housing
rehabilitation work in the specifications for three contracts; (2) incorrectly certified that the housing
rehabilitation services provided to seven houses met the State's Residentia Rehabilitation Standards
when they did not; (3) faled to follow HUD’ s regulation or the State’ s requirements for full and open
competition regarding the procurement of housing rehakilitation and consulting services, and (4) did not
ensure its contracting policies met HUD’s requirements for the award of fixed-price or cost-
rembursement type contracts.  Since the County awarded housing rehabilitation contracts without full
and open competition, we questioned the County’s use of $159,438 in HUD funds provided to 14
households. Asaresult, HUD funds were not used efficiently and effectively.

We presented our draft findings to the President of the County’s Board of Commissioners and HUD's
gaff during the audit. We held an exit conference with the Board's President on May 27, 1999. The
County provided written comments to our findings. The complete text of the comments are in Appendix
B with the exception of 20 enclosures that were not necessary for understanding the County’s
comments. A complete copy of the County’s responses with enclosures was provided to HUD's
Director of Community Planning and Development, Ohio State Office. A copy of this memorandum
was provided to the President of the County’s Board of Commissioners.

Within 60 days, please provide us, for each recommendation made in this memorandum, 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 consdered unnecessary. Also, please provide us copies of any correspondence or
directivesissued because of thisreview.

Should you or your staff have any questions, please contact me at (312) 353-7832.
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Finding 1

Units Did Not Meet Residential
Rehabilitation Standards After Housing
Assstance

Fairfiedd County did not follow HUD’ s regulation, the State of Ohio’s Grant Agreements, or the
County’s Community Housing Improvement Program requirements to ensure asssted houses
met the State’ s Residential Rehabiilitation Standards. The County inappropriately used $10,201
of HUD funds (HOME and Community Development Block Grant) to pay for housing
rehabilitation work that was improperly performed or that was not provided. The County aso
did not include $1,534 of housing rehabilitation work in specifications for three contracts. The
County’s Housing Ingpector incorrectly certified that the housing rehabilitation services provided
to seven houses met the State's Residentid Rehabilitation Standards when they did not. The
problems occurred because Community Development Consultants of Ohio, which the County
contracted with to adminiger its Community Housing Improvement Program, did not have
adequate procedures and controls over the Program to ensure houses met the Sta€'s
Standards after they recaived housing rehabilitation assstance. The County aso did not monitor
Community Development Consultants to ensure it administered the Program as required. Asa
result, HUD funds were not efficiently and effectively used. HUD dso lacks assurance that
houses met the State' s Standards after receiving housing rehabilitation assistance.

_ 24 CFR, Subpart F, Pat 92.251 requires housing
HUD's Regulaions renebilitated with HOME funds to meet dl applicable
loca codes, rehabilitation standards, ordinances, and

zoning ordinances a the time of project completion.

24 CFR Pat 24 dlows HUD to teke adminigtrative
action againg housing ingpectors who violate HUD'’s
requirements.

Page 6 of the State of Ohio’'s Home Investment

State Grant Agreements Partnership  Program  Grant  Agreement  effective

Requirements October 1, 1996 with Fairfidd County dates al
projects and units asssted with HOME funds must
meet the requirements set forth in 24 CFR Part 92
Subpart F. Page 3 of Attachment B for the Grant
Agreement requires al rehabilitation work paid for with
HOME funds must meet or exceed the Stat€'s
Resdentid Rehahilitation Standards.
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Finding 1

County’s Policies And
Guiddines

Sample Sdlection And
Inspection Results

99-CH-255-1803

The Sate of Ohio's Smdl Cities Community
Development Block Grant Program Grant Agreemernt,
page 4 of Attachment B, effective October 1, 1996
with Fairfidd County requires dl rehabilitation work
pad for with Block Grant funds to meet or exceed the
State' s Residentid Rehabilitation Standards.

Farfidd County’s Fisca Year 1996 Community
Housng Improvement Progran’'s Policies and
Guiddines, page 12, require dl units asssted under the
County’'s Private Rehabilitation Program  with
Community Development Block Grant funds or HOME
funds to meet the State of Ohio's Resdentid
Rehabilitation Standards after rehabilitation. Page 31 of
the County’s Policies and Guiddines requires only the
items being repaired under the County’s Home Repair
Program to be brought up to the Stat€'s Resdential
Rehabilitation Standards.

We sdected a sample of eight of the 25 houses that
received housing rehabilitation funds through Farfidd
County’s Community Housing Improvement Program.
We sdected the eight houses to determine whether the
County appropriately paid for housing rehabilitation
work. The County executed the eght housng
rehabilitation contracts between August 1997 and June
1998. Of the eght contracts, we sdected the
complanant who requested the audit plus seven
homeowners. The saven homeowners indicated in their
responses to our questionnaire or through interviews we
conducted that their housng rehabilitation work was
performed incorrectly or was not provided. The eight
houses were inspected by our Inspectors between
February 12, 1999 and April 21, 1999.

We provided the inspection results to HUD’s Ohio
Sate Office Director of Community Planning and
Development and the President of the County’s Board
of Commissoners.



Finding 1

HUD Funds Were Used To
Pay For Rehabilitation
Work That Was Improperly

Performed Or Not
Prnvvided

Fairfidld County used $10,201 of HUD funds to pay
for housng rehabilitation work that was improperly
performed ($7,782) or that was not provided ($2,419).
The improper work or the work that was not provided
occurred at dl eight houses that were inspected by our
Inspectors. The County provided $126,835 in housing
rehabilitation assistance to the eight houses.

The eight houses included six that were asssted under
the County’s Private Rehabilitation Program and two
that were asssted under the County’s Home Repair
Program. These two houses are located at 12108 Sixth
Street and 3360 Lakeside Drive. The incomplete work
and the work not provided was eight percent of the
totd HUD funding for the eight houses. The County
recorded property liens agang seven of the eght
houses for the housing rehabilitation that was incorrectly
performed or not provided.

The following table shows the amount of work that was
improperly performed or not provided for each house.

Work Work
Address of House I mproperly Not
Performed Provided

5310 Blacklick-Eastern Road $2,610 $1,725
240 North Company Street 2,856 0
12108 Sixth Street 800 0
8585 Lancagter-Thornville Road 675 100
2135 Carroll-Eastern Road 453 430
720 North Main Stregt 341 80
2170 Pleasantville Road 47 0
3360 Lakesde Drive 0 84
Totds $7.782 $2.419

The County edablished its Community Housng
Improvement Program to provide housing rehabilitation
assgance to low and moderate income individuals.
The housing assstance was intended to correct items
that did not meet the State of Ohio's Resdentid
Rehabilitation Standards.  The County’'s Housing
Ingpector was responsible for assuring that the housing
rehabilitation work was provided in accordance with
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Finding 1

The house at 2135 Carroll-
Eastern Road was missing an
electrical outlet cover plate, the
outlet was not secured to the
wall, and the wiring was not
replaced as required.

99-CH-255-1803

the housing rehabilitation contract and thet it met the
State' s Standards.

Our Inspectors determined that the County’s Housing
Inspector did not assure that the housing rehabilitation
work was performed correctly or even provided. The
housng work that was performed incorrectly or that
was not provided related to such items as eectrica
outlets not secured, eectrica wiring not replaced,
gutters and downspouts not indaled, heating sysems
that lacked proper ventilation, and windows improperly
indaled. The following pictures show examples of
housng rehabilitation work that was improperly
performed or not provided.




Finding 1

The gutters and downspouts
for the house at 5310 Blacklick-
Eastern Road were not installed.
At the time of our inspection,
the gutters and downspouts
that were paid for with HUD
fundswere lying in the
homeowner’ syard.

The County Did Not
Include Housing
Rehabilitation Work In
Contracts Specifications

The County’s Housing Inspector was responsible for
performing the housing rehabilitation ingpections and
authorizing payment to the contractors. He sad he
must have overlooked some items when he inspected
the houses. The Grant Adminigtrator for Community
Development Consultants of Ohio, which the County
contracted with to adminiger its Community Housng
Improvement Program, said he adso inspected the
houses to ensure the housing rehabilitation work was
being completed. However, neither the County nor
Community Devdopment Consultants had  any
documentation to support the Grant Administrator’'s

inspections.

The County did not monitor Community Deve opment
Conaultants to ensure it administered the County’s
Community Housng Improvement Progran as
required. As a result, HUD funds were not efficiently
and effectively used.

The County did not include $1,534 of housing
rehabilitation work in specifications for three contracts.
The rehabilitation work was needed to correct
deficiencies and to enaure the three houses met the
State of Ohio’'s Resdentid Rehabilitation Standards.
The three houses were asssted under the County’s
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Finding 1

The contract specifications for
the house located at 720 North
Main Street did not include the
sealing of the foundation.
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Private Rehabilitation Program. The houses are located
a 720 North Main Street, 8585 Lancaster-Thornville
Road, and 240 North Company Street. Our Inspector
determined the housing rehabilitation work that was not
included in the three contracts specifications totaled
$1,464, $35, and $35, respectively. The needed
rehabilitation work not in the contracts specifications
included such items as a foundation that needed to be
sedled, and a chimney that needed tuck pointing. The
folowing picture shows an example of the housing
rehabilitation work that was not included in the contract
specifications.

The housing rehabilitation work that was not included in
the specifications for three contracts were necessary to
correct deficiencies to ensure the houses met the State’ s
Resdentid Rehabilitation Standards.  As previoudy
mentioned, the three houses were asssted under the
County’ s Private Rehabilitation Program. The County’s
1996 Policies and Guiddines required that houses
assged under the Private Rehabilitation Program to
meet the State's Standards after receiving assstance.
Since the County did not ensure the needed
rehabilitation work was provided, the three houses did
not meet the State' s Standards after rehabilitation.

The County’s Housing Inspector said he must have
missed the needed housing rehabilitation work when he
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Finding 1

The County’s Housing
Inspector Certified That
Rehabilitation Work Met
The State’ s Standards
When It Did Not

Auditee Comments

was preparing the deficiency ligt for the three houses.
The County dso did not monitor Community
Development Consultants to ensure it administered the
Program as required. As a result, HUD lacks
assurance that houses met the Stat€'s Resdentia
Rehabilitation Standards after receiving rehabilitation
assistance.

The County’s Housng Inspector incorrectly certified
that the housing rehabilitation services provided to
seven houses through the County’ s Community Housing
Improvement Program met the State's Reddentid
Rehabilitation Standards when they did not. The
Housng Inspector cetified that the housng
rehabilitation services provided to the following houses
met the State's Standards. (1) 240 North Company
Street; (2) 12108 Sixth Street; (3) 8585 Lancaster-
Thornville Road; (4) 2135 Carroll-Eastern Road; (5)
720 North Main Street; (6) 2170 Pleasantville Road,
and (7) 3360 Lakeside Drive. However, as previoudy
mentioned, our Ingpector determined that housing
rehabilitation work was performed incorrectly, not
provided, or was not included in the contracts
gpecifications. The County’s Housing Inspector said he
believed the housing rehabilitation work met the State’'s
Standards at the time of his certifications.

[ Excerpts pargphrased from the County’ s comments on
our draft finding follow. Appendix B, page 56, contains
the complete text of the comments]

The process of cregting a deficiency list is subjective.
The mgor deficiencies will be similar if not exactly the
same. However, interpretation of al the related codes
including the State of Ohio’s Residentid Rehakilitation
Sandards is a difficult and individudized task.
Complicating this task are the issues of available funds
and programmatic limits.

Different inspectors cregte different deficiency lids
addressing the most necessary and required repairs.
This is evident in the lig presented by the Ingpector
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Finding 1

Generd. The Ingpector Generd did not salect or report
dl of the items identified and submitted by their
Inspector. The ingpection reports submitted by the
Ingpector Generd include items which are not included
in its draft finding. Rather, they choose to report only
specific issues.

Work Work Not I.G.
Improperly | Provided | Inspection
Performed (B) Report Difference
Address of House (A) Total (C) | (A+B)-C
5310 Blacklick-Eastern Road $2,610 $1,725 $2,050 $560
240 North Company Street $2,856 $0 $2,891 ($35
8585 Lancagter-Thornville Road
$675 $100 $895 ($120)
2135 Carroll-Eastern Road $453 $430 $933 ($50)
720 North Main Street $341 $80 $1,905 $1,484)

OIG Evauation of
Auditee Comments

99-CH-255-1803

HUD's regulaion, the State Grant Agreements
requirements, and the County’s Policies and Guiddines
require al housing rehabilitation work provided under
the Community Housing Improvement Program to meet
the State's Reddentiad Rehabilitation Standards at
project completion. The avalability of funds and
programmatic limits do not diminate the County’s
obligations for the Program.

Contrary to the County’s comments, our Inspectors
reports for 5310 Blacklick-Eastern Road identified
$4,335 of rehabilitation work not provided or
improperly provided. Thisis the total amount we cited
in thefinding.

The mgor differences between the inspection reports
and the chart in this finding that shows work improperly
peformed and work not provided is primarily
rehabilitation work that the County did not include in the
contract specifications for three properties. The three
properties include 720 North Main Street ($1,464),
8585 Lancaster-Thornville Road ($35), and 240 North
Company Street ($35). The work not included in the
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Finding 1

Auditee Comments

OIG Evauation of
Auditee Comments

Auditee Comments

contract specifications was included a separate section
in thisfinding.

The finding does not indude items the following
amounts cited in our ingpection reports. 8585
Lancaster-Thornville Road ($85); 2135 Carroll-Eastern
Road ($50); and 720 North Main Street ($20). Our
reason for excluding these amounts was based upon our
interviews with the homeowners and the minor nature of
theitems.

The $1,725 payment for the materid (gutters) identified
as work not completed was due to the contractor
waking off the job because of adverse working
conditions. The payment was made to the contractor
for the removd of a lien for the materia left & the
house. The Inspector Generd dso identified $2,050 in
electricd work that was not provided or improperly
provided. There was a continuing conflict between the
homeowner, the contractor, and the Program staff. The
Program staff and the contractor found it impossible to
meet the demands of the homeowner and the contractor
was unable to complete the work outlined in the
deficiency lig.

While there may have been difficulties in completing the
guttering and dectricd work for the house a 5310
Blacklick-Eagtern Road, the County should not have
paid for the work prior to completion because the
rehabilitation work did not meet the States Residential
Rehabilitation Standards. HUD' s regulation, the State
Grant Agreements requirements, and the County’s
Policies and Guidelines require al housing rehabilitation
work provided under the Community Housing
Improvement Program to meet the State's Resdentia
Rehabilitation Standards a completion.

All items identified by the Auditors will be reviewed to
identify exidting deficiencies at the time the rehabilitation
was performed. The County findsit difficult to a certain
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Finding 1

OIG Evauation of
Auditee Comments

Auditee Comments

OIG Evauation of
Auditee Comments

99-CH-255-1803

extent to respond to the Ingpector Generd’s list of
items. Specificaly, the County has two reasons for this
difficulty: (1) the ligt is not specific aout which items
need to be addressed; and (2) the list does not consider
the passage of time. However, if an item redly should
have been repaired, then the County is willing to go
back and correct any deficiency.

The ingpection reports prepared by our Inspectors
specificdly identify the housing rehabilitation work not
provided, improperly provided, or not included in the
contract specifications. Our Inspectors also considered
the passage of time during their ingpections.

The Inspector Generd asserts that the County did not
incdude $1,534 of housing rehdbilitation work in
specifications for three contracts. The County disputes
this assertion. The work not completed totals $694,
excluding the items for the property located a 5310
Blacklick-Eastern Road. If the State were to determine
that these items must be addressed, the County has
some Program income that could be utilized. However,
these units were very close to the maximum amount of
assistance and for any number of reasons they were not
corrected as pat of the Program’'s rehabilitation
contract.

The $1,534 of housing rehabilitation work not included
in the three contracts does not include the house at
5310 Blacklick-Eastern Road. The work not included
in the contract specifications were for the houses a 720
North Main Street, 8585 Lancaster-Thornville Road,
and 240 North Company Strest.

HUD's regulaion, the State Grant Agreements
requirements, and the County’s Policies and Guiddines
require housing that receives rehabilitation assstance
with HOME funds to meet the Stai€'s Resdentid
Rehabilitetion Standards at completion.  Since the
County did not include the $1,534 of rehabilitation
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Finding 1

Auditee Comments

OIG Evauation of
Auditee Comments

Auditee Comments

work in the contract specifications for the three houses,
the houses did not meet the State' s Standards.

The Inspector Generd asserts that the County did not
monitor Community Development Consultants of Ohio
to ensure it administered the Program as required. The
County disputes this assertion. The County did play an
oversght role in adminigering the Program. The
County was responsble for issuing checks and
gppointed a representative who signed off on each of
the find pay requests. The actions of the County
satisfied the responsibilities as outlined in its Policies and
Guiddines.

The County did not provide any documentation to
support its oversght of Community Development
Conaultants of Ohio to ensure the Consultants
administered the Program correctly. The County’s
Housng Inspector dso did not ensure rehabilitation
work met the State's Standards at completion of the
work as required by HUD’s regulation and the States
Grant Agreements' requirements.

The Inspector Generd assarts that the County’s
Housing Ingpector incorrectly certified that the housing
rehabilitation services provided to seven houses through
the Program met the State's Residentid Rehabilitation
Standards when they did not. The County disputes this
assartion. A review of the client files reved that dl of
the homeowners dgned off tha thar units were
completed satisfactorily. Several of the homeowners
indicated that there were no problems a the time of
find payment.

The County has some difficulty responding to this
assation. Thisislargely because it involves adifference
of opinion between the County’ s Housing Inspector and
the Inspector Generd. Inspectors often disagree on
specific rehabilitation items.
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Finding 1

OIG Evauation of
Auditee Comments

Auditee Comments

OIG Evauation of
Auditee Comments

99-CH-255-1803

While the homeowners signed a completion certification
that the housing rehabilitation work was completed, the
County’s Housing Inspector was required by HUD’s
regulation, the State Grant Agreements requirements,
and the County’s Palicies and Guiddines to ensure the
rehabilitation work met the State's Standards at
completion. Homeowners cannot be expected to know
what the State Standards are.  Our Inspectors
determined that the County’s Housing Inspector failed
to identify housing rehabilitation work that was not
provided, improperly performed, or was not included in
the contract specifications for eight houses.

As to Recommendations 1A and 1B, the
rembursement of funds has never been the State's
required action. The State requires that al Resdentia
Rehabilitation Standards violations present a the time
of the rehabilitation be corrected. If not, the County is
generaly directed to correct such items.

As to Recommendation 1C, the County is willing to
review existing procedures and controls and develop
additional procedures and controls. Generdly, the
Sae has determined through its programmeatic
monitoring that adeguate procedures and controls did
exig. Recommendation 1C dso involves the role
fulfilled by the Housing Inspector. The County is open
to reviewing this role to improve exiging controls and
procedures over it.

As to Recommendation 1D, the County feds that this
role can be reviewed to improve existing controls and
procedures. Generdly, the State has determined that
adequate controls did exig and found them to have
protected public dollars,

We adjusted Recommendations 1A and 1B to include
rembursement to the County’s Community Housing
Improvement Program from non-Federa funds if the
County is unable to ensure the housing rehabilitation
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Finding 1

Recommendations

work that was not provided, improperly performed, or
not included in the contracts gpecifications is
satisfactorily completed.

While the County did have Polices and Guiddines for
the Program, the County did not have procedures and
controls to ensure asssted houses met the State's
Sandards  after recelving housing  rehabilitation
assstance. The County aso lacked procedures and
controls to assure the contractor, who administers the
County’ s Program, follows the Program’ s requirements.
The County’s Housing Ingpector did not verify tha
rehabilitation work met the Stat€'s dandards at
completion. The actions proposed by the County
should correct the problems if the necessary procedures
and controls ae implemented and periodicaly
reviewed.

We recommend that the Director of Community
Panning and Development, Ohio State Office, in
conjunction with officids from the State of Ohio, assure
thet Fairfied County:

1A. Ensures that the $10,201 of housing
renabilitation work cted in this finding is
completed correctly using non-Federd funds.
If the County is unable to ensure the
rehabilitation work is completed, the County
should remburse its Community Housing
Improvement Program from non-Federa funds
the totd amount of housng rehabilitation
assistance that was provided to the applicable
houses and release the gpplicable liens againgt
the properties.

1B.  Ensuresthat the $1,534 of housing rehabilitation
work that was not included in the specifications
for three contracts is peformed usng non-
Federd funds. If the County is unable to ensure
the rehabilitation work is completed, then the
County should remburse its Community
Housng Improvement Program from non-
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Finding 1

99-CH-255-1803

1C.

1D.

Federd funds for the totad amount of housing
assstance that was provided to the applicable
houses.

Egtablishes procedures and controls to
ensure assisted houses meet the State's
Reddentid Rehabilitation Standards  after
receiving housing rehabilitation assdance as
required by HUD’s regulation, the County’s
Community Housing Improvement Program’s
Policies and Guiddines, and the State of Ohio’'s
Grant Agreements.

Establishes procedures and controls to monitor
the contractor, who administers the County’s
Community Housing Improvement Program, to
ensure the contractor follows the Program’s
requirements.

We dso recommend that the Director of Community
Paning and Deveopment, Ohio State Office:

1E.

Page

Tekes adminidraive action agang the
County’s Housing Ingpector as authorized
under 24 CFR Part 24 for the items cited in this
finding.
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Finding 2

The County Needs To Improve Its
Contracting Process

Fairfiedd County did not maintain an effective system of controls over its contracting process.
The County did not adequately segregate the duties of the personnd responsble for awarding
housing rehabilitation contracts. The County failed to follow HUD’ s regulation and the State of
Ohio’'s requirements for full and open compstition regarding the procurement of housing
rehabilitation and consulting services. The County’s contracting policies aso did not meet
HUD’s requirements for the award of fixed-price or cost-rembursement type contracts. The
problems occurred because the County’s Board of Commissioners and top management did
not exercise ther responghilities to implement effective contracting controls. The Executive
Director of the County’s Regiond Planning Commission said he was not aware of HUD’s or the
State of Ohio's procurement requirements.  As a result, HUD funds were not used efficiently
and effectively, and the County’s procurement transactions were not subject to full and open
competition.

24 CFR Part 85.36(b)(9) requires grantees and
subgrantees to maintain records sufficient to detall the
dggnificant higory of a procurement, such as the
rationde for the method of procurement and the basis
for the contract price. Part 85.36(c)(1) requires that dl
procurement transactions to be conducted in a manner
providing full and open competition.

HUD’s Regulation

24 CFR Part 85.36(d)(2) states that procurement by
sedled bids are to be publicly solicited and a firm fixed
price contract awarded to the responsible bidder whose
bid, conforming with dl the materid tems and
conditions of the invitation for bids, is the lowest price.
The seded bid method is the preferred method for
procuring construction services.

24 CFR Part 85.36(d)(3) aso dates that the technique
of competitive proposas are normaly conducted with
more than one source submitting an offer, and ether a
fixed-price or cost-reimbursement type contract is
awarded. If this method is used: (i) requests for
proposds will be publicized; (ii) proposas will be
solicited from an adequate number of quaified sources,
and (iv) awards will be made to the responsble firm
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Finding 2

State’' s Revised Code

The County Did Not
Adequately Segregate The
Duties For The Award Of
Rehabilitation Contracts

99-CH-255-1803

whose proposa is most advantageous to the program,
with price and other factors considered.

As of June 30, 1997, Section 307.86 of the Ohio
Revised Code requires anything to be reconstructed at
a codt in excess of $15,000 will be obtained through
competitive bidding. Prior to June 30, 1997, the State
required contracts in excess of $10,000 be obtained
through competitive bidding. Section 307.87(A) of the
Code says when competitive bidding is required by
Section 307.86, notice shdl be published once a week,
for not less than two consecutive weeks preceding the
day of the opening of bids, in a newspaper of generd
circulation within the county.

Fairfield County did not properly segregate the duties of
the staff concerning the award of housing rehabilitation
contracts. The County’s Housing Inspector performed
vaious activities in awarding housing rehabilitation
contracts without adequate internal checks and
balances. No one person should have complete control
over dl phases of any sgnificant transaction. However,
the County’s Housng Ingpector effectivdly had
complete control over the awad of housing
rehabilitation contracts.

The County’s Housing Inspector performed an initid
ingoection of a house to determine the deficiencies that
needed to be corrected under the County’ s Community
Housing Improvement Program. If the household was
eigible for housing rehabilitation assstance, the Housing
Inspector prepared a Deficiency List and Contractor
Proposal for prospective contractors. The Housing
Inspector then held a bid meeting with the prospective
contractors at the house to be rehabilitated.

After the bid meeting, contractors were requested to
submit thelr bids to the County’s Community Housing
Improvement Program office. The Housng Inspector
and a representative of the County were to open the
bids received and award the contract to the lowest
bidder; however, the opening of the bids was not open
to the public. The County and Community
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Finding 2

The Award Of Housing
Rehabilitation Contracts
Was Not Subject To Full
And Open Competition

Development Conaultants of Ohio, which the County
contracted with to adminigter its Program, did not have
any documentation to show that a County
representative attended the bid openings. Therefore,
the County unnecessarily increased its susceptibility to
program abuses. The County had an adequate number
of employees to segregate duties so that no one
individual needed to have complete control of a
transaction.

The County did not follow HUD’s regulaion and the
State of Ohio’s requirements regarding the procurement
of housng rehabilitation services. The County awarded
26 housing rehabilitation contracts for 25 households
between April 1997 and June 1998. Of the 26
contracts awarded, the County used $336,348 in HUD
funds for 25 contracts and terminated one contract
prior to any funds being disbursed. HUD's regulation
and the State of Ohio's Grant Agreements required the
County to award the housing rehabilitation contracts
through full and open competition. However, the
contract awards were not subject to full and open
competition.

The County did not publicly advertise the 26 housing
rehabilitation contracts as required by HUD’'s
regulation. The County dso did not publicly advertise
17 of the 26 housing rehabilitation contracts as required
by the State of Ohio’s Revised Code. Prior to June 30,
1997, the County was required by State law to publicly
advertise three contracts that exceeded $10,000. After
June 30, 1997, State law required the remaining 14
contracts that exceeded $15,000 to be publicly
advertised. However, the County did not publicly
advertise the housing rehabilitation contracts.  While
Stae law did not require the County to publicly
advertise nine of the 26 housing contracts because the
contrects fdl below the Stai€'s dollar threshold
requirements, HUD' s regulation required the County to
publicly advertise dl of the housng rehabilitation
contracts. The County was not aware of HUD’s or the
State' s procurement requirements.
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As previoudy mentioned, the County did not publicly
advertise its housng rehabilitation contracts.  The
County’s 1996 Policies and Guidelines required that
homeowners be provided with a ligting of the County’s
approved contractors to select from. For contractors
to be placed on the County’s approved contractor
listing, they were required to provide proof of insurance
and business references to the County. The County did
not periodically advertise for contractors to get on the
goproved contractor listing. The homeowners were
then to select three contractors to bid on their housing
rehabilitation work and provide their sdection to the
County’s Housing Inspector. However, this was not
being done.

The County’s Housing Inspector would either suggest
to the homeowners which contractors to use, or
brought the contractors to the homeowner’s house to
bid on the housing contract. The award of the contract
was then made by the County’ s Housing Inspector and
was not open to the public. The Training and Technical
Assigtance Supervisor for the State' s Office of Housing
and Community Partnerships sad if the County hed
followed its contracting procedures, which required
homeowners to salect three contractors to provide bid
proposs and awad the housng rehabilitation
contracts, the County would not have been required to
follow HUD’s or the Stat€' s procurement requirements.
However, since the County carried out the procurement
of the housing rehabilitation services, she sad the
County was required to publicly advertise the
rehabilitation contracts.

The State of Ohio’'s and Community Development
Consultant’s procedures required the County to obtain
bids from at least three contractors. However, the
County did not receive three bids for 20 of the 26
contracts awarded. To determine how contractors
were sdected to submit bid proposals, we sent a
guestionnaire to or interviewed 22 of the 25 households
who participated in the County’s Program. We did not
recéve a quedionnare from or were unable to
interview three households. Of the 22 households, 15
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informed us that the County’s Housing Inspector ether
suggested the contractors to obtain bids from or
brought the contractors to their house to bid on the
housing contract. The County’s Housing Inspector said
good contractors were hard to find to participate in the
Program. The County awarded 24 of the 26 housing
rehabilitation contracts to only three contractors.

In order to determine whether the amount paid to the
contractors who performed housing rehabilitation
services was reasonable, we obtained an Inspector to
evauate the services paid for seven of the 25 contracts.
We sdected the seven contracts based upon the
homeowners responses to our questionnaire or through
interviews we conducted to determine whether their
housing rehabilitation work was performed correctly.
Of the seven contracts, our Inspector determined that
the contract amount was reasonable in al but one case.

The County excessively paid $2,716 for roofing and
guttering services & one house. The County pad
$5,000 from HUD funds for the roofing and guttering
sarvices, however, our Inspector estimated the services
should have only cost $2,284. The house was located
at 3360 Lakesde Drive. Asaresult, HUD funds were
not efficiently and effectively used.

We aso reviewed the County’s use of $159,438 in
HUD funds for the 14 housing rehabilitation contracts
that were not publicly advertised as required. The
following table shows the housing assistance pad from
HUD funds for the 14 contracts.

Housing

Address of Household Assistance
8420 Main Street $24,000
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413 South Mill Street 21,788
2097 Main Street 21,550
329 West Jefferson Street 18,725
3285 South Bank Road 16,800
401 South Main Street 11,450
2625 Bickle-Church Road 10,625
424 South Park Street 5,250
13544 Quenn Road 5,000
13376 Laurd Drive 4,990
4480 Basil-Western Road 4,985
217 Brown Street 4,800
6505 Pleasantville Road 4,800
6050 Millersiding Road 4,675

Tota $159,438

Consaulting Services
Contract Was Not Properly
Procured

99-CH-255-1803

The County did not properly procure its contract with
Community Development Consultants of Ohio. In
October 1996, the County signed a $117,000, two
yer contract with  Community Deveopment
Consultants of Ohio to provide housing rehabilitation
conaulting services to individuds participating in the
County’s Fiscd Y ears 1996-1997 Community Housing
Improvement Program. The County awarded the
contract to Community Development Consultants
without full and open competition.

In order to determine whether the contract price was
reasonable, we compared Community Development
Consultants  contract cost to cost proposas we
obtained from two vendors. The vendors provided us
cost proposals ranging from $111,500 to $120,000.
The costs charged by Community Development
Consultants appear to be within an acceptable range
when compared to the vendors' quotes.

The County solicited Requedts for Qudifications in July
1995 from three conaulting firms to evduate ther
qudifications to adminiger the County’s Community
Housing Improvement Program. The County received
two qudified responses, one of which was from
Community Development Consultants. Based upon the
responses received, the County sdected Community
Development Consultants to administer the County’s
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HUD’ s Requirements For
Fixed-Price Or Cost

Reimbursement Type
Contracte \Were Nint Met

Auditee Comments

Program. However, the County did not solicit or
publicize a Request for Proposa for the Program’s
consulting services as required by HUD' s reguletion or
the State of Ohio’s Grant Agreements.

The County should have requested both qualified
contractors to provide proposads. A Request for
Qudifications is used to determine whether a contractor
has the necessary sKills to provide the required services
while a Request for Proposad is used to obtain cost
estimates from contractors. The County aso did not
maintain records to detall the sgnificant history of the
procurement process, such as the raionae for the
method of procurement or the bass for the contract
pricee.  Although the price pad to Community
Development Consultants appears reasonable based
upon the two vendors quotes we obtained, the County
denied the other qudified firm equa opportunity to bid
on the conaulting services since the County did not issue
aRequest for Proposdl.

The County’s contracting policies did not meet HUD's
requirements for the award of fixed-price or cost-
reimbursement type contracts. The County’s Fiscdl
Year 1996 Policies and Guiddines for the Community
Housng Improvement Program did not require the
County to issue Reguests for Proposds regarding
professonal  services. The 1996 Policies and
Guidelines required the County to issue either a Request
for Proposa or a Request for Qualifications. However,
HUD’s regulation requires that Requests for Proposds
be solicited from an adequate number of qudified
sources for ether a fixed-price or cost-reimbursement
contract. The County awarded Community
Development Consultants a fixed-price contract for the
Fiscal Years 1996-1997 Program.

[ Excerpts pargphrased from the County’ s comments on
our draft finding follow. Appendix B, page 53, contains
the complete text of the comments]

Page 23 99-CH-255-1803



Finding 2

OIG Evauation of
Auditee Comments

99-CH-255-1803

The Inspector General dates the County’s Housing
Inspector effectively had complete control over the
award of housing rehabilitation contracts. The County
feels that this is not an accurate characterization of the
Community Housing Improvement Program. Each of
the members of the Progran's daff had specific
assigned duties. The Case Processor was responsible
for dient inteke and providing assurances that the
necessary forms were made part of the dlient’sfile. The
Housing Inspector provided assstance in oversght to
the rehabilitation projects as requested by the applicant.
The County dso gppointed a representative from the
Office of the Regiond HManning Commisson to
participate in the bid openings and fina payments.

The County followed the policies and procedures
outlined in the Community Housng Improvement
Program Grant Application, which became part of the
Grant Agreement and the adopted Policies and
Guiddines for the Program. The County redlizes that
more could be done to ensure the various
respongbilities and duties for the award of rehabilitation
contracts belong to digtinct staff members. The County
is certainly willing and intends to review its current
process and make needed improvements.

The County’s Housing Inspector performed an initid
ingoection of a house to determine the deficiencies that
needed to be corrected under the County’s Program.
The Inspector aso prepared a Deficiency List and
Contractor Proposal for prospective contractors, held a
bid meseting with the prospective contractors, opened
the bids received from the prospective contractors, and
awarded the housing rehabilitation contract. Thus, the
Housing Inspector effectively had complete control over
the scope and award of housing rehabilitation contracts.
While the County may have gppointed a representative
to paticipate in the bid openings, the County and
Community Development Consultants of Ohio did not
have any documentation to show that the representative
attended the openings.
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Auditee Comments

OIG Evauation of
Auditee Comments

The County may have followed the Grant Application.
However, the County did not follow HUD’ s regulation
or the Stat€s requirements for full and open
competition regarding the procurement of housing
rehabilitation and consaulting services. The action
proposed by the County to review its process and
meke needed improvements regarding  the
respongbilities and duties for the award of rehabilitation
contracts should correct the problem if the County
adequately segregates the duties of the personne
reponsble for awarding the housing rehabilitation
contracts.

The Ingpector Generd states the County did not follow
HUD's regulation or the State of Ohio's requirements
regarding the procurement of Housing Rehabilitation
Services, The County agan feds that this
characterization is not accurate. The County’s Policies
and Guiddines indicated that the homeowner was to
procure the contractor and had free choice to sdlect the
contractor. Therefore, the County was not required to
follow HUD’s regulation. All contracts were awarded
in the manner outlined in the Program’s Policies and
Guiddines.

The County was not the procuring agent in the
rehabilitation contracts, therefore, State and Federa
procurement regulations did not apply to the sdlection
of rehabilitation contractors. The County did use HUD
funds efficiently and effectively because dl dients that
received assstance attempted to obtain three bids from
which the lowest and best bidder was selected.

Since the County’s Housing Inspector carried out the
procurement of the housing rehabilitation services, the
County was required to follow HUD’s regulation and
the State’ s Revised Code. We agree that the County’s
Policies and Guiddines for the Program dlow the
homeowner to sdlect the contractor; however, this was
not done. Of the 22 households we sent a
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guestionnaire to or interviewed, 15 informed us that the
County’s Housing Inspector either suggested to the
homeowners which contractors to use, or brought the
contractors to the homeowner’s house to bid on the
housing contract.

The County did not publicly advertise the housing
rehabilitation services as required by HUD' s regulation
and the State’'s Revised Code. The County awarded
26 housing rehabilitation contracts without any public
advertisement. The County aso did not solicit three
bids for 20 of the 26 contracts awarded. Our
Ingpector determined that the County excessively pad
$2,716 in HUD funds for the roofing and guttering
sarvices a one house. As a result, HUD funds were
not efficiently and effectively used.

The Inspector General states the County did not
properly procure its contract with Community
Development Consultants of Ohio.  The County
disputes this assertion. The County’s Regiond Planning
Commission Office conducted the procurement for a
Program consultant. As pat of the procurement
process, a notice was published and three consultants
were directly solicited. The respondents were ranked
and a recommendation was made to the
Commissioners. This was followed by a resolution by
the Commissoners which indicated the procurement
was completed and sdlected a consultant. The County
did advertise and solicit three Request for Proposals by
direct correspondence as required by 24 CFR Part
85.36(d)(3) and the State’' s Handbook.

The County inquired with the State for guidance
regarding the procurement of consulting services and
did follow HUD's and the Stat€'s competitive
proposas for Request for Qudifications.

The County did solicit Requests for Qudifications from
three consulting firms. The County received two
qudified responses, however, the County did not solicit
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Auditee Comments

OIG Evauation of
Auditee Comments

Auditee Comments

or publicize a Request for Proposas for the Program’s
conaulting sarvices from the two qudified firms as
required by HUD’s regulation and the State’'s Grant
Agreements.

HUD dleges that $2,716 was overspent on roofing and
guttering. The Inspector Generd’s estimate of $2,284
does not reflect dl the work that was completed under
the Program contract for $5,000. Bids of $4,600 and
$5,000 were received for the job. The contractor with
the lower bid withdrew his bid, leaving the $5,000 bid.
The Auditor's edtimate in 1999 cannot reflect the
pricing and market demand pressures impacting the
bidders at the time of the work in 1998. The deficiency
lis drafted by the Housng Inspector included
replacement of roof trusses with associated celing
beams and roof decking.

The County paid a contractor $5,000 for the removal
of the exiting roof; and ingdling new sheathing where
needed, fet drip edge, shingles, and gutter and
downspout on the complete house at 3360 Lakeside
Drive. Our Ingpector determined that the roofing and
guttering work should have only cost $2,284. As a
result, the County excessively paid $2,716 ($5,000 less
$2,284) in HUD funds for the roofing and guttering
work. The Deficiency List and Contractor Proposd in
the County’s file for the house at 3360 Lakeside Drive
did not include the replacement of roof trusses and
decking.

The Inspector Generd asserts that the County’s
contracting policies did not meet HUD’ s requirements
for the award of fixed-price or cost-reimbursement type
contracts. The County’s posgition is that it was not
required to meet these requirements. The State's
Technicad Guide for Procurement of Professond
Searvices dates if the applicant dects to procure
consulting services prior to the submisson of the grant
goplication, the cty/county must negotiate with the
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respondent receiving the highest tota score during the
evadudion for the right to assist the city/county in
developing the grant gpplication.

The State of Ohio did not direct Farfiedd County to
follow HUD’ s requirements for the award of fixed-price
or cog-reimbursement type contracts because the
procurement for the Program was not conducted under
the fixed-price or cost-reimbursement regulations.

Regarding contractor selection for the rehabilitation
projects, our postion is the County did not need to
follow HUD’ s requirements for the award of fixed-price
or cod-reimbursement type contracts snce the
homeowner selected and hired the contractor.

The County’s Policies and Guiddines for the Program
did not require the County to issue Requests for
Proposals. Instead, the County could either issue a
Request for Proposal or a Request for Qudification.
The States Grant Agreements required the County to
follow HUD’s procurement regulation (24 CFR Part
85); therefore, the County was required to follow
HUD’'s regulation which requires Requests for
Proposals be solicited from an adequate number of
qudified sources for ether a fixed-price or cod-
reimbursement contract. The County’s contract with
Community Development Consultants of Ohio was a
fixed-price contract.

Asto Recommendation 2A, the County feds that thisis
an gppropriate recommendation. The County is willing
to review the duties of the personnd respongble for
awarding rehabilitation contracts.

As to Recommendation 2B, the County is open to and
plans to review existing procedures. The County will
edtablish additional procedures and controls that are
found to be needed to award contracts.

As to Recommendation 2C, the County is willing to
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provide additiond training to the Housing Inspectors
and Case Processors in order to ensure that specific
contractors are not recommended to homeowners in
the future.

As to Recommendation 2D, the County feds tha
reimbursement of the $2,716 is not appropriate. The
County feds that there is a discrepancy between the
Auditor’s scope of work and the scope of work in the
deficiency ligt.

As to Recommendation 2E, the County is willing to
provide copies of dl bids as wel as the Housing
Inspector’ s estimates to show the reasonableness of the
assgtance provided. The County asserts that a
competitive bidding process was followed. The re-
ingpection of al units would be a precarious method of
answering this finding and could possibly cause greeter
difficulties

The County has agreed to cary out the actions
proposed in Recommendations 2A, 2B, 2C, and 2E.
However, the County needs to ensure the proposed
actions. adequately segregate the duties of the personnel
reponsble for awarding the housing rehabilitation
contracts, provide for full and open competition of its
Program contracts, and clearly advise daff to stop
recommending which contractors to use for housng
rehabilitation contracts. If the County cannot provide
adequate documentation to support the reasonableness
of the $159,438 of housing rehabilitation assistance
provided, the County should reimburse its Community
Housing Improvement Program from non-Federa funds
for the appropriate amount.

In addition, unless the County can provide sufficient
contractua documentation and evidence of work
completed to justify the reasonableness of the $5,000
paid for roof and gutter repairs at 3360 Lakeside Drive,
it shoud ramburse its Community Housng
Improvement Program from non-Federd funds for the
amount not deemed reasonable.
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The County’s comments did not address
Recommendation 2F. The County needs to revise its
Policies and Guiddines to ensure they meet HUD’s
regulation regarding the issuance of Requests for
Proposals for fixed-price or cost-reimbursement type
contracts.

We recommend that the Director of Community
Panning and Development, Ohio State Office, in
conjunction with officids from the State of Ohio, assure
thet Fairfield County:

2A.  Segregates the duties of the personnd
responsble for awarding housing rehabilitation
contracts. No person should have complete
control over a dgnificant transaction. The
duties should be segregated to provide checks
and balances on al work.

2B.  Esablishes procedures and controls to ensure
that Community Housing Improvement Program
contracts are awarded in a manner providing
full and open compstition as required by
HUD’s regulation and the State of Ohio’'s
requirements.

2C. Ingtructs  dtaff responsble for assdting
homeowners with sdlecting contractors to bid
on housng rehabilitation services to sop
recommending which contractors to use.

2D. Remburses its  Community  Housing
Improvement Program $2,716 from non-
Federa funds that were excessively paid for the
roofing and guttering services cited in this
finding or provide aufficdent contractud
documentation and evidence of work
completed to judtify the amount.

2E.  Provides documentation to support the
reasonableness of the $159,438 of housing
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2F.

Page

rehabilitation assgtance cited in this finding that
was not publicly advertised as required by
HUD'’s regulation and the State of Ohio's
requirements.  If adequate documentation
cannot be provided, then the County should
reimburse its Community Housing Improvement
Program from non-Federd funds for the
appropriate amount.

Revises its Community Housng Improvement
Program’s Policies and Guiddines to ensure
they mest HUD's regulation regarding the
issuance of Requests for Proposds for fixed-
price or cost-reimbursement type contracts.
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The County Did Not Adequately Protect
$106,052 In Housing Rehabilitation
Assstance

Farfidd County did not follow HUD’s regulation, its Community Housng Improvement
Program’s policies, or the State of Ohio’'s requirements to adequately protect the housing
rehabilitation assstance provided to households participating in the Program. The County
provided $106,052 ($96,577 of HOME funds and $9,475 in Community Development Block
Grant funds) in housing assstance to six households without property hazard insurance and/or
without recording mortgage liens, deed redtrictions, or covenants on the asssted properties.
The problems occurred because Community Development Consultants of Ohio, which the
County contracted with to administer its Community Housing Improvement Program, lacked
procedures and controls over the Program to ensure property hazard insurance and/or
mortgage liens, deed redrictions, or covenants were placed on the asssted properties.
Additiondly, the County did not monitor Community Development Consultants to ensure it
administered the Program as required. As a result, HUD’s funds were not used efficiently and
effectivdly.

24 CFR Part 92.504(c)(13) requires the County to
provide for a means of enforcement through a written
agreement with the homeowner.  This means of
enforcement may include liens on red property, deed
redrictions, or covenants running with the land.

HUD’s Regulation

The Fsd Yeaxr 1994 Community Housng
Improvement Program’s Policies and Guiddlines, page
30, dtate that owners are required to have or obtain
hazard insurance on their dwellings as a condition for
assgance. The purpose of this is to protect the
investment of public funds. The owner must purchase
his’her own hazard insurance. In extreme hardship, as
determined by the Program taff, hazard insurance may
be purchased as part of the rehabilitation cost, but only
for a one year period. Page 7 of the Policies and
Guiddines aso requires that when the County makes a
deferred loan under the Program, the County will
record a lien and obtain a mortgage note to ensure the
intent of the assstance.

County’s Policies And
Guiddines
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State' s Grant Agreement
Reauirements

The County Did Not
Adequately Protect
$106.052 In Assistance

The State of Ohio's Home Investment Partnership
Program Grant Agreement effective July 1, 1994 with
Fairfield County, page 5 of Attachment B, requires the
County to be able to enforce the terms of the assstance
through an agreement which may indude a lien on the
real property, deed redtrictions, or covenants on the
land. In addition, the agreement must specify remedies
for breach of the provisions of the agreement.

The County did not adequately safeguard $106,052 of
its Fisca Year 1994 housing rehabilitation assstance,
The County provided $96,577 of HOME funds and
$9,475 in Community Development Block Grant funds
to six households without evidence of property hazard
insurance and/or without recording mortgage liens, deed
restrictions, or covenants on the assisted properties.

The County did not ensure that three households had
hazard insurance or that four households had mortgage
liens, deed redtrictions, or covenants recorded against
the assisted properties. These omissions agpplied to a
total of sx households. These sx households were:

Property Lien,
Assistance  Award Hazard Restriction, or
Household Address Amount Date Insurance? Covenant
Recorded?
5040 Horns Mill Road $19,675 2/1/95 No Yes
7324 Sugar Grove Road 20,000  9/12/95 No Yes
306 South Main Street 22,650 10/24/95 Yes No
4615 Carpenter Road 14,000 10/31/95 Yes No
2751%2Horns Mill Road 9475  12/12/95 Yes No
242 South Main Street 20,252  9/26/95 No No
Totds $106,052 3 4
The problems occurred because  Community

Development Conaultants of Ohio, which the County
contracted with to adminigter its Community Housing
Improvement Program, lacked procedures and controls
over the Program to ensure hazard insurance or
mortgage liens, deed redtrictions, or covenants were
placed on the asssted properties. The Consultants
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Grant Adminigtrator said some of the paper work must
have been overlooked. The County aso did not
monitor Community Development Consultants to ensure
it administered the Program as required. As a reault,
HUD’s funds were not used efficiently and effectively.

[ Excerpts paraphrased from the County’s comments on
our draft finding follow. Appendix B, page 46, contains
the complete text of the comments]

The County does not dispute the validity that mortgages
were not filed for four households and hazard insurance
was not obtained for three households. However, the
County does dispute the fact that procedures and
controls were lacking over the Community Housing
Improvement Program to ensure hazard insurance
and/or mortgage liens, deed redrictions, or covenants
were placed on the assisted properties.

The County had procedures in place to ensure
homeowners had obtained property hazard insurance
and mortgage liens were recorded. In the Sx cases,
there was an oversght on the part of the County’s
adminigtration of these projects. We did not make sure
these procedures were followed completely. However,
the County believes these oversaghts were the result of a
temporary, unusud Stuation within the administration of
the Program. Our records indicate these oversghts
took place during a six-week period at the end of the
two-year Grant period when our Case Processor was
ill.  Once it became apparent the Processor would be
unable to fulfill her duties she was rdieved of her
duties This problem was corrected immediately. The
new Case Processor did not make the smilar errors in
the Fiscal Year 1996 Grant.

Page

The County’s Policies and Guiddines required
homeowners to obtain property hazard insurance and
mortgage liens, deed redtrictions, or covenants on the
land be recorded. However, the County did not have
controls to ensure these requirements were followed.
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The County did not have any documentation to support
that participants files were reviewed to ensure the
County’ s Palicies and Guidelines were followed.

In eech of the gx cases incduded in the finding,
appropriate actions are being taken to correct the prior
oversghts. The following seps are now being taken:
(1) athorough review of thefile for each property noted
in the draft audit is being conducted; (2) for each
property found not to have a valid mortgage, a new
mortgage will be filed; (3) for each file which is lacking
evidence of hazard insurance, the County will review
the project to discover whether hazard insurance was
obtained and not noted in the file; and (4) for each
property that does not have valid hazard insurance, the
client(s) will be reminded they are required to maintain
coverage or the loan can be recdled by the County.

The actions proposed by the County should correct the
problems identified. However, the County aso needs
to edablish procedures and controls to ensure
households that recelve housing rehabilitation assistance
in the future meet HUD's regulation, its Program
guiddines, and/or the State of Ohio’'s requirements
regarding hazard insurance, mortgage liens, deed
restrictions, or covenants on the land.

As to the draft Recommendations made by the Office
of Inspector Generd, the County feds that
Recommendations 3A, 3B, and 3C are reasonable and
aopropriate. The County further submits that dl of the
provisons contained in these recommendations have
ether dready been implemented or are in the process
of being implemented.

While the County indicated the provigons of
Recommendation 3A and 3B were implemented or are
in the process of being implemented, the County did not
provide any documentation to support its assertion.
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Recommendation 3C in the draft finding was diminated
from this memorandum to avoid duplication. Draft
Recommendation 3C is cited in this memorandum as
Recommendation 1D.

As to draft Recommendation 3D, the County submits
that it should not be required to pay back the funds for
severd reasons Firdt, repayment of Grant funds is not
the remedy recommended by the State. Second, the
County violated no Federd requirement during the
implementation of the Fiscal Year 1994 Grant. Third,
the funds were provided to digible clients and were
expended on digible activities and there is no assartion
to the contrary. Fourth, the oversights have not caused
any known loss indigbility, or inappropriae
expenditure of Federd funds. Fifth, the oversghts and
problems included in this finding can be corrected by
other means. Sixth, repayment of these funds would be
excessvey punitive.

Page

Draft Recommendation 3D is now Recommendation
3C in this memorandum.

The County did not follow HUD’s regulation regarding
the execution of mortgage liens, deed redtrictions, or
covenants for the four properties cited in this finding.
We adjusted our finding to include HUD’ s requirement.
The County dso did not follow its Policies and
Guiddines for the Program or the Sta€'s Grant
Agreement requirements to ensure assisted properties
obtained hazard insurance and had a mortgage lien,
deed redtriction, or a covenant. Our recommended
action is that the County assure the required property
hazard insurance is obtained and any mortgage liens,
deed redrictions, or covenants on the six asssted
properties are properly recorded. If the County does
not or cannot obtain this necessary documentation, it
should reimburse its Community Housing Improvement
Program from non-Federd funds for the applicable
portion of the $106,052 of HUD funds provided to the
homes lacking dl required hazard insurance, mortgege
liens, deed redtrictions, or covenants.
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Finding 3

Recommendations

We recommend that the Director of Community
Panning and Deveopment, Ohio State Office, in
conjunction with officads from the State of Ohio,
assures that Fairfied County:

3A.

3B.

3C.

Page

Establishes procedures and controls to ensure
households that receive housing rehabilitation
assistance meet HUD' s regulation, Community
Housng Improvement Program’'s guidelines,
andlor the State of Ohio's requirements
regarding hazard insurance, mortgage liens,
deed redtrictions, or covenants on the land.

Records mortgage liens, deed redtrictions, or
covenants on four properties as required by
HUD's regulaion, Community Housng
Improvement  Program’'s  Policies  and
Guiddines, and the State of Ohio's Grant
Agreement. If the County is unable to record a
mortgage lien, deed redtriction, or covenant on
any of the four properties, the County should
reimburse its Community Housing Improvement
Program from non-Federd funds for the
applicable portion of the $66,377 amount.

Requires the three properties that received
housng rehdbilitation assgtance  without
property hazard insurance to obtain the
necessaty property hazard insurance as
required by HUD's regulaion, Community
Housing Improvement Program’'s Policies and
Guiddlines, and the State of Ohio's Grant
Agreement. If any of the three properties
cannot obtain property hazard insurance, the
County should remburse its Community
Housng Improvement Program from non-
Federd funds for the gpplicable portion of the
$39,675 amount.

37 99-CH-255-1803



Finding 4

The County Inappropriately Used $50,075
To Provide Housing Rehabilitation Services

Farfidd County did not follow HUD’s regulaion or its Community Housng Improvement
Program policies for private housing rehabilitation assstance. The County used: $33,625 of
HOME funds to asss two households, who were not “very low-income’, with housing
rehabilitation services, and $16,450 of HOME funds to provide rehabilitation assistance to a
household that was not located in the required target area.  The problems occurred because
Community Development Consultants of Ohio, which the County contracted with to administer
its Community Housing Improvement Program, misunderstood the County’s policies for the
Program. Additionaly, the County did not monitor Community Development Consultants to
ensure it administered the Program as required. As a result, HOME funds were not used
efficiently and effectively, and available funding assstance to digible individuas was reduced.

HUD’s Regulation

County’s Policies And
Guiddines

99-CH-255-1803

24 CFR Part 92.504 says the participating jurisdiction
is responsible for ensuring HOME funds are used in
accordance with al program requirements. The use of
contractors does not relieve the participating jurisdiction
of this responsibility.

The Fscd Year 1996 Community Housng
Improvement Program’s Policies and Guiddines, page
4, requires the benefits of the Private Owner
Rehabilitation Program will be offered to those of avery
low-income household. A very low-income household
is defined as a household with 50 percent of the
Columbus, Ohio Metropolitan Statistical Area median
income as determined by HUD. Page 3 of the Policies
and Guiddines dso say the rules of both the Private
Owner Rehabilitation and the Homebuyer Assstance
Program will apply to their appropriate portion of the
combined assstance.

Pages 2 and 3 of the Fisca Year 1996 Community
Housng Improvement Progran's Policies and
Guiddines require the benefits of the Private
Rehabilitation Program to be provided to the target area
location. This includes the Townships of Greenfidd,
Liberty, Wanut, and Richland in Fairfield County.
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Finding 4

The County Ingppropriately
Used $33,625 Of Home
Funds For Households
Whose Incomes Exceeded
Income Guiddines

The County Ingppropriately
Provided $16,450 To A
Household Located Outside
The Targeted Area

The County ingppropriately used $33,625 of HOME
funds to assst two of 14 households that received
private housing rehabilitation assstance from the Fisca
Year 1996 Community Housing Improvement Program.
The County’s Policies and Guiddines for the 1996
Program and its Application for Housng Rehabilitation
Assstance required households that recelved private
housing rehabilitation assistance to be very low-income.
The two households incomes exceeded the required
income guiddine of $23,700 for a four person
household by $12,300 (51.9 percent) and $12,900
(54.4 percent), respectively. The households were
located at 11304 Ann Drive and 239 South Broad

Street, respectively.

The County ingppropriately provided $16,450 of
HOME fundsto assist one household located outside of
the targeted area. The household was located at 4660
Lake Road in Pleasant Township; however, the
Program’s Fisca Year 1996 Policies and Guidelines
required that only households in the County’s targeted
aea wee digble to receve private housng
rehabilitation assstance. The County’s targeted areas
were the Townships of Greenfied, Liberty, Walnut, and
Richland.

While the County only served one household that was
not located in the targeted ares, the error was eadly
identified and is indicative of a Stuation that could cause
more sgnificant problems in the future if not corrected.
Community Development Consultants of Ohio did not
detect the problem because it lacked procedures and
controls to ensure tha only individuas living in the
County’s targeted area were assisted under the Private
Rehabilitation Program.  The Consultants Grant
Adminigrator said he believed the household was
eigible to receve asigance under the Privae
Rehabilitation Program because it qudified for the
County’s Homebuyer Assstance Program which did
not have a target area. However, the County’s 1996
Policies and Guiddines dates the rules of both
Programs gpply to their appropriate portion of the
combined assstance.
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Finding 4

The Consultants
Misunderstood The
County’s Policies And
Griddines

Auditee Comments

99-CH-255-1803

The ingppropriate use of HOME funds occurred
because Community Development Consultants of Ohio,
which the County contracted with to administer its
Community  Housng  Improvement  Program,
misunderstood the County’ s Policies and Guidelines for
the Program. The County did not monitor Community
Development Consultants to ensure it administered the
Program as required. As a result, HOME funds were
not used efficiently and effectively, and available funding
and assigtance to eligible individuals was reduced.

[ Excerpts paraphrased from the County’s comments on
our draft finding follow. Appendix B, page 48, contains
the complete text of the comments]

The County disputes the $33,625 was used
ingppropriately. Eligible projects under the Community
Housng Improvement Program can generdly be
divided into two caegories (1) the Privae
Rehahilitation Program, rehabilitation of units owned by
income digible households and (2) the Privae
Rehabilitation plus Homebuyer Assstance Programs,
rehgbilitation assdance linked with  firg-time
homebuyer activity. The County’s Program essentidly
provided thet to be eigible for the Private Rehabilitation
Program, the applicant must quaify under the very-low
income category. In order to be digible for the Private
Rehabilitation plus Homebuyer Assstance Programs,
the gpplicant must only qudify under the low-income

category.

Federd requirements dtate in order to be digible for
assgance, a person or household must have a tota
household income of less than 80 percent of the
Columbus Metropolitan Statistica Areamedian income.
All clients served by the Fiscal Year 1996 Program
were found to be income digible. All households had
tota household incomes of less than 80 percent of the
Columbus median income.

The County’s Program Policies and Guiddines Sate: (a)
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Finding 4

OIG Evauation of
Auditee Comments

Auditee Comments

Private Rehabilitation clients must not exceed very low-
income limits (50 percent or less of the Columbus
median income); and (b) Private Rehabilitation clients,
when combined with the Homebuyer Assgance
Program, must not exceed the low-income limits (80
percent of the Columbus median income).

The County’s Fiscd Year 1996 Funding Application,
page 3 of Table VI, states that during the Fiscal Year
1996 Program, the County will assist at least 11 very
low-income and four low-income households
rehabilitate their homes to the Stat€'s Resdentid
Rehabilitation Standards.

The County ingppropriately provided $33,625 of
private housng rehabilitation assgance to two
households, who were not “very low-income’. The
County’s Policies and Guidelines for the Private Owner
Rehabilitation Program required the assistance to be
provided to very low-income individuds. While the
County provided the two low-income households with
assgance from just its Homebuyer Assstance
Program, the County’s Policies and Guidelines require
that only very low income households recelve assistance
for any activity under the Private Owner Rehabilitation
Program. Therefore, the County should not have
provided assistance to the two households since they
were not “very low-income’.

The Inspector Generd found the  County
ingppropriately provided $16,450 of funds to assist one
household located outsde of the target area  The
household was located at 4660 Lake Road in Pleasant
Township. This project was clearly identified as a
Private Rehabilitation and Homebuyer Assstance
project. The County contends the target areas were
different for the Private Rehabilitation Program versus
the Private Rehabilitation plus Homebuyer Assstance
Programs. Thetarget areafor the Private Rehabilitation
Program was limited to Greenfidd, Liberty, Wanut,
and Richland Townships. The target area for the
Private Rehabilitation and Homebuyer Assgance
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Programs was only limited to Fairfieddd County, except
within the City limits of Lancedter.

The County’s Fiscd Year 1996 Grant Agreements
gate the County will provide Homebuyer Assstance to
four households County-wide. The County will aso
provide 15 households with Private Rehabilitation
assigance. Of the 15 households, 12 will be located in
the northern townships target area and the other three
households will be County-wide.

The County’s Application, item 2, page 6 of Table VI,
says in order to be digible for the Private Rehabilitation
Program, an gpplicant must be a very-low income
owner-occupant of a dwdling in the northern townships
group target area. In order to be eigible for the Private
Rehabilitation plus Homebuyer Assstance Programs, an
goplicant must be a low-income household with pre-
goprova for a home mortgage loan anywhere in
Fairfidd County, except the City of Lancagter.

The County’'s Fscd Year 1996 Policies and
Guiddines, item 3 on page 3, dae Privae
Rehdbilitation assgance in  combination  with
Homebuyer assgance will be avalable to four
houssholds.  The assstance will be avalable to
purchase and rehabilitate an owner-occupied dwelling
unit in Fairfidd County which indudes dl the villages,
but not the City of Lancaster.

The County fedls that its policy was clearly written that
dl dients that receved only Private Rehabilitation
assistance would be located in the four township target
aea. All clients that recelved Homebuyer assstance
would be located in Farfidd County, but not
necessaxily in the four township target area.
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OIG Evauation of
Auditee Comments

Auditee Comments

OIG Evauation of
Auditee Comments

The household receved asssance through the
County’s Private Owner and Homebuyer Assistance
Programs.  The County’s Policies and Guiddines
Program clearly state that the rules of both the Private
Owner Rehabilitation and the Homebuyer Assstance
Program will apply to their appropriate portion of the
combined assstance. The target area for the Private
Rehabilitation Progran was the Townships of
Greenfidd, Liberty, Wanut, and Richland in Farfidd
County. Since the household was located in Pleasant
Township, the County should not have provided
assgance to the household through the Private
Rehabilitation Program.

The County feds the draft Recommendations 4A and
4B are reasonable and appropriate.  However, the
county feds that recommendation 4C is entirey
ingppropriate. The County does not fed that housing
rehabilitation ass stance was inappropriately provided to
the three households. The County feds that the
repayment of Grant funds seems extremely excessve.

Recommendation 4C in the draft finding is now
Recommendation 4B in this memorandum.

We believe the County should reimburse its Community
Housing Improvement Program $50,075 from non-
Federd fund because the County did not follow its
Policies and Guiddines for privale housng
rehabilitation. The County ingppropriately provided
housing rehabilitation assistance to two households, that
were not “very low-income” and one household that
was not located in the County’ starget area. As aresult
other households that met the County’s Policies and
Guiddlines were not provided assstance.
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Recommendations
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We recommend that the Director of Community
Panning and Deveopment, Ohio State Office, in
conjunction with officads from the State of Ohio,
assures that Fairfied County:

4A.

4B.

Page

Establishes procedures and controls to ensure
households that receive housing rehabilitation
assigance megt  Community  Housing
Improvement Program’s income guidelines and
are located in the County’ s target area.

Remburses  its  Community  Housing
Improvement Program $50,075 from non-
Federd funds for the housing rehabilitation
assistance that was ingppropriately provided to
the two households that were not very low-
income and the one household located outside
of the County’ starget area.



Appendix A

Schedule of Questioned Costs

Recommendation Type of Questioned Costs
Number Indigible 1/ Unsupported 2/

1A $ 10,201
2D 2,716
2E $159,438
3B 66,377
3C 39,675
4B 50,075

Total 62.992 $265.490

Y Ineligible costs are costs charged to a HUD program or activity that the auditor
believes are not alowable by law, contract, or Federal, State, or loca policies
or regulations.

2 Unsupported costs are costs charged to a HUD program or activity and

eigibility cannot be determined at the time of the audit. The codts are not
supported by adequate documentation or there is a need for a legd or
adminidrative determination on the digibility of the cost.  Unsupported costs
require future decison by HUD program officids. This decison, in addition to
obtaining supporting documentetion, might involve a lega interpretation or
clarification of Departmental policies and procedures.
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Auditee Comments

May 21, 1999

Heeth Wolfe, Senior Auditor
Department of Housing and

Urban Development

Office of Ingpector Generd for Audit
77 West Jackson Blvd.

Chicago, IL 60604

Dear Mr. Wolfe:

Please regard this letter as the officid response of the Fairfield County Board of
Commissioners to the two draft audit findings issued by the Office of Inspector Generd for
Audit, Department of Housing and Urban Deveopment, on April 20, 1999. As counsd for the
Board of Commissioners, | have been asked to respond on their behaf. | have reviewed the
draft findings and my response is intended to clarify our program policies and dso inform your
office of the gppropriate corrective actions which have been taken and will be taken in the
future.

RESPONSE TO THE FINDING OF THE OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
THAT THE COUNTY DID NOT ADEQUATELY PROTECT $106,052.00 IN
HOUSING REHABILITATION ASSISTANCE

The Inspector Generd has found that mortgages were not filed for four households and
that hazard insurance was not obtained for three households. The finding so atesthat the
fiscal year 1994 CHIP grant “lacked procedures and controls over the program to ensure
property hazard insurance and/or mortgage liens, deed restrictions, or covenants, were placed
on the assisted properties” The county does not dispute the veracity of the first part of this
finding. However the county does dispute the second part of thisfinding. | believe it would be
hel pful to examine the circumstances which existed at the time of the fiscd year 1994 grant to
explain how and why these failures occurred.

The county had procedures in place to insure that home owners had obtained property
hazard insurance and that mortgage liens were recorded. (See the Policies and Guidelines
Manud and Rehabilitation Manud) In these Six cases, there was an oversight on the part of the
county’ s administration of these projects and we did not make sure that these procedures were
followed completely. However, the county believes that these oversights were the result of a
temporary, unusud Stuation within the adminigration of the CHIP Program. Our records
indicate that these oversights took place during asix week period at the end of the two year
grant period. During thistime, our case processor wasill and emotiondly ungable. When this
fact was discovered and it became gpparent that she would be unable to fulfill her duties, she
was relieved of those duties. This problem was corrected immediately. The new case

99-CH-255-1803 Page 46



Appendix B

processor who was hired to replace her did not make any smilar errorsin the fisca year 1996
grant. Through the training and adminisirative assistance of the new case processor, we were
able to diminate this oversght problem.

Furthermore, in each of the six casesincluded in the finding, appropriate actions are
being taken to correct the prior oversights. The following steps are now being taken:

1. A thorough review of the file for each property noted in the draft audit is being
conducted,

2. For each property found to not have avalid mortgage a new mortgage will be filed:;

3. For each file which islacking evidence of hazard insurance, the county will review the
project to discover whether hazard insurance was obtained and not noted in the file;

4, For each property found that does not have vaid hazard insurance the client(s) will be
reminded that they are required to maintain coverage or the loan can be recdled by the

county.

The county believesit isimportant to note that dl mortgage and insurance deficiencies
were found in the adminigration of the FY 94 program. Although we understand thet this
finding deals only with the FY 94 grant, we fed the lack of subsequent oversights of this nature
indicates that the problem was aresult of these temporary, unusua circumstances. No such
deficiencies were found nor do any exist in the FY 96 program. This demongtrates that the
deficiencies did not represent a continuous or reckless lack of compliance controls on behdf of
the county. Rether, it demondrates that there was a Sx week Igpse during which some existing
procedures were not followed due to negligence.

Moreover, Farfield County and its CHIP consultant are away's receptive to improving
the processes and practices rdated to the Community Housing Improvement Program. In that
gpirit, the County will review oversight and compliance procedures as noted in
recommendations A and B. The County will correct any deficiencies found and take any steps
necessary to insure future compliance.

As to the recommendations made by the Office of Ingpector Generd, the county fedls
that recommendations (A), (B), and (C) are reasonable and appropriate. The county further
submits that al of the provisons contained in these recommendations have either dready been
implemented or are in the process of being implemented. As to recommendation (D), the
county submitsthat it should not be required to pay back the funds for severd reasons. Firs,
repayment of grant fundsis not the remedy recommended by the State Department of
Development. Second, the County violated no Federa requirement during the implementation
of the FY 94 CHIP grant. Third, these funds were provided to igible clients and were
expended on digible activities and there is no assertion to the contrary. Third, these oversights
have not caused any known loss, indigibility, or inagppropriate expenditure of federd funds.
Fifth, the oversghts and problemsincluded in this finding can be corrected by other means as
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illustrated above by the county. Sixth, repayment of these funds would be excessvely punitive.

RESPONSE TO THE FINDING OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL THAT THE
COUNTY INAPPROPRIATEL Y USED $50,075.00 TO PROVIDE HOUSING
REHABILITATION SERVICES

There are two separate parts to thisfinding. First, the Inspector Generd has found that
the county used $33,625.00 of funds to assist two households which are not very-low income.
Second, the Ingpector Generd has found that the county inappropriately provided $16,450.00
of fundsto assst one household located outside of the targeted area.

Asto thefirgt part of this finding, the county disputes that the $33,625.00 was used
ingppropriatdly. In order to develop the County’ s responss, it is necessary to review the details
of the program. Eligible projects under the CHIP program can generdly be divided into two
categories 1) the rehabilitation of units owned by income digible households, and 2)
rehabilitation linked with firg-time home buyer activity. The County’s CHIP program essentidly
provided that to be digible for the former category, the Private Rehab program, the gpplicant
must qudify under the very-low income category. In order to be digible for the latter category,
the Owner/Rehab program, the applicant must only qudify under the low-income category. The
reasons for this assertion are discussed below.

Federa requirements state that in order to be digible for assistance, a person or
household must have atotal household income of less than 80% of Columbus Metropolitan
Satidicd AreaMedian Income. All dients served by the FY 96 community housing and
improvement program were found to be income digible. That is, al households had totd
household incomes of less than 80% of the Columbus Metropolitan Statistical Area of median
income. Additiondly, the Fairfidld County Rehabilitation Policy Sates:

a) Private rehabilitation clients must not exceed very low-income limits (50% or
less of Columbus MSA Median Income)

b) Private Rehabilitation clients, when combined with home-buyer assstance must
not exceed low income limits (80% of Columbus MSA Median income).

The Fairfield County FY 96 funding application states on Table VI, page three, item (b):
“during the FY 96 CHIP Program period, using deferred loans (forgivable)(see finance
mechanism), the county will assist at least eeven very low-income (50% or less of Columbus
MSA Median income) and four low income (80% or less of Columbus MSA Median income)
households rehabilitate their owner occupied homes to OHCP-RRS standard.”

The two households which the Ingpector Generd’ s finding clams were not digible
were located at 11304 Ann Drive, and 239 South Broad Street. These households had asize
of four persons and incomes of $36,000.00 and $36,600.00, respectively. The following table
gppears on page three of the gpplication and page four of the policies and guiddines:
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UPPER INCOME LIMITS FOR:
Private Owner Rehabilitation | Combined Private Owner
Very Low Income Rehabilitation and Home

Household Size Household (50% of buyer Lower Income
Columbus MSA Median Household (80% of
Income) Columbus MSA Median
Income)

1 Person $16,150 $22,850

2 Persons $18,500 $29,550

3 Persons $20,800 $33,250

4 Persons $23,100 $36,950

5 Persons $24,950 $39,900

6 Persons $26,800 $42,850

7 Persons $28,650 $45,850

8 Persons $30,500 $49,800

Given thisinformation, it is the county’ s position that the households at 11304 Ann
Drive and 239 South Broad Street did qudify for Owner/Rehab assstance. These two clients
qudified as low-income rather than very low-income households. As stated above, both the
CHIP Grant gpplication and the county’s policies and guidelines indicated that four low-income
households would receive deferred loans to help rehabilitate their owner occupied homes to
OHCP-RRS standards. For a household size of four persons, the low income household
maximum is $36,950.00. Clearly, both of these households meet this standard at $36,000.00
and $36,600.00. The county understands that the combination of two categories of
rehabilitation with separate income requirements may not be clear as possible. However, we do
believe that the county did indicate their intentions for the digibility requirements for eech

category.

In the second part of this finding, the Ingpector General found that the county
ingppropriately provided $16,450.00 of fundsto assist one household located outside of the
target area. The household was located at 4660 Lake Road in Pleasant Township. Further, this
project was clearly identified as an Owner/Rehab project. The County contends that the target
areas were different for the Private Rehab program and the Owner/Rehab program. The target
areafor the Private Rehab program was limited to Greenfidld, Liberty, Walnut and Richland
Townships. The target area for the Owner/Rehab program, however, was only limited to
Fairfiedd County except within the City limits of Lancaster. The reasons for this assertion are
discussed below.

The Fairfield County FY 96 grant agreements project description states. “Fairfield
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County will provide home buyer assistance to four households county-wide. The County will
aso provide 15 households with owner rehab, 12 households in the northern townships target
area and the other three households county-wide.”

The gpplication Sates on Table V1, page 6, item 2, “Income Eligibility Guiddine, (1)
type of gpplicant: in order to be digible for the private rehab activity an applicant must be a very
low income owner-occupant of a dwelling in the northern townships group target area. In order
to be eigible for the owner/rehab activity an gpplicant must be alow income household with
pre-gpprova for a home mortgage loan anywhere in Fairfidld County except the City of
Lancaster.”

Further, the Fairfiddd County FY 96 CHIP policies and guiddines, page three, item #3,
Combined Assstance: Private Rehab plus Home-buyer ates. “rehabilitation assstance in
combination with home buyer assistance will be available to four households. This assstance
will be avallable to purchase and rehabilitate an owner-occupied dwelling unit in Fairfied
County includes dl village but excluding the City of Lancaster.”

The county fedsthat its policy was clearly articulated: that al clients that received only
private rehabilitation assistance would be located in the four township target area. All clients
that received home-buyer assstance would be located in Fairfield County but not necessarily in
the four township target area.

Asto the recommendations of the finding of the Inspector Generd, the county fedls that
recommendations (A) and (B) are reasonable and appropriate. However, the county feels that
recommendation (C) is entirdy ingppropriate. The county does not fed that housing
rehabilitation ass stance was ingppropriately provided to these three households. For the
reasons stated above as such county fedls that the repayment of grant funds seems extremely
excessve.

In conclusion, | would like to Sate that the Board of Commissioners feesthat these
programs are of tremendous vaue to Fairfield County. The Board attempted to implement a
very technica and complicated grant opportunity for the benefit of the county resdents. While
the Board understands that the program is not flawless, it does fed that the problems which did
occur were short-lived and caused by the extenuating circumstances which were discussed
above. Moreover, the Board is committed to correcting any and dl deficienciesinits CHIP
program and our corrective actions in the past demonstrate this commitment.

Very truly yours,

Todd M. Venie

Assigtant Prosecuting Attorney
TMVirlc
CC: Rondd Farrdl
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LisaKesder
Alan Red

Judy Shupe
David Landefdd
Roy Hart

Gregg Marx

Page 51 99-CH-255-1803



Appendix B

June 21, 1999

Heeth Wolfe, Senior Auditor
Department of Housing and

Urban Deve opment

Office of Inspector Generd for Audit
77 West Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, Illinois 60604

Dear Mr. Wolfe:

Please regard this letter as the officia response of the Fairfield County Board of
Commissioners to the two draft findings issued by the Office of Ingpector Genera for Audit,
Department of Housing and Urban Development on April 20, 1999. As counsd for the Board
of Commissioners, | have been asked to respond on their behdf. | have reviewed the draft
findings and my response is intended to clarify our program policies and aso inform your office
of the gppropriate corrective actions which have been taken and will be taken in the future. |
have responded to the findings and the assertions of the Ingpector Genera in the order in which
they were presented to us.

RESPONSE TO THE FINDING OF THE OFFICE OF INSPECTOR
GENERAL THAT THE COUNTY NEEDSTO IMPROVE ITSCONTRACTING
PROCESS

Thisfinding includes a number of factua assertions by the Ingpector Generd’ s Office.
As gated above, | will list them and respond to them in the order in which they were presented
to use.

The County did not adeguately segregate the duties for the reward of
rehabilitation contracts

The Ingpector Generd states that the County’ s Housing Inspector effectively had
complete control over the award of housing rehabilitation contracts. The County fedsthat this
is not an accurate characterization of the program. Each of the members of the Community
Housing Improvement Program staff had specific assgned duties. There was a Case Processor
who was responsible for client intake and providing assurances that the necessary forms were
made part of the client file. The Housing Inspector provided assstance in oversight to the
rehabilitation projects as requested by the applicant. Further, the County appointed a
representative from the Office of the Regional Planning Commission to participate in bid-
openings and find payments. The respongbilities of this representative are described in the
Policies and Guidelines manua adopted by the Commissoners. (Page 50, please find
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attached).

Moreover, the County followed the policies and procedures outlined in the Community
Housing Improvement Program Grant Application, which became part of the Grant Agreement
and the adopted policies and guidelines. The method utilized in operating this Community
Housing Improvement Program Grant has been taught at numerous State Training Seminars.
Additionaly, these same processes are you utilized State-wide.

However, the County redlizes that more could be done to insure that the various
respongbilities and duties for the award of rehabilitation contracts belong to distinct staff
members. The County is certainly willing and intends to review its current process and make
needed improvements.

The award of Housing Rehabilitation Contracts was not subject to full and open
competition.

The Ingpector Genera states that the County did not follow HUD’ s regulation or the
State of Ohio’s requirements regarding the procurement of Housing Rehabiilitation services. The
County again fedstheat this characterization is not accurate. The County’s policies and
guiddines clearly indicated the homeowner was to procure the contractor and had free choice
to select the contractor of their choice. Therefore, the County was not required to follow
HUD’sregulations. This processis described in Section 9, pages 45, and 46 in the Policies and
Guidelines manud. (Please find attached). It isdso implemented through Rehab Forms E, G,
Q, (pleasefind attached) R, S, T, U, X, Y, Z, DD, and EE. (From the Fisca Year 96 Rehab
manud). Theseforms are described briefly above. All contracts were awarded in the manner
outlined in the CHIP policies and guideines and in these forms.

The Ingpector Generd dleges that, “Fairfield County did not maintain an effective
system of controls over its contracting process. Asaresult, HUD funds were not used
efficently and effectively and the County’ s procurement transactions were not subject to full and
open competition.” Thisfinding refersto two specific events. Thetwo events are: 1) the
procurement of consulting services to administer the Community Housing Improvement Program
Grants, and 2) the procurement of contractors to complete rehabilitation contracts for igible
clients.

The County did inquire with the State for guidance regarding procurement of consulting
services and did follow the HUD’ s and the State’ s comptitive proposals RFQ Policies. The
County was not the procuring agent in the rehabilitation contracts and therefore State and
Federa procurement regulations did not apply to the sdection of rehabilitation contractors
(CFR 36.A, please find attached). The County did use HUD funds efficiently and effectively
because dl clients that received ass stance attempted to obtain three bids from which the lowest
and best bidder was selected. Further, the Auditor’ s draft reports states, “the cost charged by
Community Development Consultants appeared within an acceptable range when compared to
the vendor’'s quotes.” These issues are discussed in more detail below.
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The County made every effort to understand and comply with the requirements of
procuring housing rehabilitation contractors and consulting services. The procurement
processes and records were reviewed during programmatic monitorings by the State of Ohio on
February 6 and 7, 1996 (FY 94 Grant Numbers B-C-94-022-1 and B-C-94-022-2) and
September 17 and 18, 1998 (FY 96 Grant Numbers B-C-96-022-1 and B-C-96-022-2) and
were found to be in compliance.

HUD alleges that $2,716.00 was overspent on roofing and guttering. The Inspector
Generd’ s estimate of $2,284.00 does not reflect al work that was completed under the CHIP
contract for $5,000.00. Bids of $4,600.00 and $5,000.00 were received for thejob. The
Contractor with the lower bid withdrew his bid, leaving the $5,000.00 bid. The Auditor’'s
estimate in 1999 cannot reflect the pricing and market demand pressures impacting the bidders
at the time of thework in 1998. The deficiency list drafted by the CHIP Housing Inspector
included replacement of roof trusses with associated celling beams and roof decking. A
preconstruction discusson held with the contractors helped to more fully explain the job.

As evidence of full and open competition, one homeowner did take advantage of the
use of the contractors outside the approved list. Thiswas the homeowner at 5310 Blacklick-
Eastern Road. In fact, this homeowner received bids from alarge number of contractors
outside of the gpproved ligt. This contractor was extended extra time to submit the information
required by the CHIP Program and was awarded the contract.

The consulting services contract was not properly procured.

The Inspector Genera states that the County did not properly procure its contract with
Community Development Consultants of Ohio. The County disputes this assertion. The
Fairfield County Regiona Planning Commission Office conducted the procurement for a CHIP
consultant. As part of the procurement process, a hotice was published and three consultants
were directly solicited. (Please find attached notice). The respondents were ranked and a
recommendation was made to the Commissioners. This was followed by aresolution by the
Commissioners which indicated procurement was completed and sdlected a consultant. The
County did advertise and, in addition, did solicit three RFP s by direct correspondence asis
required under 24 CFR Part 85.36(d)(3) and State Policies Handbook 12.30.1-Competitive
Negotiation. (Please find attached)

The County’ s procurement transactions alowed for full and open competition. The
County published anotice (FY 94 Publication attached; smilar advertisement published in 1996
procurement process) and sent letters to specific consultants (three consultants were directly
solicited) announcing ther intention to seek Community Housing Improvement Program
sarvices. The County followed procurement procedures as outlined in the State of Ohio
Department of Development CDBG Policy Book, Section 12, Page 20, reference 12.30.
(Please find attached). The handbook states thet, “ Administrators must be procured either by
competitive negotiation or desgnation.” County procurement procedures contained the
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required eements as outlined on Page 21. This processfalls under 24 CFR 85.36(d)(3)
Procurement by Competitive Proposals. The Administrator was procured prior to grant award.

HUD' s requirements for fixed-price or cost-reimbursement type contracts were
not met.

The Ingpector Genera asserts that the County’ s contracting policies did not meet
HUD’ s requirements for the award of fixed-price or cost-reimbursement type contracts. The
County’ s pogition isthat it was not required to meet these requirements. The State of Ohio
Technical Guide for Procurement of Professiona Services states, “If the gpplicant eectsto
procure consulting services prior to submission of the grant application, the city/county must
negotiate with the respondent receiving the highest total scored during the evauation for the right
to asss the city/county in developing the grant gpplication.” The State of Ohio did not direct
Fairfiedd County to follow HUD’ s requirements for the award of fixed-price or cost-
reimbursement type contracts because procurement for the CHIP was not conducted under
fixed-price or cost-reimbursement regulations. Procurement by the County for consulting
services was conducted under HUD requirementsin 24 CFR 85.36(d)(3) Procurement by
Compstitive Proposds asis required by the State of Ohio. Regarding contractor selection for
rehabilitation projects, our pogtion is the County did not need to follow HUD’ s requirements
for the award of fixed-price or cost-reimbursement type contracts since the homeowner
selected and hired the contractor. The State of Ohio recognizes this process as an gppropriate
method of contractor procurement.

The County did have adequate policies and procedures in place to protect public
dollars. The duties of the CHIP Grant were divided among personnd of the County and
personnel of the Consultants. Contractors were required to sign Affidavits concerning non-
colluson. The homeowners were made aware a severd different points of their need to sdlect
qudified contractors. (Please see attached form of Rehabilitation Manua) The County did take
geps to insure that the Federd and State regul ations regarding contracting process were
followed, by:

1) becoming aware of procurement processes and following them,

2) adopting detailed policies and guiddinesin arehabilitation manud and implementing
them;

3) by assgning a county representative with oversght respongbilities, and

4) dlowing the State of Ohio to monitor the entire program.

The State of Ohio found Fairfield County to be in compliance at both of its FY 94 and FY 96
programmeatic monitorings

Recommendations.

The Ingpector Generd has made a number of recommendations regarding this finding.
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The following are the County’ s reponses to these recommendations.

Asto Recommendation A, the County fedsthat thisis an gppropriate recommendation.
The County iswilling to review the duties of the personnd responsible for awarding
rehabilitation contracts. Furthermore, the County’ s position is that the system followed was
approved by the State of Ohio Office of Housing and Community Partnerships (OHCP).
Therefore, the County fedsthat additiona review with the State will be of the utmost vaue.
The County is open to addressing this issue and implementing such changes as are necessary.

Asto Recommendation B, the County is open to and plans to review existing
procedures and establish additional procedures and controls that are found to be needed to
award contracts.

Asto Recommendation C, the County iswilling to provide additiond training to the
Housing Ingpectors and Case Processors in order to insure that specific contractors are not
recommended to homeownersin the future. Additiondly, Housing Inspectors are aware of this
issue and it has been discussed at previous trainings.

Asto Recommendation D, the County fedls that reimbursement of the $2,716.00 is not
appropriate. The County feels that there is adiscrepancy between the auditor’ s scope of work
and the scope of work in the deficiency lidt.

Asto Recommendation E, the County iswilling to provide copies of al bidsaswdl as
Housing Inspector estimates to show the reasonableness of the assistance provided. The
County further asserts that a competitive bidding process was followed. Re-ingpection of all
units would be a precarious method of answering this finding and could possibly cause greater
difficulties

RESPONSE TO THE FINDING OF THE OFFICE OF INSPECTOR
GENERAL THAT UNITSDID NOT MEET RESIDENTIAL REHABILITATION
STANDARDSAFTER HOUSING ASSISTANCE

Aswith the prior finding, the Inspector General makes a number of assertions regarding
thisfinding. 1 will repond to these assartions in the order in which they were presented to us.

The Ingpector Generd dleges, “the Fairfield County did not follow HUD’ s regulations,
the State of Ohio’s grant agreements, or the County’s Community Housing Improvement
Program requirements to ensure asssted houses met the State' s Residential Rehabilitation
Standards. Asaresult, HUD funds were not efficiently and effectively used.” The audit report
identifies eight units that were found to have improper work or work not provided.

The process of creating a deficiency list is subjective. The mgor deficiencieswill be
amilar if not exactly the same. However, interpretation of al the reated codesincluding the
Office of Housng and Community Partnerships-Residentid Rehabilitation Standards is adifficult
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and individudized task complicating this task are the issues of available funds and programmetic
limits. In generd, Ingpectors do not like to exercise walk-away policies unlessit is absolutely
necessary. Therefore, | would expect different ingpectors to create different deficiency lists
addressing the most necessary and required repairs. Thisisevident in the list presented by the
Ingpector Generd (see difference column below).  The Inspector Generd did not select or
report dl of the items identified and submitted by their Inspector. The ingpection reports
submitted by the Ingpector Generd include items which are not included in its draft finding.
Rather, they choose to report only specific issues.

A B C
Work 1.G. Difference
Address of House Improperly  Work Not  Ingpection (A+B)-C
Preformed Provided Report
Total
5310 Blacklick-Eastern Road $2,610 $1,725 $2050 $560
240 North Company Street $2,856 $0 $2891 ($35)
12108 Sixth Street $800 $0 $800 $0
8585 Lancaster-Thornville Road $675 $100 $895.5 ($121)
2135 Carroll-Eastern Road $453 $430 $933 ($50)
720 North Main Street $341 $80 $1905 (%$1,484)
2170 Pleasantville Road $47 $0 $47 $0
3360 Lakeside Drive $0 $84 $84 $0

Presently, there are severd stepsthat are being taken to investigate the items identified
by the Auditors. The origina deficiency list are being reviewed and compared to the Auditor’s
ingpectors list. Contractors who still have awarranty obligation will be contacted to address
items from the origind deficiency ligs. Severd of the owners did not identify any punch-list
items, indicating there were no problems with their renabilitation projects, and Sgned for release
of the 30-day withholding.

Some rehabilitation items that have been identified by the Auditor’ s Inspector may

require attention. Theseitemsfal into two categories: 1) itemsidentified in the origind
deficiency ligt and not completed; and 2) items not identified in the origind deficiency list. The
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first step isto determine the circumstances regarding each of the rehabilitation’s. A few of the
homes are ill within the warranty periods. If theitemsarein the origina deficiency lig, then
our standard operating procedure is to have the Housing Inspector contact the contractor and
request thet they visit the house to determineif the items were within the scope of their contract,
to determine corrective course of action or immediately repair the item. Further action may
include negotiating with the contractor to cure deficient items that werein the origina deficiency
lig. Findly, the County does have some limited funds with which some items outsde warranty
might be corrected. As part of this process, the State of Ohio and an outside CHIP Housing
Inspector may be engaged. We are committed to make every effort to remedy issues as
required by the residentia rehabilitation sandards.

Deficiencies that are identified by the Auditor but are not in the origind deficiency list
will require another remedy. The CHIP Housing Inspector did not identify some of the
deficiencies identified by the Auditor’ singpector. This mainly relates to the “work not
provided” items. Itemsidentified by the Auditor but not included in the origina deficiency ligt
will require further investigation to determine: 1) was the item a deficiency under the resdentia
rehabilitation sandards utilized in the FY 96 Grant; 2) was that item adeficiency at the time of
the origina work; 3) if it was adeficiency a the time of the work, why was it overlooked (i.e.
were funds available, was it aminor deficiency that was purposely not addressed because of
lack of funds, was it human error; and 4) what is the appropriate course of action.

Furthermore, the County has faith in the decisions made by its Housing Inspector. Mr.
Brooks has attended numerous training sessons conducted by the Office of Housing and
Community Partnerships on the residentia rehabilitation sandards. He has been conducting
housing inspections under the RRS for over ten years. The Office of Housing and Community
Partnerships monitored each of these grants. Mr. Brooks received specialized training through
OHCP monitoring and technicd assstance vists.

HUD funds were used to pay for rehabilitation work that was improperly
performed or not provided.

There are anumber of issues that come into consideration concerning rehabilitation
work that may not have been completed properly or not provided. Theseissuesinclude:

1) the scope of the entire project (i.e. the initid deficiency list);

2) the maximum amount of funds avalable;

3) the amount of time that elapsed between job completion and the present time;
4) activities of the owner after rehabilitation was completed; and

5) the perspective of each Housing Inspector.

All of the unitsidentified above in this Section by the Inspector Generd were a or closeto the
maximum level of assstance. Ingpectors work toward eliminaing as many deficiencies as
possible, beginning with the mogt critica hedth and safety issues.
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The property located at 5310 Blacklick-Eastern Road was a particularly difficult
dwdling for which to complete the rehabilitation as noted in the deficiency lis. A deficiency list
was created by Mr. Brooks. From this deficiency list a contractor was engaged to complete
the work. The Contractor was unable to start work due to conflicts with the home owner and
withdrew from the project. At the direction of a conflict resolution committee, the house was
reinspected and a Housing Ingpector from outside the program was brought in to review the
initia deficiency ligt. The second Housing Ingpector concurred with the existing deficiency list
created by Mr. Brooks. A contractor was again engaged to do the work outlined but was
unable to finish the work due to conflicts with the homeowner. Moreover, even though an
extenson was granted, this contractor was unable to complete the work required before the
CHIP Program ended. The $1,725.00 payment for materias (gutters) identified as work not
completed was due to the contractor walking off the job because of adverse working
conditions. These materias are dtill present at the house. The payment was made to contractor
for removd of alien for materids I eft at the house. The second generd contractor was unable
to complete the deficiency list. Work was not completed at the house. The Inspector Genera
identified $2,050.00 in dectricd work. There was a continuing conflict between the
homeowner, the contractor, and the CHIP. The CHIP and the contractor found it to be
impossible to meet the demands of the homeowner and the contractor was unable to complete
the work outlined on the deficiency lig.

The Auditors identified $7,782.00 worth of improperly performed work. The largest
item, excluding the items at 5310 Blacklick-Eastern Road, is the windows at 240 North
Company Street. The contract on this house was for $21,940.00 (maximum $22,000.00). The
homeowner signed off that al work was completed satisfactorily with no items on the punch list
(see attached).

All items identified by the Auditors will be reviewed to identify existing deficiencies at
the time the rehabilitation was performed. The County finds it difficult to a certain extent to
respond to the Inspector Generd’ s list of items. Specifically, the County has two reasons for
this difficulty: 1) the list is not specific about which items need to be addressed and 2) the list
does not consider the passage of time. However, if an item really should have been repaired,
then the County iswilling to go back and correct any deficiency.

The County did not include housing rehabilitation work in contract specifications.

The Ingpector Generd asserts that the County did not include $1,534.00 of housing
rehabilitation work in specifications for three contracts. The County disputes this assertion. The
work not completed totals $694.00, excluding the items for the property located at 5310
Blacklick-Eastern Road. If the State were to determine that these items must be addressed, the
County has some program income that could be utilized, however, as noted above, these units
were very close to the maximum amount of assistance and for any number of reasons they were
not corrected as part of the Community Housing Improvement Program Rehabilitation Contract.
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The Ingpector Generd further asserts that the County did not monitor CDC of Ohio to
insure it administered the program as required. The County disputes this assertion, the County
did play an oversight rule in administering the CHIP. The County was responsible for issuing
checks. The County did appoint a representative who signed off on each of the final pay
requests. When required, building another ingpector certified the work. The actions of the
County satisfied the responghilities of the County as outlined in the Policies and Guidelines
Manua. (Page 50, please find attached).

The County' s Housing Inspector certified that rehabilitation work met the Sate
standards when it did not.

The Ingpector Generd asserts that the County’ s Housing Inspector incorrectly certified
that the housing rehabilitation services provided to seven houses through the CHIP met the
State' s Resdentid Rehabilitation Standards when they did not. The County disputesthis
assartion. A review of the dient filesreved that dl of homeowners signed off that their units
were completed satisfactorily. Severd of the homeownersindicated that there were not
problems at the time of find payment. These homeowners are those for: 240 North Company
Street; 720 North Main Street; 2170 Pleasantville Road; 12108 Sixth Street; and 8585
Lancaster-Thornville Road.

Again, the County has some difficulty responding to this assertion. Thisislargdy
because it involves a difference of opinion because the County’ s Housing Inspector and the
Inspector General. Inspectors often disagree on specific rehabilitation items. Mr. Brooks, the
County’ s Housing Inspector, has been performing inspections for many years, and has been
monitored by Office and Housing of Community Partnerships numeroustimes. Moreover, heis
generdly regarded as a very good inspector.

A letter written by the Ohio Department of Development, dated May 14, 1999, in
support of Fairfield County regarding the Inspector Generd’ s audit contains the following
gatement: “The Ohio Department of Development conducted a programmatic monitoring of the
FY 94 Fairfield County CHIP Grant Number B-C-94-022-1, B-C-94-022-3, and C-94-022-
1 on February 6 and 7, 1996. Additiondly, afinancia monitoring was conducted on February
5, 1999 by OHCP Fiscd daff to view the financid records. During the programmetic
monitoring, files were randomly sdlected by OHCP from alist of households assisted and were
reviewed for compliance with OHCP/Home requirements. Four private owner rehabilitation
files were reviewed and cite vists were conducted to each of these units to assure compliance
with OHCP Residentid Rehabilitation Standards (RRS). The County was required to correct
severd minor rehabilitation deficiencies and OHCP monitoring report included severd advisory
concerns including the need for more detailed specifications. Overdl, the rehabilitation work
and case file documentation were found to meet OHCP RRS and record keeping
requirements.” This demonstrates Mr. Brooks competence. Mr. Brooks was the Housing
Inspector for the FY 94 Grants discussed in the above text.
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The State also conducted a programmetic monitoring on September 17 and 18, 1998,
of CHIP Grant Numbers B-C-96-022-01 and B-C-96-022-02. Approximately four site visits
were conducted and the units were found to be in compliance with OHCP RRS.

The Ingpector Generd makes severd recommendations regarding thisfinding. The
County’ s responses are as follows:

Asto Recommendations A and B, the reimbursement of funds has never been the
OHCP srequired action. The OHCP requiresthat all RRS violations present at the time of the
rehabilitation be corrected. If not, the County is generally directed to correct such items. The
County iswilling and open to review existing procedures and establishing additiona procedures
and controls that are found to be needed to award contracts.

Asto Recommendation C, the County iswilling to review existing procedures and
controls to develop additional procedures and controls. Generdly, the OHCP has determined
through its programmetic monitorings that adequate procedures and controls did exit.
Recommendation C adso involves the role fulfilled by the Housing Ingpector. The County is
open to reviewing this role to improve existing controls and procedures over it.

Asto Recommendation D the County also feels that this role can be reviewed to
improve existing controls and procedures. Generaly the OHCP has determined that adequate
controls did exist and found them to have protected public dollars.

Recommendation E is directed to the HUD Community Planning and Developing
Office.

In Conclusion, | would like to reiterate that the Board of Commissonersfedsthat this
program is of tremendous vaue to Fairfield County. While the Board understands that the
program is not flawless and that continued improvement is necessary, it does fed that the
problems which did occur can and will be corrected. Moreover, the Board wishes to express
that it is committed to correcting any and al deficiencies in its CHIP Program and believes that
its corrective actionsin the past demondgtrate this commitment.

Very truly yours,

Todd M. Venie
Assigtant Prosecuting Attorney
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TMVirlc

Enclosures

CC: Ledie Warner
Bill Graves
Board of Commissioners
Rich Hendershott

Eric Van Otteren
David L. Landefeld
Gregg Marx

Roy E. Hart

Tom Sherman
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Distribution

Secretary's Representative, Midwest (2)

Senior Community Builder/State Coordinator, Ohio State Office

Director of Community Planning and Development, Ohio State Office (2)

Deputy Secretary, SD (Room 10100)

Chief of Staff, S (Room 10000)

Specia Assistant to the Deputy Secretary for Project Management, SD (Room 10100)

Assgtant Secretary for Adminigtration, A (Room 10110)

Assigtant Secretary for Congressona and Intergovernmental Relations, J (Room 10120)

Senior Advisor to the Secretary, Office of Public Affairs, W (Room 10132)

Director of Scheduling and Advance, AL (Room 10158)

Counsdlor to the Secretary, S (Room 10218

Deputy Chief of Staff, S (Room 10226)

Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations, S (Room 10226)

Deputy Chief of Staff for Programs and Policy, S (Room 10226)

Deputy Assstant Secretary for Public Affairs, W (Room 10222)

Specid Assgtant for Inter-Faith Community Outreach, S (Room 10222)

Executive Officer for Adminigtrative Operations and Management, S (Room 10220)

Senior Advisor to the Secretary for Pine Ridge Project, W (Room 10216)

Genera Counsd, C (Room 10214)

Acting Director of Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight, O (9" Floor Mailroom)

Assgant Secretary for Housing/Federa Housing Commissioner, H (Room 9100)

Office of Policy Development and Research, R (Room 8100)

Assgant Secretary for Community Planning and Development, D (Room 7100)

Executive Vice President, Government Nationd Mortgage Association, T (Room 6100)

Assgtant Secretary for Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity, E (Room 5100)

Chief Procurement Officer, N (Room 5184)

Assgtant Secretary for Public and Indian Housing, P (Room 4100)

Chief Information Officer, Q (Room 8206)

Director of Departmental Operations and Coordination, | (Room 2124)

Chief Financia Officer, F (Room 2202)

Deputy Chief Financia Officer for Finance, FF (Room 2202)

Director of Enforcement Center, V (200 Portals Building)

Acting Director of Red Estate Assessment Center, V (1280 Maryland Avenue, SW,
Suite 800)

Director of Multifamily Assstance Restructuring, Y (4000 Portals Building)

Assstant Deputy Secretary for Field Policy and Management, SDF (Room 7108)

Director of Budget, FO (Room 3270)

Internal Control and Audit Resolution Officer, 3AF (2)

Specid Advisor/Comptroller, D (Room 7228) (2)

Departmental Audit Liaison Officer, FM (Room 2206) (2)

Acquigtions Librarian, Library, AS (Room 8141)
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Deputy Staff Director, Counsdl, Subcommittee of Crimind Justice, Drug Policy & Human
Resources, B 373 Rayburn House Office Building, Washington DC 20515

The Honorable Fred Thompson, Chairman, Committee on Governmenta Affairs, 340
Dirksen Senate Office Building, United States Senate, Washington DC 20510

The Honorable Joseph Lieberman, Ranking Member, Committee on Governmentd Affairs,
706 Hart Senate Office Building, United States Senate, Washington DC 20510

Honorable Dan Burton, Chairman, Committee on Government Reform, 2185 Rayburn
Building, United States House of Representatives, Washington DC 20515

Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Member, Committee on Government Reform, 2204 Rayburn
Building, United States House of Representatives, Washington DC 20515

Ms. Cindy Foglemen, Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, Room 212, O'Nell
House Office Building, Washington DC 20515

Director, Housing and Community Development Issue Area, United States Generd
Accounting Office, 441 G Street N.W., Room 2474, Washington DC 20548 (Attention:
Judy England-Joseph)

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

Deputy Director of Community Development Division, State of Ohio’s Department of
Development (2)
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