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NEW CASTLE, DELAWARE
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY*
 

The U.S. Department of Justice Office of the Inspector General (OIG), 
Audit Division, has completed an audit of the Office of Justice Programs 

(OJP), Corrections Program Office (CPO), Serious and Violent Offender 
Reentry Initiative (SVORI) grant 2002-RE-CX-0008 and two supplements to 

the Delaware Department of Health and Social Services (DHSS) awarded by 
the Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA).1 DHSS received a total of 

$2,603,234 from the grant to develop and implement institutional and 

community corrections-based offender reentry programs through 
collaborative partnerships with government, social service, faith-based, and 

community organizations in order to reduce recidivism, increase public 
safety, and successfully reintegrate serious and violent offenders back into 

the community. The objective of the grant was to assist in the reintegration 
of returning high-risk offenders residing in the state of Delaware. 

The objective of our audit was to determine whether reimbursements 

claimed for costs under the grant were allowable, supported, and in 
accordance with applicable laws, regulations, guidelines, and the terms and 

conditions of the grants. We also evaluated the DHSS’s program 
performance in meeting grant goals and objectives and overall 

accomplishments. 

We determined that the DHSS was in material non-compliance with 
the grant requirements we tested. Specifically, we reviewed the DHSS’s 

compliance with seven essential grant conditions and found material 
weaknesses in the DHSS’s management of grant expenditures and 

monitoring of contractors. 

For the grant, we found $287,154 in charges made to the grant that 
were unallowable. We also found that the DHSS was unable to support 

* The Office of the Inspector General redacted the names of individuals from Appendix 

3 of this report to protect the privacy rights of the identified individuals.  See Privacy Act of 

1974, 5 U.S.C. §552(a). 

1 Throughout the report, the grant and two supplements will be referred to as 

the “grant”. 
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$412,562 in grant expenditures. As a result, we questioned $699,716 in 

grant-related expenditures.  We also found a lack of adequate contractor 
monitoring performed by the DHSS and, as a result, we questioned 

$2,592,091 in contractor payments. 

In addition to the questioned costs, we made three management 
improvement findings related to financial and program reporting and 

program performance. Specifically, we determined that the DHSS did not 
submit Financial Status Reports and progress reports on time. We also 

found that progress reports did not report complete information.  Lastly, the 
DHSS did not meet the goals and objectives of the grant and, most 

importantly, failed to ensure the program was sustained after the grant 
funding ended. 

These items are discussed in detail in the Findings and 

Recommendations section of this report. Our audit objectives, scope, and 

methodology for this audit appear in Appendix I. 

We discussed the results of our audit with officials at the DHSS and 
have included their comments in the report, as applicable.  Additionally, we 

requested a response to our draft report from the DHSS and OJP, and their 
responses are appended to this report as Appendix III and IV, respectively. 

Our analysis of both responses, as well as a summary of the actions 
necessary to close the recommendations can be found in Appendix V of this 

report. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The U.S. Department of Justice Office of the Inspector General (OIG), 
Audit Division, has completed an audit of the Office of Justice Programs 

(OJP), Corrections Program Office (CPO), Serious and Violent Offender 
Reentry Initiative (SVORI) grant awarded to the Delaware Department of 

Health and Social Services (DHHS). In addition, we audited two 
supplements to the grant awarded by the Bureau of Justice Assistance 

(BJA).2 The purpose of the grant was to develop and implement institutional 
and community corrections-based offender reentry programs through 

collaborative partnerships with government, social service, faith-based, and 
community organizations, in order to reduce recidivism, increase public 

safety, and successfully reintegrate serious and violent offenders back into 
the community. The objective of the grant was to assist in the reintegration 

of returning high risk offenders residing in Delaware. 

The purpose of our audit was to determine whether reimbursements 

claimed for costs under the grant were allowable, supported, and in 
accordance with applicable laws, regulations, guidelines, and the terms and 

conditions of the grant. We also evaluated the DHSS’s overall program 
performance and accomplishments in meeting grant objectives for the 

funded programs. Our audit covered the start of the initial grant award 
period in July 2002 to the closure of the grant in December 2006. As shown 

in the table below, the DHSS was awarded a total of $2,603,234 to 
implement the grant program. 

Office of Justice Programs Grant to the 

Delaware Department of Health and Social Services 

Grant Award 
Number 

Award 
Start Date 

Award 
End Date 

Award Amount 

2002-RE-CX-0008 7/1/02 6/30/05 $ 1,993,496 

Supplement 1 7/1/02 6/30/05 $ 310,462 

Supplement 2 7/1/02 12/31/06 $ 299,276 

Total $ 2,603,234 
Source: OJP grant files 

2 Throughout the report, the grant and two supplements will be referred to as the 

“grant”. 
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Office of Justice Programs 

The Office of Justice Programs (OJP), within the U.S. Department of 

Justice, provides primary management and oversight of the grant we 
audited. OJP assists federal, state, local, and tribal justice systems by 

disseminating state-of-the art knowledge and practices across America, and 
providing grants for the implementation of these crime fighting strategies. 

Because most of the responsibility for crime control and prevention falls to 
law enforcement officers in states, cities, and neighborhoods, the federal 

government can be effective in these areas only to the extent that it can 
enter into partnerships with these officers. Therefore, OJP does not directly 

carry out law enforcement and justice activities. Instead, OJP works in 
partnership with the justice community to identify the most pressing crime-

related challenges confronting the justice system and to provide information, 
training, coordination, and innovative strategies and approaches for 

addressing these challenges. 

Corrections Program Office 

The Corrections Program Office (CPO) was established within OJP in 

1995 to implement the correctional grant programs created by the Violent 
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994, as amended (Crime Act). 

The programs administered by the CPO are: the Violent Offender 
Incarceration and Truth-in-Sentencing Incentive Formula Grant Program, the 

Residential Substance Abuse Treatment for State Prisoners Formula Grant 
Program, and Facilities on Tribal Lands Discretionary Grant Program. The 

CPO also sponsors the Comprehensive Approaches to Sex Offender 
Management Grant initiative. 

Bureau of Justice Assistance 

The Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA) provides assistance to local 
criminal justice programs that improve and reinforce the nation’s criminal 

justice system. The BJA’s goals are to reduce and prevent crime, violence, 
and drug abuse, and to improve the way in which the criminal justice system 

functions. 

Serious and Violent Offenders Reentry Initiative 

The Serious and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative (SVORI) 
Discretionary Grant Program was developed through a federal partnership by 

the Departments of Justice, Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, 
Housing and Urban Development, Commerce, Veterans Affairs, and 

Agriculture. The SVORI Grant Program was designed to provide funding to 
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state and local units of government to develop and implement institutional 

and community corrections-based offender reentry programs. The SVORI 
grant program functions at the local level largely through collaborative 

partnerships with government, social service, faith-based, and community 
organizations in order to reduce recidivism, increase public safety, and 

successfully reintegrate serious and violent offenders back into the 
community. The federal partners' goal was to help state and local agencies 

navigate the complex field of existing state formula and block grants and to 
assist them in accessing, redeploying and leveraging those resources to 

support the components of a comprehensive reentry program. SVORI 
grantees, through the use of a collaborative model, were to demonstrate 

coordination on a community-wide level involving workforce development, 
education, housing, substance abuse, mental health treatment, and family 

support. The grantees were to engage in strategic planning and 
management of staff in this collaborative environment, leveraging state, 

local, tribal, or other resources as necessary to ensure the success of the 

initiative. In addition to the new funding, the federal partners identified 
funds from their respective agencies that were already available to state and 

local agencies to provide the necessary services to implement a reentry 
program. 

Delaware Department of Health and Social Services 

The Delaware Department of Health and Social Services (DHSS) is the 

largest state agency within Delaware. The agency includes 12 divisions 
providing services in the areas of public health, social services, substance 

abuse and mental health, child support, developmental disabilities, long term 
care, visual impairment, aging and adults with physical disabilities, and 

Medicaid and medical assistance. The DHSS’s mission is to improve the 
quality of life for Delaware's citizens by promoting health and well-being, 

fostering self-sufficiency, and protecting vulnerable populations. 

The Division of Substance Abuse and Mental Health (DSAMH), within 

the DHSS, serves the adult population in need of publicly funded behavioral 
health services. The DSAMH’s mission is to promote health and recovery by 

ensuring that Delaware’s citizens have access to quality prevention and 
treatment for mental health, substance use, and gambling conditions. 

The DHSS was the lead agency for the Delaware SVORI program. As 

the lead agency, the DHSS provided administrative oversight to the 
program. As part of the program there was a memorandum of agreement 

between the State of Delaware - Department of Health and Social Services, 
Department of Correction, Superior Court, Department of Labor, Workforce 

Investment Board, Department of Education, Public Defender's Office, 
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Delaware State Housing Authority and the Office of the Budget/Statistical 

Analysis Center.  The agreement outlined responsibilities and time frames 
for efforts to develop and implement a statewide reentry program for serious 

and violent offenders between 18 and 35 years of age about to be released 
from incarceration into the community. The DSAMH and each of the partner 

agencies worked on collaborative projects involving substance abuse and 
mental health treatment in the past. 

Our Audit Approach 

We tested compliance with what we considered to be the most 

important conditions of the grant. Unless otherwise stated in our report, we 
applied the OJP Financial Guide as our primary criteria during our audit. The 

OJP Financial Guide serves as a reference manual assisting award recipients 
in their fiduciary responsibility to safeguard grant funds and ensure that 

funds are used appropriately and within the terms and conditions of the 

award. We tested the DHSS’s: 

	 Internal control environment to determine whether the financial 
accounting system and related internal controls were adequate to 

safeguard grant funds and ensure compliance with the terms and 
conditions of the grant. 

	 Grant expenditures to determine whether the costs charged to the 

grant were allowable and supported. 

	 Monitoring of contractors to determine whether the DHSS had 
taken appropriate steps to ensure that contractors comply with grant 

requirements. 

	 Drawdowns (Requests for Grant Funding) to determine whether 

the DHSS’s requests for reimbursement or advances were 
adequately supported, and if the DHSS managed grant receipts in 

accordance with federal requirements. 

	 Budget management and control to determine whether the DHSS 
adhered to the OJP-approved budget for expenditures of grant funds. 

	 Reporting to determine whether the required Financial Status 

Reports and progress reports were filed on time and accurately 
reflected grant activity. 
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	 Program performance and accomplishments to determine 

whether the DHSS achieved grant objectives, and to assess 
performance and grant accomplishments. 

	 Compliance with other grant requirements to determine 

whether the DHSS complied with the terms and conditions specified 
in the individual grant award documents. 

When applicable, we also test for compliance in the areas of personnel, 

indirect costs, program income and matching funds. For this grant, we 
determined that the DHSS paid no employees with grant funds directly, 

charged no indirect costs, generated no program income, and matching 
funds were not required. 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

COMPLIANCE WITH ESSENTIAL GRANT REQUIREMENTS 

From our audit, we determined that the DHSS was in material 

non-compliance with the essential grant requirements we tested. 
Specifically, we found: (1) grant expenditures that were 

unallowable because they were not in the approved budget or 
were not permissible uses of funds, (2) grant expenditures that 

were unsupported because of inadequate documentation, (3) an 
overall lack of contractor monitoring, (4) weaknesses in grant 

reporting, including late financial status reports and progress 
reports that were late and incomplete, and (5) failure to meet 

program goals and objectives. As a result of these deficiencies, 
we questioned $287,154 in unallowable expenditures and 

$412,562 in unsupported expenditures, totaling $699,716 in 

expenditures. In addition, we questioned $2,592,091 in 
contractor payments for lack of monitoring. These conditions, 

including the underlying causes and potential effects on the OJP 
program, are further discussed in the body of this report. 

Internal Control Environment 

We began this audit by developing an understanding of the financial 

and accounting systems and related internal controls the DHSS used to 
ensure it complied with the terms and conditions of the grant. We 

determined that the DHSS had an adequate internal control environment to 
safeguard and properly account for grant funds. 

We interviewed grant officials and requested financial and accounting 

system data to determine if controls were adequate to separately account 
for and maintain grant funds. According to the DHSS officials, grant related 

expenses are separated from other expenses by separate appropriation 
accounts. We verified that these separate appropriation accounts were used 

during expenditure transaction testing. 

Grant Expenditures 

The DHSS’s grant expenditures consisted primarily of payments to 

contractors, including other Delaware state agencies, to supplement existing 
mental health and substance abuse services aimed at increasing case 

management capacity and initiating a state-wide reentry effort. Other grant 
expenditures included travel and various administrative supply costs for 

items such as computer-related expenses, postage, and printing fees. 
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Payments to Contractors and Other Delaware State Agencies 

The DHSS spent a total of $2,592,091 in payments to contractors and 

other state agencies. We tested $908,110 in grant expenditures reported in 
the DHSS accounting system for allowability and supportability.  To 

determine if the expenditures were allowable, we compared the 
expenditures to the grant budget and permissible uses of funds outlined in 

the OJP Financial Guide. To determine if the expenditures were supported, 
we reviewed accounting system data and supporting documents such as 

invoices, receipts, and timesheets. 

We found that the DHSS did not have sufficient support for the 
contractor payments selected for testing. The DHSS required the 

contractors to provide only a summary listing of expenditures without any 
accompanying supporting documentation. Because the DHSS did not require 

contractors to provide any supporting documentation for the expenditures in 

the summary listing, the DHSS requested the contractors to provide 
supporting documents that included receipts, invoices, and timesheets. The 

DHSS requested the supporting documentation only after we began our 
detailed expenditure testing. The DHSS provided us with the supporting 

documentation it received from the contractors, but the support was very 
limited.  Most of the contractors provided summary accounting records or 

partial invoices. Additionally, some of the available supporting 
documentation demonstrated that the grant funded expenditures were 

unallowable. 

In reviewing the limited supporting documents provided by the DHSS 
and the contractors, we found unallowable costs totaling $287,154 that 

included expenditures made by the DHSS, as well as by the Delaware 
Department of Labor. Three of the unallowable expenditures were paid by 

the DHSS, and included a holiday celebration, breakfasts at conferences with 

reentry participants, and a consultant that charged more than $450 per day. 
According to the OJP Financial Guide, “the food and/or beverages provided 

are not related directly to amusement and/or social events and surrounding 
events must provide several hours of substantive information.”  We 

determined the holiday celebration to be a social event and the conference 
sessions where meals were provided lasted only 2 hours. For the consultant 

charges, according to the OJP Financial Guide, "when the [consultant] rate 
exceeds $450 for an 8-hour day, a written prior approval is required from 

the awarding agency."  We found no evidence that the DHSS requested OJP 
approval for these expenses. Therefore, we are questioning the holiday 

celebration totaling $1,100, the breakfasts totaling $225, and the amount in 
excess of the allowed $450 per day for three consultants paid by the DHSS 

totaling $5,829 as impermissible uses of grant funds. 
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The Delaware Department of Labor used $280,000 of grant funds to 
purchase a Mobile Employment Technology Van. According to the DHSS 

officials, the van was used for working with clients on employment issues, 
such as testing their skills and competencies. The van visited community 

and faith-based agencies, along with probation and prison sites. However, 
we were unable to verify that the use of the van was consistent with the 

goals and objectives of the grant funded program and used exclusively for 
the benefit of that program. 

Mobile Employment Technology Van and its Interior 

Additionally, although the purchase of the van was supported and we 

were able to physically inspect the van, we question the $280,000 as an 
unallowable expenditure because it was not included in the approved grant 

budget. The van was delivered in October 2006, 3 months before the grant 

ended in December 2006. The DHSS had submitted a letter to OJP 
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requesting a 6-month no-cost extension of the grant period to 

December 2006. The letter also requested expanded services including the 
Delaware mobile station. While the no-cost extension of the grant was 

approved, we found no evidence that OJP approved the expanded services 
including the purchase of the van.  The DHSS stated in the final progress 

report the extension of the program was approved but made no mention of 
the van acquisition. 

In addition, we are questioning $411,159 in unsupported costs. These 

unsupported costs consisted of expenditures where contractors did not 
provide adequate supporting documentation for the charges made. The 

cause of the questioned grant expenditures was the overall lack of 
contractor monitoring. According to the DHSS officials, they did some site 

visits and they followed the contract terms which said the contractor needed 
to submit only a summary of expenditures. The DHSS officials were not able 

to explain why detailed supporting documentation was not requested or 

provided by the contractors. As a result, the DHSS is unable to determine if 
the contractor expenditures were for grant related expenses. In our view, 

when expenditures are unsupported it greatly increases the risk of 
unallowable and inappropriate charges to the grant. Moreover, when 

expenditures charged to the grant are unallowable because they are not 
within the approved budget or not for permissible uses, it not only increases 

the risk of supplanting but it also has the potential to undermine the goals 
and objectives of the grant funded effort. 

Travel and Supplies Costs 

The DHSS spent a total of $11,560 on travel and supplies. We tested 

a portion of these expenditures and found that the DHSS did not have 
supporting documentation for $1,403 in travel costs. The DHSS officials 

were unable to provide the missing travel documentation and we are 

questioning $1,403 of travel costs charged to the grant as unsupported 
expenditures. 

Monitoring of Contractors 

According to the OJP Financial Guide, as the direct grant recipient, the 

DHSS was responsible for all aspects of the program including proper 
accounting and financial recordkeeping of all contractors’ grant funded 

expenditures. Moreover, the DHSS was required to ensure that contractors 
had a system of internal controls in place to safeguard and account for the 

grant funds. The DHSS was also required to provide adequate monitoring to 
ensure that contractors used the grant funds for their intended grant 

authorized purpose. 
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The DHSS spent $2,592,091 on contractors throughout the life of 

grant, representing more than 99 percent of the approved grant budget. 
The DHSS classified contractors in several different categories that included 

case management agencies, government agencies which were referred to as 
partner agencies, and community and faith based organizations. 

DHSS Documentation 

As previously mentioned in the Grant Expenditures section of this 

report, we found the DHSS could not provide adequate support for most of 
the contractor transactions. The support provided by the DHSS consisted of 

a listing of the contractors’ expenses without any backup invoices or 
receipts. We found that the DHSS did not request sufficient documentation 

from the contractors to adequately monitor grant funded expenditures. 

On-site Reviews 

The DHSS told us they did periodic on-site reviews and submitted 

results in the form of written reports to the Steering Committee. These 
reviews were done on a quarterly basis for the case management agencies. 

For community and faith based organizations, these reviews were done in a 
more unofficial and relaxed atmosphere. The on-site reviews were based on 

the number of clients served, not on financial records. We asked the DHSS 
officials for copies of these reports several times, but the reports were never 

provided to us. Therefore, we were unable to verify that the DHSS 
monitored the contractors through on-site reviews and documented the 

results of those reviews in written reports. 

Overall, we found that the DHSS did not obtain and review sufficient 
documentation from the contractors to adequately monitor how the 

contractors were spending grant funds. Therefore, we are questioning all of 

the contractor payments totaling $2,592,091. 

Drawdowns 

The DHSS requested grant funds through eight separate drawdowns or 
funding requests totaling $2,603,234. The DHSS was awarded the funds in 

June 2002, but did not draw funds until March 2004. To determine if 
drawdowns were completed in advance or on a reimbursement basis after 

grant expenditures were incurred and payment made, we analyzed the bank 
statements and supporting documentation for the actual expenditures. To 

determine if funds were requested based on actual expenditures, we 
calculated the time difference between the grant funds requested and 

received and the actual reported expenditures.  We determined that grant 
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funds were requested on a reimbursement basis. The drawdowns did not 

exceed grant expenditures, and we concluded that DHSS drawdown 
procedures were adequate and working as intended. 

Reporting 

Financial Status Reports 

The financial aspects of OJP grants are monitored through Financial 
Status Reports (FSRs). According to the OJP Financial Guide, FSRs should 

be submitted within 45 days of the end of the most recent quarterly 
reporting period. Even for periods when there have been no program 

outlays, a report to that effect must be submitted. Funds or future awards 
may be withheld if reports are not submitted or are excessively late. 

Between July 2002 and April 2007, the DHSS was required to submit a 

total of 19 FSRs for the grant. The DHSS submitted a total of 17 FSRs. We 
reviewed the submitted FSRs for accuracy and timeliness. While reviewing 

the FSRs for accuracy, we discovered four of the FSRs provided by OJP were 
different than the DHSS’s FSRs. The DHSS believed the discrepancies 

occurred because some FSRs were resubmitted with corrected information. 
We were able to reconcile the FSRs with the DHSS’s accounting records. 

However, we found that 12 of the 17 FSRs were submitted from 9 to 522 
days late. 

According to a DHSS official, it appears that the untimely 
submission of the first few reports may have been because the staff thought 

there was no requirement to report since there were no expenditures. 
Subsequent delays appear to have been due to staff turnover. Because the 

DHSS submitted FSRs late, OJP’s ability to evaluate the financial aspects of 
the ongoing grant program on a timely basis was potentially compromised. 

Progress Reports 

Progress reports are submitted in order to present information on the 

performance and accomplishments of a grant. The DHSS submitted the nine 
required progress reports to OJP. In its progress reports, the DHSS reported 

a limited summary of the program. Because the DHSS did not report the 
status of the program objectives or goals, we considered these reports to be 

incomplete. 

Between July 2002 and April 2007, the DHSS submitted nine progress 

reports. We found that 5 of the 9 progress reports, or 56 percent, were 
from 113 to 479 days late. The DHSS officials could not explain why the 
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progress reports were often late and incomplete. In our judgment, the 

limited information and lateness of the DHSS progress reports potentially 
impairs the ability of OJP to monitor grant activity and increases the risk that 

grant funds might be used for unallowable purposes. 

Budget Management and Control 

OJP approved a detailed budget for the grant and the two 
supplements. The OJP Financial Guide requires that grant recipients spend 

grant funding according to defined budget categories, or request approval 
for reprogramming funds if actual spending exceeds certain limits.3 The 

following table presents the approved budget for the grant. 

OJP Approved Grant Budget to the DHSS 

OJP Grant 

Budget 
Category 2004-RE-CX-0008 

First 
Supplement 

Second 
Supplement Total Grant 

Personnel $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

Fringe Benefits $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

Travel $ 10,204 $ 0 $ 16,588 $ 26,792 

Equipment $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

Supplies $ 13,690 $ 0 $ 0 $ 13,690 

Contractual $1,969,602 $309,841 $282,091 $2,561,534 

Other $ 0 $ 621 $ 597 $ 1,218 

Total $ 1,993,496 $ 310,462 $ 299,276 $ 2,603,234 

Source: OJP Grant Award documents 

We compared budgeted amounts from the approved financial 

clearance memorandums to actual expenditures from the grant transactions. 

We also determined the difference between the budgeted amounts and 
actual expenditures to determine if the DHSS spent more than 10 percent of 

the total award amount between approved budget categories. We 
determined that the DHSS spent grant funds according to the defined budget 

categories, and that the DHSS did not transfer more than 10 percent of the 
total award amount between approved budget categories. 

3 Movement of budget dollars between approved budget categories without a Grant 

Adjustment Notice is allowable up to ten percent of the total award amount (ten percent rule), 

provided there is no change in project scope. 
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Program Performance and Accomplishments 

The original grant and first supplement had the same goals and 

objectives, while the second supplement had a different list of goals and 
objectives.  Overall, the objective of the grant was to assist in the 

reintegration of returning high-risk offenders residing in the state of 
Delaware. 

The original grant and first supplement goals and objectives included: 

	 Prevent Recidivism 

	 Enhance Public Safety 

	 Redeploy and leverage existing community resources by developing 

linkages and accessing currently provided services. 

	 Assist the Offender to avoid crime, engage in pro-social community 

activities and meet family responsibilities. 

	 Ensure Program Sustainability 

The second supplement had an overall goal to enhance and expand 

the scope of coordination between the Delaware Serious and Violent 
Offender Reentry Initiative and the City of Wilmington and City of Dover 

Weed and Seed Sites. 

The second supplement goals and objectives included: 

	 Increase the knowledge, skills and abilities of the Delaware Serious 
and Violent Offender Reentry Initiative staff and case managers by 

providing additional training opportunities relevant to the reentry 
process. 

	 Increase the number of offenders returning to the Wilmington Weed 

and Seed site by at least 30 and increase the number of offenders 

served state-wide to 600 by July 2006. 

	 Build and restore family cohesiveness between offenders and their 
families by providing family case management services to at least 

20 offenders and their families in the Wilmington Weed and Seed 
area and 20 offenders and their families in the Dover Weed and 

Seed area. 
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	 Reduce the barriers to reintegration and socialization by providing 

trained volunteers to mentor offenders returning to Wilmington and 
Dover Weed Seed areas. 

	 Increase the available services-related information, training 

opportunities and services access or offenders returning to Weed 
and Seed sites through a series of nine seminars designed to link 

offenders to Community and Faith-based services within the 
Wilmington and Dover Weed and Seed areas. 

	 Increase the knowledge, skills and abilities of 60 youth in the 

Wilmington Weed and Seed area through a curriculum designed to 
teach life skills and entrepreneurship. 

	 Enhance the evaluation capacities of the SVORI and Weed and Seed 

projects. 

To determine how well the DHSS achieved its goals, we interviewed 

the former DHSS Program Manager and asked what quantifiable measures 
were used to assess performance related to each goal and objective. In 

addition, we asked if each of the goals and objectives were implemented and 
the reason they were or were not implemented, but the DHSS officials were 

unable to provide us this information. 

The former DHSS Program Manager said the DHSS did not reach their 
ultimate goal because the program did not continue after the grant ended. 

The Program Manager went on to say the DHSS was successful in providing 
services to agencies to better provide the reentry services to the client but 

unable to sustain the grant funded effort. 

The DHSS said the success of the clients measured the success of the 

program. The DSAMH wanted to see the different types and amount of 
services clients were receiving, how well individual agencies were working 

with each other, and how many changes were made with these clients on a 
day to day basis. This information was sent to the Delaware Statistical 

Analysis Center (SAC) which was responsible for producing statistical 
reports. We requested performance information from the SAC and received 

the final draft of the Delaware Serious and Violent Offender Reentry Project 
2003 to 2006 Evaluation with Recidivism Results dated May 2009. The 

report stated “SVORI dealt with offenders in the community during the 
34-month period between March 2004 and December 2006. The 

Department of Corrections had identified 640 offenders who were thought to 
be eligible for SVORI, however less than half, 303, of these offenders were 

admitted to SVORI in the community. The difference between the expected 
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and the actual number of offenders that started the SVORI program was a 

surprise to the SVORI Steering Committee and presented an unanticipated 
challenge that they had to struggle to understand and find ways in which to 

adapt. This was a major issue that resulted in a very different reentry 
program than initially planned.” 

The DHSS stated in the original program narrative that “the Delaware 

Offender Reentry Project is a statewide project that will target at least up to 
300 offenders per year that are about to be released into the community.” 

In the first supplemental work plan, the DHSS stated “through a case-
management approach, it is estimated that up to 540 offenders will receive 

re-entry services over the three years of the project. Case managers will 
work with a caseload of 30 offenders at a time.” In the second supplemental 

work plan it states “this proposal seeks to increase the number of offenders 
receiving case management services within in the Wilmington Weed and 

Seed site by at least 30 additional cases through July 2006. Equally 

important, the SVORI and Weed and Seed projects will build upon the strong 
partnerships that have been established by enhancing coordination and co-

opting the informal mechanisms that currently exist in the community that 
can contribute to successful reentry.” 

According to SAC’s report, of the 303 offenders that started the 

community phase of SVORI, only 96 or 32 percent successfully completed 
the program.  The reasons why SVORI offenders did not successfully 

complete the program are detailed below. This assessment is based on the 
October 2006 Delaware SAC special SVORI monitoring report that was 

conducted just prior to the close of the program. 

Reasons for Not Completing SVORI after Admission: 

 27.6 percent once admitted, offender later refused to participate 

and/or withdrew 
 25.4 percent were found not to meet SVORI admission criteria 

 23 percent were re-incarcerated before completion of SVORI 
 18.9 percent were discharged by a judge as unsuccessful 

 2.7 percent absconded 
 2.2 percent moved to another state. 

Because the number of offenders that successfully completed the 

program was far below the goal of the grant program and the fact that the 
program was not sustained, we believe the program was not successful in 

accomplishing its intended goals and objectives.  Additionally, the DHSS was 
unable to demonstrate whether the program goals and objectives were 

actually implemented. According to a former DHSS official involved with the 
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program, detailed program performance data was not obtained to make an 

assessment as to the extent that program goals and objectives were 
accomplished. In our judgment, program performance must be assessed 

throughout the grant period to help the DHSS determine if funds are helping 
to meet program goals and objectives and to make adjustments if 

necessary. 

Compliance with Other Grant Requirements 

In addition to the general grant requirements, we tested for 
compliance with terms and conditions specified in the grant award 

documents. The original grant award and both award supplements 
combined included a total of 26 special conditions.  From our testing we 

determined that the DHSS complied with all the special conditions contained 
in the grant, including both supplements. 

Other Reportable Matters 

Grant Specific Reporting Requirements 

As part of the Supplemental Appropriation awarded in 2004, all SVORI 
grantees were required to submit specific participant reports for the 

remainder of the program. These reports generally were designed to show 
the level of participation in the program and program results, such as the 

number of offenders in defined high-risk target population and the number 
of offenders in the target population enrolled in education or training during 

the reporting period. The reporting requirements were to be fulfilled as part 
of the semi-annual progress reports. As we discussed earlier in this report 

under the Reporting section, the DHSS’ progress reports did not contain the 
additional participant information required. 

Conclusions 

The DHSS did not fully comply with the grant requirements we tested. 
We found material weaknesses in the DHSS’ expenditures and monitoring of 

contractors resulting in $2,592,091 in questioned costs. In addition, we 
found that the DHSS charged $287,154 to the grant for unallowable 

expenditures and $412,562 to the grant that could not be adequately 
supported. 

Additionally, we found that the DHSS did not have procedures in place 

to ensure the timely submission of Financial Status Reports and progress 
reports, nor did it ensure that progress reports provided complete 

information. 
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We also determined that the DHSS did not meet the goals and 

objectives of the grant. Most importantly, the DHSS failed to ensure the 
program was sustained after the grant funding ended. 

Recommendations 

We recommend that OJP: 

1.	 Remedy $287,154 in unallowable expenditures outside the scope of 

the approved budget or used for purposes not permitted under the 
award that included the purchase of equipment ($280,000), 

consultant fees ($5,829), and social gatherings and meals ($1,325). 

2.	 Remedy $412,562 in unsupported expenditures that included 
contractual services ($411,159) and travel costs ($1,403). 

3.	 Remedy $2,592,091 in unsupported expenditures that resulted from 
a lack of contractor monitoring. 

4.	 Ensure that the DHSS implements and adheres to procedures that 

will result in the timely submission of Financial Status Reports. 

5.	 Ensure that the DHSS implements and adheres to procedures that 
will result in the timely submission of complete progress reports. 

6.	 Ensure that the DHSS develops grant performance measures and 

monitors the performance of the grant to ensure that the DHSS 
reaches the program goals and objectives. 
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APPENDIX I
 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of our audit was to determine whether reimbursements 

claimed for costs under the grant were allowable, supported, and in 

accordance with applicable laws, regulations, guidelines, and terms and 

conditions of the grants.  We also assessed grantee program performance 

in meeting grant objectives and overall accomplishments. The objective 

of our audit was to review activities in the following areas:  (1) internal 

control environment, (2) grant expenditures, (3) monitoring of 

contractors, (4) drawdowns, (5) financial status and progress reports, 

(6) budget management and control, (7) program performance and 

accomplishments, and (8) compliance with other grant requirements. We 

determined that indirect costs, program income, and matching costs were 

not applicable to this grant. 

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with Generally 

Accepted Government Auditing Standards. Those standards require that 

we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence 

to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on 

our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provided a 

reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit 

objectives. 

In conducting our audit, we performed sample testing in the areas of 

grant expenditures and compliance with other grant requirements. In this 
effort, we employed a judgmental sampling design to obtain broad exposure 

to numerous facets of the grant reviewed, such as high dollar amounts or 
expenditure category based on the approved grant budget.  This non-

statistical sample design does not allow for the projection of the test results 
to the universes from which the samples were selected. 

We audited the Office of Justice Programs Grant Number 

2002-RE-CX-0008. The grantee had a total of $2,603,234 in requests for 

grant funding through May 2007. Our audit concentrated on, but was not 

limited to, the award of the original grant in June 2002, through closure of 

the grant in April 2007. 

We tested compliance with what we consider to be the most important 

conditions of the grant. Unless otherwise stated in our report, the criteria 

we audit against are contained in the Office of Justice Programs Financial 

Guide and grant award documents. 
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In addition, we reviewed the timeliness and accuracy of Financial 

Status Reports and Progress Reports, evaluated actual program performance 
and accomplishments to grant goals and objectives, and considered internal 

control issues. However, we did not test the reliability of the financial 
management system as a whole. 
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APPENDIX II
 

SCHEDULE OF DOLLAR-RELATED FINDINGS
 

QUESTIONED COSTS: 
AMOUNT PAGE 

Unallowable Expenditures $287,154 7 

Unsupported Expenditures $412,562 9 

Inadequate Contractor Monitoring $2,592,091 11 

TOTAL OF QUESTIONED COSTS: $3,291,807 

LESS DUPLICATION4 ($698,313) 

TOTAL DOLLAR-RELATED FINDINGS: $2,593,494 

Questioned Costs are expenditures that do not comply with legal, regulatory, or 

contractual requirements, or are not supported by adequate documentation at the time of 

the audit, or are unnecessary or unreasonable. Questioned costs may be remedied by 

offset, waiver, recovery of funds, or the provision of supporting documentation. 

4 We questioned costs related to contracts and travel. Some of the questioned costs 

relate to identical expenditures – though questioned for different reasons – and, as a result, 

that portion of questioned costs is duplicated. We reduced the amount of costs questioned by 

the amount of this duplication. 

- 20 -



 
 

 
  

 

 

 

 

 

DELAWARE HEALTH 
AND SOCIAL SERVICES 

n." •. 0".'. ' H"'"'",' . ..... em" • ~".w •• , . '",'0 ' ,,,"""'''; ,,,,,,,,', '5'·""'" ' ~'" '''''' . " ....... 

APPENDIX III
 

DELAWARE HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES
 
RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT AUDIT REPORT
 

Oc!Dber 26 , 2008 

U S , Dep"rt""'~t 01 J~sl"", 
OifOoa 0( ..Iu!;!iw PrDgr~m. 
OIrce 0( Audil f\f.sessrrurl, and Mana,l'3rno nt 
Aud it and Rc' ... "., D:',si<Jn 
At:cn!on' Lnd o J . TOY'or 
810 l' Str~t. NW. 
W""hin gtoo , DC 20531 

= 
Re : De." W" " Ser;ous ard Violent on .. ndo>r R .... nl ry Irj I13t;"" rSVOR Il z002-Rt:>CX

Dear Ms. l ayloc 

The Dep"rtJrl" nt of "". ltI , and Soc",1 S .r"" '" (DHSS) ;, Or , "" ,,, p~ of ~'" Dr~lt AuJt 
!.:eporl at t~Q :;e ro::<JS and V,olan ! Ot!<>no,"'" f<OO<1lry ! O (," !I~P (SIiI)f< I) u rHnl 
ccnduck>c by II", Do pm lmunt of Ju,tw , orr"" d 1" >f)OCiOr Gt<l N~ L n", D"""",n of 
Substanoe Ab""" arid ~!<n!iO I lea't/1 iDSAMII) has ' OIiO',..oo II", rcpo>rt cia:oo 
Sep:ombcr 29, 2009 , a1<l "'lOOld ike 10 prcooc the 101""1", " doI"",llon am 
Gan"""" !>" """<X)r)Se to too .j,a~ fe port 

A;; stated n the rep;:>rt, tris grant f an rrom 2G02·2006 with rl.<'dir>;l arnOUi1t1lll to 
$2.603.234. Sin ce me ccoclu>ior 01 the grant ,evera l e . :rao rd n.my foom; r-.rdered 
OHSti's ~~:t"y 10 prmJ[t~ ml.-.rr of th~ .~" "" ~I.~' r~qL",sl"" I>y OIC II ",,,, r~<:HH-' 

,.,-e OI<\Onoo 00 """ to ptc_ conl<>><tu>Ot I)oc"w""m,-j 10 100 ropr:<i I hp. I" 'h< "r.-. " , 
,~-

Shcc the conclu,;;on of t~c Omr1t (Decemter 2G051. " I , ey or"onllntlonerl .m~ 
PIU'>'<th] "'>rIe'~ 1fl " .-.:I m;n;~j~,"",'" (lL"hJ ,I", (lfillLI 1' ~ri<. 1 .,fI 'u ~"'I'I("I 
DSAI.'I-I attample<:t to """o.ct lhe"" i.-.:t " ; ~"a l' 'Nho, h Ir.-, 01031 r ort e ,tiYor rlki 

net "'''~ '" """"' LnM~ tn 1'''0"<10:' IrfOmtM,OO "~ to n~< i~t "'- In 
""5pond i' Q to OIG 5 alldi'.o,,; 

DSAIM 'i.car unit ff'IO\i()'j to a r<)W ~~"'l'hi C<l l loc~tion n tt-c ~urrmcr of 2007 
duri"1Q ~id, m;,ony , upp<.>rti r-.y ~'><"" :''''I:; """ ~ ~ :;w re "t : )' k»t ()( i"".:t..e lte"lIy 
destroyed 

DlISS ,,,,,,,o ily ",,,,,I tIH0L>il h a nnsilioo i'1 c ooGrship, 'lOOOng the Drecto, ~ 
DSN,IJ1. H e D' "do', 1,,>1 d~y <l Ilo,r po, !io " co" 6J".j '.",·U, Hie '--l-"-"" t 
0'I0"'t""9 ...,th ,he DIG '0 ~,n lhe SVOR I auaiL Dl.c 10 tr.e " """lion in 
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WhJe DSAMH adtnov.iedge$ the need to proYIdc edUCCIbOn .nd ovc"'ljht 101 these 
.... Cle~ .. ~ IS IIlhefently diff.or::ul Icf smal non-prof. ~e.es . oIICfl WLth IWO 10 klof 
ataI!. 10 rneftaoIn wge amou"lts 01 slOJagIl sP_ OSAMH COOt!8C15 mal1d .. te 
~opoiale teoord relenbOO Sd\edules.. II pfE'UOO to re1~ the QUestioned cosa 
OSAM~t WII be Ioo::ed to IetUm 10 Ihese non-pro!i\ Ilg(II1CIet 10 re<:oop furids IDs! 10 
flit slate duo 10 • t.ck of documenUltoon Sue/' II oorrland would ~ or dose 
thete aogeneM.!'S ... these dLHicult eeanorme llTll!5 

Trayo! COl!' ($1 403) 

The CIted costs lt1al OIG asserts are u11SUpPOfI1id represents 8 al.b-8et of oosIs 
associated WIth State staN Itavel ;l$$OC13ted WIth the SVORr gr\ltll AI State 
empioyee travel must conIorm to \he Slate Sudge! and AccounlWlg PoIq Manual 
This manual sell Iotth Ihe general budgeting and aeoountJng pc. •• rulDs 
regulllLoOnt and guodeIones lila! agencoes cI me State d Delaware are .equwea to 
~ on plamng budgci.ng. managng and repOI1ng finaooaoIlratlsaalOfa OSAMH 
requestt WI ~ty 10 .ev_ ~ OJp the specofo: oWns IfIdodod 1"1 the $' "03 
II.WI! DOalIIO paYJon lor the V31id1t)' of the expense 

l . RerMdy Sl,S92,091 In unsupponed expcndiHKU 111., re.ulled from ./IJCIl of 
C'OIIIrKIOr monlforinsi. 

DSAMH daagrees WIth tho! findIng. as _ rets 00 8 small dcJIuroentaI.on !IIIIl\lllll 
OSAMH oeqtoetlll ill copy of !he IosI 01 documen\s IX)nlpnSifIg the '""1M sample 100 !hal 
_ may be 8IbIe 10 prowIe fe&pOlllSNf! comn1O'lf\tf; DSAMH's auM .- process 
neutes CIOI"Itfad monrtomg and reYIeWS eadl year. and Iocen$ong lind aocredltabOn 
of 1lfl1IUIIa\a'lce abUie tre8ImenI agl!lDI!!I In the siMI! The lIcenSIng le_ are 
eonduI::Md...-.uely foIoww'Ig a "I)OI'OUS revrew proIDOOI. DSAMl l lIIso reeetvOf,!tI'Id 
.- COOIrloCKn' indepeudllfll au:liIs wheo reqUIred bv \hi! (FederMJ Ofl.ce 01 
~~nt n 6c.ItIget (OMB) CltCuIiw A_I 33 No .ssues roqu"1Il9 r:oo-rectlYll 
ac:Iron _e brouyhllO our ,oonUDn "om the rcpor15 proYrded 

Contllld ~ tNt drx:umem tho _ lind scruIony 01 invoices 5Ubrl1lllcd 101' thtt 
grant _ IIYJlIlabIe on.le O$AMH hIlS documentabon for IIlVOIOOII revIeWed on II 
Iwle-itern baSIS and lhe identrfic;abon of unalowable e . penr.es thlll OOI'feSpondngly 
were not p3id out 01 grllnt tUnd l1lg 

4_ Ensu,", Ihld DHSS Implements lind 1IcJhere5 10 procedures thaI ",iN rullll in 
the timely SubmisSion of Finllfl(;llIl S Ill !Ill, RflpotU. 

(Tho fOSpc.nse to IirDrJQS fot,y <Vld fi..o opoear 1I/1er irI(ing 1M! ) 

5. Ensure fhal lire OHSS ImpllJments IK!d IIIdhcre8 10 (HOC'«Jura thar",iN resul/ 
in fhe timely submiuWin o f eompIete ptOgnISS reports. 

OSAMH agrees !hat scYCfaI reports ~ !Il.b •• dud lare, 1M COIIIoend$ 11\;11 tI'II! 
eledronrc reponrng system t/wough 0Jf> IrIIMly delays ager 

If" 
rcres WIIhrn tile same 

w. "om SlUnrtllng r~. when noB Ihan one gr_ IS 8CIJYe An eumple 01 .,.. 
problem IS lhirt man'f' Swo 01 Delltwa.e ageilCres reed 10 access the reponrng 

•  
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,~.lWId are all '1od<ecI out" ~ one 01 Ille '{JCACIet " '-Ie n leporling One 01 the 
many onsIance$ 15 rded in the preVIOUSly co!Od Mio,ch 2006 PrOjed ~ 

DSAMH ac:I<nowIeOges 1t ... 1 P'ooeM mDllWOI'I'OOOt etforts ~ alwal'$ nc:It..de lhe 
tmeIy aubmlss.on 01 leq<IOred report.n.g .r¥:l ~ 10 IInW 10 8Choeve l OIN. 
comphance wdI'I !hrs ll!QUiremer'll 

6. EnIUf1l thar rho 01155 de~ gnlllr porlotmllrn:e I11'!NUIUleJII lind mo"iron; 
Ihe performance 01 the g,.m to ensure WI v.. OH5S ' u<::t..a ~ p~ 
~I •• OO obje<;liv~. 

OSAMH ag<ee$ !hal grant perfofmanoa mentou"g .. 10 1*1 01 OfyarwalOOOilI 
pettofmanoe irnproveroonI:~. DSAMH ·utlo:oll,," Itle OJP 10 YISII arid 
~ the oow po3dlOeS thai have been put on place by !he new ad,mnrst,alJOo:1 
.'GaeQloent 10 the departure 01 pn!YICIUS manage ... !!.,t S!lIft FOf ex8l11l)le the 
DnoeIof 01 Program monrIOMg has a.nce been eIev:llGd 10 an e-.eeutNC l tall jlOSlhon 
WIIllIn OSAMH. Ttus uru! has been If!Ofganr<ted 10 indude 1Ic:en$«1Q. plOglam. arid 
r.c.1 monlOfrng 01 <::On!radS Tholl ""~ IS abgnod wrlh IIwI planl1lllg 0011 whICh 
__ the managomenl 01 granls and WIll toOICI,n:>lO on ItdhaHtncv to granl 
t.peofic; tequ"emenlS 

F~. 01 1$5 1100 DSAM~I dosagree WIIt1lhe clam lhal lllll over .. objec:'.rve oIlhe 
grwoI. "10 aniIt In the IlIIf1lcglll!lOn 01 relum,ng IlIgh r," Ollcndcnt ftIIiCMlg '" the 
$I;Ite 01 DelifW,lfe: was II laMe_ o.....g the :orne 01 the ~.onl, OIISSIOSAMH 
irwe5Ied S258. 1 12 jn slate genera l rlJflds towards the pro,ed Ad_ and eIbtI 
oontrnue n Delaware 10 pl'OfTlOlO the successlul remltlQrll!J()n 01 ollenCl4ttJc In tact aI 
the ~me 01 the audll. Delaware c:.oovemoo-. .lad< Ma""oI . """' '_It1I"'II1hs lLatcwO!! 
plan tOf l'l!.et1try II1IOfmallOf1 can be Ioulld at 

MI!_/Iqoyf!!QC)[ drljlwa'a Q9Yf!M!WSl2OQ9.'tl5m:tyI2QQ9Q511,...n~,! s!, t'!'l 

DelaWilie Ot1SS. Inc! DSAMH hold !he successfu.l re.otegn.toon of oIIeIo:Ieol _ 8 lop 
poor,tv lor the llale We IooIt Io;:wwaId 110 turther dec:ussIon. n tlQC)eS oIautrroeN!y 
ilddressing tha conc:etI"C ancI ~ the osaues III hIw"d 

 
     

 
 

• 
[The DHSS’s response included 5 attachments. We have not included these 

attachments in our report due to their technical nature.] 

- 25 -



APPENDIX IV 

OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS RESPONSE TO THE 
DRAFT AUDIT REPORT 

u.s, Department of Justice 

Office of Justice Programs 

Office ofAudit, Assessment, and Management 

Washingtoll, D.C. 20531 

OCT 202009 

MEMORANDUM TO: Thomas O. Puerzer 
Regional Audit Manager 
Office of the Inspector General 
Philadelphia Regional Audit Office 

FROM: Mauree~ ~ Henrleb:r? • 
Director ~~G-

SUBJECT: Response to the Draft Audit Report, Office ojJustice Programs 
Serious and Violent Reentry Initiative Grant Awarded to the 
Delaware Department ojHealth and Social Services; 
New Castle, Delaware 

This memorandum is in response to your correspondence dated September 29. 2009, transmitting 
the above draft audit report for the Delaware Department of Health and Social Services (DHSS). 
We consider the subject report resolved and request written acceptance of this action from your 
office. 

The report contains six recommendations and $3,291,807 in questioned costs. The following is 
our analysis of the audit recommendations. 

1. 	 Remedy the $287,154 in unallowable expenditures outside the scope of the approved 
budget or used for purposes not permitted under the award that included the 
purchase of equipment ($280,000), consultant fees ($5,829), and social gatherings 
and meals ($1,325), 

We agree with the recommendation. We will coordinate with the DHSS to remedy 
the $287,154 in questioned costs related to unallowable expenditures charged to grant 
number 2002-RE-CX-0008 that were outside the scope of the approved budget or used 
for purposes not permitted under the grant, which included the purchase of equipment 
($280,000); consultant fees ($5,829); and social gatherings and meals ($1,325)., 
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2. 	 Remedy the $412,562 in"unsupported expenditures that included contractual 
services ($411,159) and travel costs ($1,403). 

We agree with the recommendation. We will coordinate with the DHSS to 
remedy the $412,562 in unsupported expenditures that were charged to grant 
number 2002-RE-CX-000S, which included contractual services ($411,159) and 

" travel costs ($1,403). 

3. 	 Remedy the $2,592,091 in unsupported expenditures that resulted from a lack of 
contractor monitoring. 

We agree with the recommendation. We will coordinate with the DHSS to remedy the 
$2,592,091 in unsupported expenditures, which resulted from a lack of contractor 
monitoring that were charged to grant number 2002-RE-CX-000S. We will also 
coordinate with DHSS to obtain a copy ofwritten procedures developed and implemented 
to ensure that adequate oversight is established for future Federal awards. 

4. 	 Ensure that the DHSS implements and adheres to procedures that will result in the 
timely submission of Financial Status Reports. 

We agree with the recommendation. We will coordinate with the DHSS to obtain a copy 
ofprocedures developed and implemented to ensure that future Financial Status Reports 
are submitted in a timely manner. 

5. 	 Ensure that the DHSS implements and adheres to procedures that will result in the 
timely submission of complete progress reports. 

We agree with the recommendation. We will coordinate with the DHSS to obtain a copy 
of procedures developed and implemented to ensure that future semi-annual progress 
reports are complete, accurate, and submitted in a timely manner. 

6. 	 Ensure that the DHSS develops grant performance measures and monitors the 
performance of the grant to ensure that the DHSS reaches the program goals and 
objectives. 

We agree with the recommendation. We will coordinate with the DHSS to ensure that 
DHSS develops grant performance measures and monitors the performance of the grant 
to ensure that DHSS reaches the program goals and objectives. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the draft report. Ifyou have any 
questions or require additional information, please contact Linda J. Taylor, Acting Deputy 
Director, Audit and Review Division on (202) 514-7270. 

2 
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APPENDIX V
 

OIG, AUDIT DIVISION, ANALYSIS AND SUMMARY OF 

ACTIONS NECESSARY TO CLOSE THE REPORT
 

We provided the draft report to both the Delaware Department of Health 
and Social Services (DHSS) and the Office of Justice Programs (OJP) for 

review and comment. DHSS’s response is included as Appendix III of this 
report, and OJP’s response is included as Appendix IV. The DHSS agreed with 

two recommendations, disagreed with three recommendations, and did not 
state an opinion on the remaining recommendation. OJP agreed with all six 

recommendations. We consider all six recommendations resolved based on 
OJP’s agreement. The status and actions necessary to close each 

recommendation, along with a discussion of the responses from DHSS and 
OJP, are provided below. 

During the onsite fieldwork for this audit, the specific questioned costs 

were discussed in detail with the DHSS officials. In addition, at the exit 

conference OIG personnel stated that a breakdown of questioned costs would 
be provided separately from our report, as our report does not contain the 

specific vendors, contractors, or transactions reviewed. The OIG will provide 
a list of specific questioned costs to OJP in order to facilitate the closing of the 

recommendations. 

1.	 Resolved. Remedy $287,154 in unallowable expenditures outside the 
scope of the approved budget or used for purposes not permitted 

under the award that included the purchase of equipment ($280,000), 
consultant fees ($5,829), and social gatherings and meals ($1,325). 

The DHSS disagreed with our recommendation. In its response to the 

purchase of equipment ($280,000), the DHSS stated the purchase of a 
Mobile Work Station was approved by OJP. However, we found no 

evidence where the expansion of the work plan/budget was approved 

by OJP, only that the no-cost 6 month grant period extension was 
approved. In addition, the current OJP Program Manager could not 

provide any evidence that the adjusted work plan/budget was ever 
approved. 

In response to the consultant fees ($5,829), the DHSS stated that the 

expenses fall under the allowable expenditures of “Consultants 
Employed by Commercial and Not-For-Profit Organizations” in the OJP 

Financial Guide.  However, the OJP Financial guide goes on to say 
“these organizations are subject to competitive bidding procedures. 

Thus, they are not subject to the $450 per day maximum 
compensation threshold before requesting prior approval.” According 
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to a DHSS official, the contract under which the consultants were paid 

was not competitively bid and therefore the consultants are subject to 
the $450 per day maximum compensation. 

In response to the social gatherings and meals ($1,325), the DHSS 

stated that the OIG asserts these costs are unsupported; however, we 
are questioning the costs as unallowable, not unsupported. The DHSS 

did not provide a reason why the costs would be allowable. The DHSS 
requested the specific items included in the $1,325 and the OIG will 

provide the list separately to OJP to facilitate its review. 

In its response, OJP agreed with the recommendation and said that it 
will coordinate with the DHSS to remedy the $287,154 in questioned 

costs related to the unallowable expenditures. 

This recommendation is resolved based on OJP’s concurrence and 

agreement to remedy the unallowable expenditures. This 
recommendation can be closed when we receive documentation 

demonstrating that OJP has remedied the $287,154 in unallowable 
expenditures. 

2.	 Resolved. Remedy $412,562 in unsupported expenditures that 

included contractual services ($411,159) and travel costs ($1,403). 

In its response to the contractual services ($411,159), the DHSS 
requested a list of specific items questioned. The OIG will provide OJP 

with the specific items making up the $411,159 in questioned costs. 

In response to the travel costs ($1,403), the DHSS requested a list of 
the specific items questioned. The OIG will provide OJP with the 

specific items making up the $1,403 in questioned costs. 

In its response, OJP agreed with the recommendation and said it 

would coordinate with the DHSS to remedy the $412,562 in 
unsupported expenditures. 

This recommendation is resolved based on OJP’s concurrence, and 

OJP’s agreement to coordinate with the DHSS to remedy costs. This 
recommendation can be closed when we receive documentation 

demonstrating that OJP has remedied the $412,562 in unsupported 
contractual services and travel costs. 
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3.	 Resolved. Remedy $2,592,091 in unsupported expenditures that 

resulted from a lack of contractor monitoring. 

In its response, the DHSS disagreed with this finding. The DHSS 
requested a list of documents comprising the audit sample in order to 

provide responsive comments. However, we based this finding on the 
DHSS’s grant monitoring process as a whole, and did not base the 

recommendation on a sample. 

Additionally, the DHSS stated the Division of Substance Abuse and 
Mental Health’s (DSAMH) audit review process included contract 

monitoring and reviews each year.  The OIG repeatedly requested the 
DHSS to provide evidence of the reviews during the audit, however, no 

documents were provided. 

The DHSS also stated the DSAMH has documentation for invoices 

reviewed on a line-item basis. However, during our audit we found 
that the documents provided by the DHSS consisted of a listing of the 

contractors’ expenses without any supporting invoices or receipts. 
Additionally, we found that the DHSS did not request sufficient 

documentation from the contractors to adequately monitor grant 
funded expenditures. 

In its response, OJP agreed with the recommendation and stated that 

it would coordinate with DHSS to remedy the $2,592,091 in 
unsupported expenditures which resulted from a lack of contractor 

monitoring. In addition, OJP stated that it would coordinate with 
DHSS to obtain a copy of written procedures developed and 

implemented to ensure that adequate oversight is established for 
future federal awards. 

This recommendation is resolved based on OJP’s concurrence and 
agreement to remedy the unsupported expenditures. This 

recommendation can be closed when we receive documentation 
demonstrating that OJP has remedied $2,592,091 in unsupported 

expenditures, and after we receive a copy of written procedures 
developed and implemented to ensure that adequate oversight is 

established for future federal awards. 

4.	 Resolved. Ensure that the DHSS implements and adheres to 
procedures that will result in the timely submission of Financial Status 

Reports. 
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In its response, the DHSS agreed that several reports were submitted 
late, but stated that the electronic reporting system through OJP 

unfairly delayed agencies within the same state from submitting 
reports when more than one grant is active. 

In its response, OJP agreed with the recommendation and said that it 

will coordinate with the DHSS to obtain a copy of procedures 
developed and implemented to ensure that future FSRs are submitted 

in a timely manner. 

This recommendation is resolved based on OJP’s concurrence and 
agreement to coordinate with the DHSS on obtaining written policies. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive documentation 
demonstrating that the DHSS has implemented, and is following, 

procedures to timely report expenditures on FSRs. 

5.	 Resolved. Ensure that the DHSS implements and adheres to 

procedures that will result in the timely submission of complete 
progress reports. 

In its response, the DHSS agreed that several reports were submitted 

late, but contended that the electronic reporting system through OJP 
unfairly delays agencies within the same state from submitting reports 

when more than one grant is active. 

In its response, OJP agreed with the recommendation and said that it 
will coordinate with the DHSS to obtain a copy of procedures 

developed and implemented to ensure that future semi-annual 
progress reports are complete, accurate, and submitted in a timely 

manner. 

This recommendation is resolved based on OJP’s concurrence and 

agreement to coordinate with the DHSS to obtain written policies.  This 
recommendation can be closed when we receive documentation 

demonstrating that the DHSS has developed and implemented 
procedures to submit future semi-annual progress reports completely, 

accurately, and timely. 

6.	 Resolved. Ensure that the DHSS develops grant performance 
measures and monitors the performance of the grant to ensure that 

the DHSS reaches the program goals and objectives. 
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The DHSS said the DSAMH has new practices that have been put in 
place by the new administration. In addition, the DHSS disagreed with 

the claim that the overall objective of the grant was a failure. 
However, the OIG repeatedly requested evidence to demonstrate the 

status of reaching stated goals and objectives. The DHSS did not 
provide any documentation. In addition, the former DHSS Program 

Manager told us the DHSS did not reach their ultimate goal because 
the program did not continue after the grant ended. 

In its response, OJP agreed with the recommendation and said that it 

will coordinate with the DHSS to ensure that the DHSS develops grant 
performance measures and monitors the performance of the grant to 

ensure that DHSS reaches the program goals and objectives. 

This recommendation is resolved based on OJP’s concurrence and 

agreement to coordinate with the DHSS on the creation of grant 
performance measures as well as monitoring the performance of the 

grant to ensure that the DHSS reaches the program goals and 
objectives written policies.  This recommendation can be closed when 

we receive documentation demonstrating that the DHSS has 
developed and implemented performance measures and monitors the 

performance of the grant to ensure that the program goals and 
objectives are reached. 
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