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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Backaground

The New York City Department of Homeless Services (DHS) administers
programs for homeless families and single adults. DHS provides its services
through contracts with community-based organizations (CBOs) throughout New
York City. DHS supports avariety of programs, including:

Adult services, such as single adult residences, outreach programs, drop-in
centers, and substance abuse, employment, and homeward bound
programs;

Family programs, including family residences that have reimbursement
agreements with DHS,

Single room occupancy (SRO) housing; and
Medical services.

DHS monitors the CBOs to ensure that they are delivering the required
services and spending DHS funds in accordance with their contracts. This
monitoring consists of program-quality reviews by DHS staff workers and fiscal
audits by independent Certified Public Accountants (CPAS) hired by DHS. These
audits are conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards (GAGAS) and the New Y ork City Comptroller’s Internal Control
Directive #5, Use of Public Accounting Firms for Audits of Delegate Agencies
(Directive #5).



DHS issued—for the first time—a Request for Proposal (RFP) in March
1998 to al the firms on the Comptroller’s List of Prequalified CPA Firms. The
RFP was for fiscal audits of the DHS human services contracts for the 1998
program year, and at DHS's discretion, for approximately one-third of its
contracts for the 1999 program year. The RFP that was issued sought the services
of CPA firms to audit the accounts and reports of the 188 DHS human services
contracts for Fiscal Year 1998, but did not identify the specific contracts to be
audited for Fiscal Year 1999. DHS grouped the 188 contracts into four categories,
according to the types of program involved: adult programs, family programs,
single room occupancy housing, and medical services. The contracts were then
grouped into 15 lots. DHS awarded the 15 lots to seven CPA firms that
responded to its RFP, at atotal cost of $885,000. The combined value of the
contracts to be audited was approximately $194.5 million.

The DHS Bureau of Audit Services (BAYS) is the unit responsible for
monitoring the performance of the CPA contractors. BAS receives and reviews
CPA progress reports, acts as a liaison between the CBOs and the CPA firms,
reviews CPA billings, and reviews the draft and final audit reports submitted by
the CPA firms.

Objectives
The objectives of this audit were to evaluate DHS's solicitation and award

practices for the procurement of CPA services, and its monitoring of CPA audit
services.

Scope and M ethodology

Audit fieldwork was conducted from December 2001 through April 2002.

We reviewed the procurement process and administration of CPA

audit services acquired under the DHS 1998 Request for Proposal. To
gain an understanding of the DHS solicitation and award process, we
met with DHS officials, and we reviewed various contract documents

We analyzed the available data to determine whether DHS procurement
practices promoted competition and whether the individua contracts
were awarded to the best proposers based on the criteria established in
the RFP. To ensure that DHS solicited and awarded contracts to firms
that were on the CPA List, we checked the CPA Ligt in effect at thetime
the RFP was issued. We reviewed the individual rating sheets to
determine whether the Technical Ratings were adequately supported and
in accordance with the criteria set forth in the RFP. In addition, we
reviewed the ratings of the awarded CPA firms to determine whether
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they had attained the Minimum Average Technical (MAT) scorein each
of the rating categories, as defined in the RFP. We reviewed the CPA
contracts to gain an understanding of the contract requirements. We aso
met with agency officids to gain an understanding of how DHS monitors
and administers the CPA contracts. We reviewed monthly progress
reports, several draft and fina audit reports, and CPA firm billings
relating to the Fiscal Y ear 1998 programs.

This audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted
government auditing standards (GAGAYS) and included tests of the records and
other auditing procedures considered necessary. This audit was conducted in
accordance with the City Comptroller’s audit responsibilities as set forth in
Chapter 5, § 93, of the New Y ork City Charter.

Resultsin Brief

DHS complied with PPB rules and Directive #5 when soliciting CPA
firms. However, DHS incorrectly awarded five of the 15 contract lots to a CPA
firm that should have been eliminated from consideration. In that instance, DHS
could have saved $251,400 by awarding the five contract lots to the highest-rated
firm that attained required minimum ratings for each of the proposal evaluation
criteria. Moreover, DHS did not evaluate proposals by individual lot, as specified
in the RFP. Further some firms, in our opinion, might also have been awarded
more work than they were able to complete within the specified time frames.
Lastly, CPA firms did not always submit monthly progress reports, inform DHS
when key firm personnel were changed, and have their partners or managers
attend audit exit conferences, in accordance with the DHS contracts.

Delaysin work completion was a so a problem. Only 52 of the assigned
186 Fiscal Year 1998 audits (28%) were completed by their original contract due
dates. The other 134 audit reports were delivered by the extended due dates that
were approved by DHS, but documentation detailing the reasons for granting
extensions was lacking for some of the audits.

The DHS monitoring process included reviews of CPA draft and final
reports. DHS reviewed reports format and content as indicated in Directive #5,
and used a checklist to ensure that each report’s format and content met
requirements. However, DHS had no overall tracking system to monitor audit
progress and the resolution of audit findings. Moreover, DHS did not always
maintain documentation supporting changes that occurred between the draft and
final audit reports.
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DHS Response

The matters covered in this report were discussed with officials from DHS
during and at the conclusion of this audit. A preliminary draft report was sent to
DHS officials and discussed at an exit conference on June 6, 2002. On June 7,
2002, we submitted a draft report to DHS officials with a request for comments.
We received a written response from DHS on June 21, 2002. DHS agreed to
implement six of the report’s eight recommendations. Although DHS disagreed
with the recommendation that it develop criteria for the amount of audit work that
can be awarded to firms based on the sizes of their staffs, it agreed to consider
firm size when awarding its next round of CPA contracts. With regard to the
remaining recommendation, DHS indicated that it aready evaluates audit lots
individually, as recommended.

The full text of the DHS response is included as an addendum to this
report.

ES4



TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION
Background
Objectives
Scope and Methodology

DHS Response

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

DHS Awarded Five Lots to a Vendor That Should
Have Been Eliminated from Consideration
Based on the RFP Criteria

DHS Did Not Evauate
Proposals as Specified
In the RFP

DHS Did Not Have Specific Criteria
For Determining the Amount of
Work Awarded to Firms

Lack of Documentation for
Extensions Granted to Firms

Noncompliance With DHS
Contract Requirements

DHS Monitoring of CPA
Audits Can Be Improved

ADDENDUM - DHS Response



The City of New York
Office of the Comptroller
Bureau of Financial Audit
Division of Support Services

Audit Report on the
Procurement and Monitoring of
CPA Services at the Department of
Homeless Services

SQ02-127A

INTRODUCTION

Backqground

The New York City Department of Homeless Services (DHS) administers programs for
homeless families and single adults. DHS provides its services through contracts with
community-based organizations (CBOs) throughout New York City. DHS supports a variety of
programs, including:

Adult services, such as, single adult residences, outreach programs, drop-in centers, and
substance abuse, employment, and homeward bound programs,

Family programs including family residences that have reimbursement agreements with
DHS;

Single room occupancy (SRO) housing; and
Medica services.

DHS monitors the CBOs to ensure that they are delivering the required services and
spending DHS funds in accordance with their contracts. This monitoring consists of program-
quality reviews by DHS staff workers and fiscal audits by independent Certified Public
Accountants (CPAS) hired by DHS. These audits are conducted in accordance with generaly
accepted government auditing standards (GAGAS) and the New York City Comptroller’s
Internal Control Directive #5, Use of Public Accounting Firms for Audits of Delegate Agencies
(Directive #5).



The New York City Procurement Policy Board (PPB) Rules specify the processes and
procedures that govern City agencies when procuring goods and services. Directive #5 provides
additional guidance for agencies in procuring auditing services. The Comptroller’s Office
maintains a List of Prequalified CPA Firms (CPA List) in accordance with the PPB rules and
with Directive #5. For audit services, City agencies are required to solicit only those firms that
are on the CPA List.

DHS issued—for the first time—a Request for Proposal (RFP) in March 1998 to dl the
firms on the Comptroller's List of Prequalified CPA firms (CPA List). The RFP was for fiscal
audits of the DHS human services contracts for the 1998 program year, and at DHS's discretion,
for approximately one-third of its contracts for the 1999 program year. The RFP that was issued
sought the services of CPA firms to audit the accounts and reports of the 188 DHS human
services contracts for Fiscal Year 1998, but did not identify the specific contracts to be audited
for Fiscal Year 1999. DHS grouped the 188 contracts into four categories, according to the types
of program involved: adult programs, family programs, single room occupancy housing, and
medical services. The contracts were then grouped into 15 lots, consisting of eight to 16
contracts each. This resulted in the following distribution of lots for which the CPA firms could
offer audit proposals. adult programs, five lots, family programs, five lots, single room
occupancy housing, four lots; and medical services, one lot.

In 1999, DHS awarded the 15 lots to seven CPA firms that responded to its RFP, a a
total cost of $885,000. The combined value of the contracts to be audited was approximately
$194.5 million.

The DHS Bureau of Audit Services (BAS) is the unit responsible for monitoring the
performance of the CPA contractors. BAS receives and reviews CPA progress reports, acts as a

liaison between the CBOs and the CPA firms, reviews CPA billings, and reviews the draft and
fina audit reports submitted by the CPA firms.

Obj ectives
The objectives of this audit were to evaluate:
1) DHS solicitation and award practices for the procurement of CPA services.

2) DHS monitoring of CPA audit services.

Scope and M ethodology

Audit fieldwork was conducted from December 2001 through April 2002.

We reviewed the procurement process and administration of CPA audit services acquired
under the DHS 1998 Request for Proposal relating to the Fiscal Y ear 1998 program contracts.



To gain an understanding of the DHS solicitation and award process, we met with DHS
officials, and we reviewed the following documents:

Pre-solicitation Report - indicates the need for the CPA contracted services, the method
of procurement and solicitation that would be used, the expected cost and benefits of the
CPA contracts, the expected time frame for issuing the RFP, and the dates of contract
award, expected start and completion.

Request for Proposa (RFP) - indicates the scope of work, and performance
requirements, and requests information pertaining to the experience of the firm, the
qualifications of the proposed staff, the number of proposed hours of service, and the
proposed price.

Individual Rating Sheets - is prepared by members of the DHS evaluation team
members and indicating their ratings of the proposals submitted.

The rating quide - is used by the DHS evauators to evaluate the proposals submitted by
the proposing CPA firms.

Proposals - is submitted by the CPA firmsin response to the RFP.

Recommendation of Award - documents the agency’s basis for awarding a contract to
a selected firm.

We andyzed the available data to determine whether DHS procurement practices promoted
competition and whether the individual contracts were awarded to the best proposers based on the
criteria established in the RFP. To ensure that DHS solicited and awarded contracts to firms that
were on the CPA List, we checked the CPA Ligt in effect at the time the RFP was issued. We
reviewed the individua rating sheets to determine whether the Technical Ratings were adequately
supported and in accordance with the criteria set forth in the RFP. In addition, we reviewed the
ratings of the awarded CPA firms to determine whether they had attained the Minimum Average
Technical (MAT) score in each of the rating categories, as defined in the RFP. We reviewed the
CPA contracts to gain an understanding of the contract requirements.

We met with agency officials to gain an understanding of how DHS monitors and
adminigters the CPA contracts, and reviewed the following documents:

Monthly Progress Reports of CPA firms.
DHS VENDEX evaluations for the first year of each CPA firm's contract.

Draft and final report review checklists where DHS reviewers document whether audit
reports meet DHS requirements.



Documentation supporting extensions granted to the CPA firms by DHS for submitting
fina audit reports.

Draft and final audit reports.
CPA firm billings.
This audit was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards (GAGAS) and included those tests of the records and other auditing procedures we

considered necessary. This audit was performed in accordance with the City Comptroller’s audit
responsibilities as set forth in Chapter 5, Section 93 of the New Y ork City Charter.

DHS Response

The matters covered in this report were discussed with officials from DHS during and at
the conclusion of this audit. A preliminary draft report was sent to DHS officials and discussed
at an exit conference on June 6, 2002. On June 7, 2002, we submitted a draft report to DHS
officials with a request for comments. We received a written response from DHS on June 21,
2002. DHS agreed to implement six of the report’s eight recommendations. Although DHS
disagreed with the recommendation that it develop criteria for the amount of audit work that can
be awarded to firms based on the sizes of their staffs, it agreed to consider firm size when
awarding its next round of CPA contracts. With regard to the remaining recommendation, DHS
indicated that it already evaluates audit lots individually, as recommended.

The full text of the DHS response is included as an addendum to this report.
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

DHS complied with PPB rules and Directive #5 when soliciting CPA firms. However,
DHS awarded five of the 15 contract lots to a CPA firm that should have been eliminated from
incorrectly consideration. In that instance, DHS could have saved $251,400 by awarding the five
contract lots to the highest-rated firm that attained required minimum ratings for each of the
proposal evaluation criteria.  Moreover, DHS did not evaluate proposals by individual lot, as
specified in the RFP. Further some firms, in our opinion, might also have been awarded more
work than they were able to complete within the specified time frames. Lastly, CPA firms did
not always submit monthly progress reports, inform DHS when key firm personnel were
changed, and have their partners or managers attend audit exit conferences, in accordance with
the DHS contracts.

Delays in work completion was aso a problem. Only 52 of the assigned 186 Fiscal Y ear
1998 audits (28%) were completed by their origina contract due dates. The other 134 audit
reports were delivered by the extended due dates that were approved by DHS, but the
documentation detailing the reasons for granting extensions was inadequate. Causes for the
delays included delays in providing the CPA firms with the required year-end closeout
documents and delays in the audit process itself.

The DHS monitoring process included reviews of CPA draft and fina reports. DHS
reviewed reports format and content as indicated in Directive #5, and used a checklist to ensure
that each report’s format and content met requirements. However, DHS had no overall tracking
system to monitor audit progress and the resolution of audit findings. Moreover, DHS did not
always maintain documentation supporting changes that occurred between the draft and final
audit reports.

DHS Awarded FiveLotsto aVendor That
Should Have Been Eliminated from
Condderation, Based on the RFP Criteria

DHS incorrectly awarded five of the 15 contract lots to a CPA firm that should have been
eliminated from consideration, because the firm failed to attain the required minimum rating for
one of the RFP proposal evaluation criteria. The awarded CPA firm's price of $488,120 for the
five lots was $251,400 higher than the $236,720 proposed price offered by the highest rated
proposer that had attained the required minimal ratings for each of the evaluation criteria.

The RFP indicated that each evaluation committee member would be assigned audit lots
and would “individually evaluate every technical proposal for that lot on a scale totaling 100
points.” The RFP stated that the evaluation team ratings of the reviewed proposal would then be
averaged, and that those proposals that received “an overall average technical score of less than
70 points will not be further considered.” In addition, each proposal was required to meet “the



minimum average threshold (MAT) scores’ for each of the technical evaluation criteria indicated
below:

Level of qualifications and relevant experience (maximum point value: 45, MAT 30
points)

Quality and appropriateness of proposed audit plans (maximum point value: 30, MAT
20 points)

Cost effectiveness of budget/fee proposal. (maximum point value: 25, MAT 15
points).

The CPA firm that was awarded lots one through five should have been disqualified
because it failed to attain a MAT score of 15 points or more under the “Cost effectiveness of
budget/fee proposal” criterion. Its MAT score was 13.75. Awarding this contract therefore
violated Section 3-03 of the PPB Rules, which requires that the “Award shall be based on the
evauation factors set forth in the RFP.” DHS officials were unable to provide us with
documentation showing that they evaluated whether the proposing firms had attained the
required MAT ratings.

Recommendation:

For future RFPs, DHS should:
1. Ensurethat all the criteria set forth in the RFP are used to evaluate proposals.

Agency Response: DHS agrees with and intends to implement this
recommendation.

DHS Did Not Evaluate Proposals
According to RFP Specifications

DHS did not evaluate proposals by individual lot, as specified in the RFP. The evauators
inappropriately rated the submitted proposals by program type. Thus, proposals for multiple lots
of work within a program type were evaluated together, not individually. This process had a
negative effect on the evaluations of smaller firms that submitted proposals on more than one lot
within a program type, since the evaluators were concerned about the ability of the smaller firms
to complete the larger amount of work related to multiple lots in a timely manner. Had the
evaluators considered each firm’s proposals for individua lots, these concerns would not have
been afactor in the evaluation.



Recommendation

2. For future RFPs, DHS should structure the proposal evaluation process in a manner to
ensure that each audit lot is evaluated separately, especidly if that is the methodology
specified in the RFP.

Agency Response: “DHS disagrees with this finding and therefore cannot
implement the recommendation. DHS did, in fact follow the methodology
established within the RFP which assured that each lot was evaluated separately.
It was clear throughout the RFP that proposals would be reviewed and awarded
on a per lot basis. The RFP stated that ‘CPA firms may propose to audit more
than one program group and more than one lot within a particular program group.
In such case, proposers shall submit a separate and complete technical proposal
for each program group being proposed which includes a separate and complete
budget/fee proposal for each lot being proposed within the applicable program
group.” The RFP also stated that ‘a contract will be awarded for each lot to the
qualified proposer whose proposal DHS determines to be the most advantageous
to the City, based on a combination of technical quality and proposed fee.” In
addition, the RFP stated that ‘the budget/fee proposal should indicate the number
and level of staff (managerial and non-managerial), hourly rates and audit fees per
human services contract and for the total lot.”

Auditor Comment: Proposals for multiple lots of work within a program type
were evaluated together, not individually, as claimed by DHS. As stated earlier,
this method of evaluating the firms inappropriately penalized smaller firms that
submitted proposals. Therefore, we repeat our recommendation that DHS
structure the proposal evaluation process in a manner that ensures a separate
evaluation of each audit lot.

DHS Did Not Have Specific Criteria
For Deter mining the Amount
Of Work Awarded to Firms

DHS did not have specific criteria for determining the amount of audit work a firm of a
given size could be awarded.! DHS relied on CPA firms “to submit proposals only for those lots
whose total contract value is consistent with their staffing and experience,” but did not have
specific criteria for the amount of work firms should be awarded, based on the sizes of their
staffs. We noted that one firm was awarded four lots consisting of 49 audits even though it had
only 16 professional staff members. Consequently, there were significant delays in the audits: on
average, these audits took 253 days from the date of contract registration to the date of the exit
conference. Under the contract, the audits were supposed to be completed within 120 days from
contract registration. In contrast, another firm, with 54 professional staff members, was awarded

! Other City agencies including the Department for the Aging and the Department of Mental Health have

established limits on the amount of audit work they will award CPA firms based on staffing size.



five lots consisting of 57 audits, of which 48 were completed within the RFP time frame.
Therefore some firms, in our opinion, might also have been awarded more work than they were
able to complete within the specified time frames.

Recommendation

3. DHS should develop criteria for the amount of audit work that can be awarded to firms,
based on the sizes of their staffs.

Agency Response: “DHS disagrees with the finding.” DHS stated: “Based on the
pertinent information presented in the proposals, the evaluation committee
members considered the amount of work the proposers were capable of
performing. Their conclusions were reflected in their ratings for both the technical
proposals. . . and the fee proposal.”

Degspite its disagreement, DHS stated that it “will examine the application of firm
size versus quantity of award in the next Request for Proposal to be released some
timein the Fall of 2002.”

L ack of Documentation for
Extendons Granted to Firms

Under the DHS contract, the CPAs were to complete the Fiscal Year 1998 audits within
120 days of contract registration. Only 52 (28 percent) of the 186 Fiscal Year 1998 audits were
completed by the original due date. According to DHS records, the remaining 134 audits were
delivered by the approved extended due dates. However, DHS sometimes did not have
documentation showing why extensions were approved. Without such documentation, we cannot
determine whether extensions granted by DHS were justified.

According to BAS personnel, the CPA firms verbaly notified them of delays and
occasionally provided letters requesting extensions or indicated reasons for delays in their
monthly progress reports. BAS established no written procedures or guidelines to assist the staff
in deciding whether or not an extension was warranted.

Recommendation

4. DHS should establish aformal process for approving extensions, and maintain adequate
documentation justifying the extensions.

Agency Response: DHS agreed with and intends to implement this
recommendation. DHS stated:

“The Bureau of Audit Services has an informa process for approving the
extensions and maintaining adequate documentation justifying the extensions.
However, BAS intends to formalize the process by having CPA firms request



extensions by submitting an application for an extension to complete the audit.
Based on the reasons given for the delay and the timeliness of the request, the
audit firm will be informed in writing of the request’s approval or denial. Each
request for an extension aong with its final disposition will be maintained in the
specific audit file.”

Noncompliance With DHS
Contract Reguirements

CPA firms did not consistently adhere to contract requirements as indicated below:

CPA firms are required to submit monthly progress reports to DHS on the status of
their audits and the projected due dates for the draft and final audit reports. Most
firms did not submit these reports monthly. Rather, they submitted them haphazardly
and the reports, when submitted, did not always provide the information that was
required. For example, the CPA firm that was awarded lots seven through 10
submitted only four monthly progress reports over an eight-month period, and the
reports generally lacked projected due-dates.

The contracts required that the CPA firms notify DHS of any significant changes in
key personnel. Although certain firms made changes that would warrant notification,
DHS generaly was not notified. For example, the CPA firm that was awarded lot 12
indicated that four professional staff members would be assigned to the 11 audits.
However, according to the bills submitted by the firm, al of the audits were done by
one individual. DHS was never notified of this significant change in staffing. It
should be noted that four of this firm’'s 11 audits required extensions.

DHS's CPA contracts required that a partner or manager of the CPA firm attend all

exit conferences. However, a partner or manager from the CPA firm that was
awarded lot 15 did not attend exit conferences for 3 of the 15 audits.

Recommendation

5. DHS should enforce the CPA contract requirements relating to the monthly submission of
progress reports, changes in key personnel, and attendance at exit conferences.

Agency Response: DHS agreed with and intends to implement this
recommendation. DHS stated:

“The Bureau of Audit Services (BAS) will notify all audit firms of the strict
enforcement of al contract provisons. Furthermore, each DHS auditor will
continue to utilize our tracking system to record the submission of monthly
progress reports and review the submission for completeness. Additionally, BAS
will continue to maintain contact with the auditors to make certain that we are



aware of any changes in key personnel changes. When exit conferences are
scheduled, we will remind the audit firms that meetings cannot take place without
the attendance of either a partner or manager.”

DHS Monitoring of CPA Audits Can Be lmproved

DHS had no tracking system to monitor audit progress and the resolution of audit
findings during the audit period. Furthermore, DHS report-review files do not always contain
sufficient documentation to explain and justify the changes in audit findings between draft and
fina audit reports. For example, the auditor for one family program questioned costs totaling
$243,459 in a draft report. Those questioned costs were reduced to $1,013 in the final report.
No explanation was given in the final report, and DHS files did not explain this reduction.
Changes between the draft and final report generally occur based on information provided at the
exit conference by the audited entity. DHS should require that CPA firms submit a memo
explaining and justifying any significant changes between the draft and final report. In addition,
the DHS final report review checklist should include a section for noting whether the findings
between the draft and final report changed.

At the exit conference, DHS provided documentation showing that a tracking system has
been developed and implemented. However, the tracking system needs to be expanded to
incorporate additional details relating to contracted audits’ findings and recommendations. In
addition, on June 7, 2002, DHS showed us a memo from a CPA firm explaining the reasons why
changes between the draft and final audit report indicated above were made.

Recommendations:

DHS should:

6. Maintain and expand its tracking system to monitor audit progress and audit-finding
resolution.

Agency Response: DHS agreed with and intends to implement this
recommendation. DHS stated:

“The Bureau of Audit Services (BAS) shared with the auditors the method used
since 1999 to track an audit’s progress. Each month, CPA firms are required to
submit a Monthly Progress Report. This document provides information that
includes the audit’s status and alerts us to potential problems. BAS intends to
meet with DHS' Financial Management departments and the appropriate program
departments to find ways of incorporating audit-finding resolutions into the
tracking system.

“In the future, if funds are available, we hope to implement a more comprehensive
electronic tracking system.”
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7. Require that CPA firms disclose either in final audit reports or in a memo to DHS
the reason for significant changes in audit findings.

Agency Response: DHS agreed with and intends to implement this
recommendation. DHS stated: “The Bureau of Audit Services (BAS) will instruct
the audit firms to explain either in the final audit report or in a memo to BAS the
reason(s) for significant changes between the draft and final audit reports.”

8. Reviseitsfinal audit review checklist to include a section for noting whether the findings
between the draft and final report changed.

Agency Response: DHS agreed with and intends to implement this
recommendation. DHS stated:

“The Bureau of Audit Services (BAYS) is in the process of revising its fina audit
review checklist to include other sections. BAS will include a section that notes
whether there are significant changes in the findings between the draft and final
reports. Presently, at exit conferences, agreed to changes are noted by BAS
auditors.  When the fina report is prepared for BAS' review, comparisons are
made between the information recorded at the exit conference and the final report
to ensure that changes agreed to at the exit conference have been incorporated in
the final report. When our revised checklist is completed, the procedures
described above will be formalized.”
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Lhanns Gigns
CORBAFERIONER

June 20, 2002

Koger 0. Liwer

Agsistant Comptroller for Audits

New York City Office of the Compiroller
1 Cemtre Street, Room 1100

New Vork, NY 10007

Re: Draft Audit Report of the Procurement and Monitoring of CPA services at the Department of
Homeless Services (SQ02-127A)

Diear Mr., Liwer:

i March 1998, the Department of Homeless Services (S} solicited the services of qualified certified
public accounting firms to acdit the financial accounts and reports of human services provided by
orgamnizations under contiact to or in other reimbursement agresments with DHS. This REP was the first
and most complex of s kind implemented for and#t services since the estabHshment of TS as an agency
and resulied i letiing of 188 audiis with a start date of Qofober 1998,

Enclosed are DEHS' responses to the fndings and recomimendations made in the above mentioned draft
audit report. DS agrees with and inteads to implement siv of the elght andit recommendations.
However, DDHS disagrees with recommendations two and three because we contend that in our assessment
of the Regquest for Proposal (RFP), we evalnated eachlof separately and established criteria for audit wark
awsrded,

PHE’ contracted CPA audits improved financial accountability, helped ensure that funds are spent for
authorized purposcs, and ensured that providers met service goals and objectives. DHS continues 10

-refine its procedures and processes so that the agency futfills ity mandate effclentdy, éffectively, and
ceonommicaliy,

Sincgrely

folex X“éim Anderson, DHS Martha J. Harvey, DHS Steve Pock, DHS
Thailia Edwards, DHS Robert Mascals, DHS Suetlen Schulman, DHS
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ifuation relsted to the oleriaslh

5 type of oversight v
@

IMPTEMENTADTON TARGET DATE

DESPONSIBILETY CENTER

w //»{WWW

Lo iy

fﬁ(; tff"’c ;,1 C ﬁw L i /f‘é()/{a‘;;f}:/ ﬁ/ff’{’af’f hate

Ardit Implementation Dlan Form A .
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WEW YORK CITY DEPARTMENT OF HOMELEES SHRVICES BME £ o B
AUDIT SBERVICES

RESPONSE DATE: June 17, 2002

AUDTIT TITIE: Report of the Procurement and Monitoring of CPA Seriidas at the DeparXtmnent OF
Homeless Services (SQ02-127n

AUDITING AGENCY: Wew York City Comptroller REPORT DATE: June 7, 2002

C. RECOMMEMNDATION WITH WHICH THE MANACEMERS
DISACRERS AND DORS NOT INTEND TO IMPLEMENT

nre REPe, DHE should structure the propo:
ezch andit lot is evaluated sepa rate¢y,
in the REP.

EESPONSE TO RECCMMENDATION

(ATTREREMNALIVE SOLUTIONS ON CURRENT SITUATION CITED IN AUDIT RETORT)

bodolnay CSIaDllSh?L W
It was cle t 1qh pERE -
iz. ‘the RFE TOPA Tirms may prQ plst=tcy
“han one lobt within a2 palecu 2T program
a separste angd complete technical proposal

2tudes & separate and complete b ﬁﬂoP/'oﬁ Bropa
tocable progran group”™ The RFP alsc statad o
i =it ad Qvapo er whage preposal

jetanialal-tsiel

CAt; pased on a combinatlion of technical g
£ “the budget/fee proposal shouid indi

1 ané non—managérial), hourly rates and audii
the total lot.”

the individual rating sheets, evaluation commities menmbers:

zted & Ltechnical score, comprised of ithe

E
ol @**rq within a particular prog group.

e 8 vlated a sepsrate cost-efiecti 55 scc“e fox each lobt thail eoach
= roresed {taking into considerstion staffing wattern).

LI i

¥, calculated ar overall cumulative score for sach. lot proposed
ceing tte Drovose* 5 technical score for
] 2Ly gogt-aife ERESS BCOrE

.

,_,.‘.
o
w2

el he summary-rating sheet for sazch program group
soores for each lot were canpared and tkeﬂ placed in rank order,
IMPLEMENTATTON TARGET LATE
B/R

BESPONSIBILITY CENTER

. /&@“‘wk,ﬁﬂatﬂwfvf’ _ ) Date
r"f?f's—/;}(/ Cle o 7 Cvmpabogses

&

A

Audit Tmplementation Plan Form C



AUDIY SERVICES

RESPONSE DATE: June 17, 2002

AUDIT PITLE: Repoxrt of the Procurement and Monitoring of CPA Services =t the Department OF
Homeless Services (8G02-1274

AIDTTING AGENCY: HNew York City Comptrollexr REPORT DATE: June ¥, 2002

€. RECOMMENDATION WITH WHICH THE MANAGEMENT
DISAGEEES AND DOFRS NOT INTEND TO IMPLEMENT

‘Recommendation 3@

Lo flrms,

la Tor the amount of

stafiis.

pan e

Cann e

RESPONSE TCO RECOMMENDATION
(ALTEBNATIVE SOLUTIONS ON CURRENT SITUATION CITED IN AUDIT BEDORT)

:y the finding “DHS did not have szpes
i The RFP stated that
elivery of services in & i
i identify hire and train
fake to complebse the lot

for e
ial and non-
contract and for the total lob.”
the evaluation d

saoond
o the thizd oridt

examine the applicatic
or Proposzl to be re

IMPLEMENTATION TARCET DATE

Ootober, 2002

BESPONSIBILITY CENTER

Audiy Tmplementation Plan Fora ©



MEW YORK CTTY DEPARTMENT OF HOMELESS SERVICES . oA

RESPONSE DATE: June 17. 2002

BUDIT TINIE: Report of the Procurement and Monitoring of CPA Services ab the bépartment of
Homeless Borvices {(SQ02-127h)

AUDITING AGENCY: New York City Comptroller REDORT DATE: Juns 7, 2002

A.  BACOMMEMDATION WITH WHICH THE MANAGEMENY
ACREES ANMD INTENDE TO IMPLEMENS

Redommendation 4: DHS should establish a formal process for
maintaln adeguate documentation justifying the exbensions.

RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATION ~ IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

reau of Audit Services has an informal proces
adequate dogumentaticn justifying the exiensiocns.
s process by having CFA f£lxms request extensions by subm
re complete the audit. Based on the reasons give
of the reguest, the asudit firm witl be informed in
Bach regquest for an extensiocn aleng with its
ecific audit f£ile.

IMPLEMENTATION TARGET DAYTE

Saphemnh 2002

RESPCHSIBILITY CENTER
Bureau of Audit Services

@ e

Ribtin/ Ay 0 2oz

' Date
Serfjices

T Audin

Audit Inplementation ¥lan Form A



~FCERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

November 16, 1999
Ms. Linda Zundell '
Audit Sezvices
Departrment of Homeless Services
City of New York
161 William Street; 13" Floor
New York, New York 10638

~RE: Report Extension
Lot No. 5

Dear Ms, Zundell:

In accordance with Articie 4-D of owr contract, we hereby request an andit report delivery
exiension from November 30, 1999 to December 31, 1999 on the Grand Central
Neighborhood Social Services (GUNSS) program listed below, for the year ending June 30,
1998:

Program Neme: Drop-In Center
Contract Number: 9801928

The audit has been completed, however, there is no basis to document the aflocation/billing
of costs to DHS since GONSS does not segregate costs in-their books of account for DHS
funds. At'this junctore we are awaiting 2 decision from DHS on the approach we are to
foltow for fhis audit, since at this time a report of disclaimer would be issued.

1f you have any questions please call Joseph Scudese.

“Very truly yours,
MD. OPPENHEIM & COMPANY, £.C.

Joseph ¥ Scudese CPA
- Partner

485 U5, Highway One  Bufiding G~ RO, Bax 4100 fzalin, Mow Jersey 08830-4100
{732} 602-93C0 {212) 285-9182 {215} 9U5-6628 FaX {732) 602-6331




o ARTMENT OF HOMELESS SERVICES
Audit Services ' (124426354
‘161 Wiltiam Street : Fax: {212y 442-6613

New York, WY 16038

MARTIN QESTERREICH ' ROBERT MASCAL
COMMIESIONER - CHIFF OF START

MARTHA L HARVEY
AT DIRECTOR

November 23, 1999

Mr. Joseph 1. Scudese, CPA

M.D. Oppenheim & Company, L
AR5 1).8. Highway One, Building C
Iselin, NJ 08830-4100

Re: Audit of Vendor Program
Contracts PIN # 071~ 9858- 004118
‘Report Bxtension, Lot #5, Contract
#OSD1928

Dear Mr. Scudese:

The Department of Iomelass Services is-hereby granting your request for an additional

extension on the audit report delivery on the following coniract:

Proyider Program 2nd Extension Trag Bate
Grand Central Drop-In Cenier Nov, 30, 15999 ’ Dee, 31, 1999
Neighborhood
1 you have any questions please cali me.
Sincerely,
donde 8L
Linda Zundelt

Co: Martha Harvey
Giregory Maynard



WEW YORK CITY DEPARTMENT OF HOMETESS SERVICEE “_‘?_ 521

RESPONSE DATE: June 17, 2002

AUDLY TITLE: Report of the Procurement and Monitoring of CPA Services st Lhe Departmmﬁt af
Homelass Seyvices (SQ02-127A)

AUDITING AGENCY: Wew York Clty Comptrollaer REPORT DATE: June 7, 2002

A. RECOMMENDATION WITH WHICH YWHE MAMNACEMENGT
AGRERS AND INTENDE PO IMPLEMENT

shoulid enforce the CPRA gontract reguirements ralating
reporis, chahges in Key pérsonnel, and atiendance at

RESTONEE T0 RECOMMENDATION -~ IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

of Audit Services (BAS) will nohtify all
contrazoct provisions, Furthermore, each ur%
1Y $futem to record the submission of Mo“ihiy T
enass,  Additionaliyv, BAS will conting
that we are aware 0f any changss it key
- heduled, we wiil remind the audit firms that
ttendance of either & partner or a manager.

IMPLEMENTATION TARGET DATE
Juiy 2003 '

RESPONSIBILITY CENTER
Bureau of Audit Zervices

@ -
W&mhg/ A_ uﬁtz}a/ r-[mm{;@ LD

Aadit entation Plan Form A




A Bl o L F 7 250 Steit Road s SqitaS 1139 Fiilion Stedt  $ito 11
A. K. Paredes & Co. . Piscataway, N1 08854 _ New Tork, NY 10038
Certified Public Accountants Tel: (732) 7329330 T Tk (2123 285-1725

Fax: {7323 7152-7934 o Fax: {212) 283-1739

July 16, 2001

M. John Harrison, Auditor

NY{ Dept, of Homeless Services-Audit Services
33 Beaver Street, 12th Floor

New Yok, NY 10005

‘Dear Mr. Harrison;

We are submitting herewith the Audit Status Report as of July 15, 2001 for Single Qceupancy
Programs Lo# 13 and Lot #14,

Thank you and please call me or Vivian Roz, Audit Manager, if you have any questions.

- Very traly yours,

Kiony F. Paredes
ptner



T AV PAREDES & OO, CPAs
Elatus ?.nwom. as i July 15, 2061
AUPIT OF SINGLE ROOM QCCUPANCY PROGRAMS

PEFARTMENT OF HOMELESS SERVICES
FISCAL YEAR BNIING JUNE 30, 2660

) LOT#IZ & 14
Pariner:  Anthoeny B, Paredes
lanuger: Rene C. Tovers
Eowanee | Projected | Acteal Projected  [Achid Date  Projested Aetual F Projecied |Actual Date Acwal Date| Delivery | !
Proavider Name Program Name | Confersnee| Fiokdwork | Fiskdwork | ate Pleldwor, Fleldvwork | Dolivery Date Delivery Dat [Dafe of Exii  of Exit | of Audites | Date of |
Thle Brart Date | Siart Dawe | ccomplishe } Compled:  of Draft of Dl | Conference; Conforoncel Responses | Finad Repori Cotsent

TR ” : -
Jericho Bosidence Lorag Place SRO QIATAN L D170 03AYol! 632301 (122001 9211541 G3/1901] 0XZ%H0] § CA/050] 0510/61 D5/23401
Guodaard Hiverside Comor House ULAGN : olisML | 036011 611901 33419491 02/1541 G021 : Q235G O3 05/10i51 USFATGE
Goddard Riverside Serate DLASATT OAGGE SIA6RLE 0139401 0341401 021541 AYIHGT | 2501 D534 051041 031301
Cioddard Riverside Capital Hal} OLA16/A1 | 01/1647 | O1/16A1E D1A0L G1/16/01 GHTI0E GEAEEY| sl 050341 O5104H 0523/01
Clammunity AGCess Ciouvereur Hosse GLARZAT| ot/zdal: 01a20t] 912408 017240 U shaT B402m1L 02280E | GHBA0L D030 D04 L »
Commmunity Acoess Acwass Touse LT | A EEET T a0y |ty | 01/zae1 | arisiel GANAL] OFTSG T osomGE | oS0l 0523101
Brooklys Community Hlou] Oak Hall GRG0 0220011 Q22408 | 0240 Q201 ar2ea] Q40EGL T D301 05/01/81 0542501 053131
LOTHY .
diracle Makers 1381 LY, Avenne! Q24301 0134013 0203301 GAIRA)] 03204011 LIBIGE 0402011 631003 D4/3001 G 13501 06401
Mew Fra Vets CensmaonWealiy Av. 0201 0230 04RO 022801 G4/26/01 L 03/05/03 B3/21401: 634501 0ar11ic3 awaliilg AgLndy fCSpOnsy
Projross omﬂoownn Meroy Gardens 01/25/013 OUZR0L| 0125018 01/2Z801 OUEEGEE 0271501 BAETNT ] DRl 0541731 152110 Q32301 |
Project Retym Hill House T | ST | RN 0160k O30ZGT | 02131 U390 | 72508 Q301N 054111 5230 ;
Sajvation Anmy E. 119t 81 Vei's Resl OQ05/01 | 00501 020507 | 0L 03/084G]| 0220/l 52161 | 0201 [t AT 071201
Volurseers OF Amerca 1 MtEdes GLANCHD QU3NGY L OKIV0E] B4 GEL4M1] 0220601 0402701 L 062728101 5103101 05/21:01 3572301 [ .1]_
Volunteers OF America W, 97th Bt 013501 DUILALT GRALOLT 0R14A01 021401 GRI00T 04024018 0228/0) | 0503401 (521401 523401 :
Volunloers OF America  § Webster 031010 DIALDLT 6331011 024401 02YAGEE 022001 04020 | 0272801 Ga/03/03 Q32101 o523 _
Westside Federation Westhoume Hatel T G o R e L 2 039071 | BRASG Q3151 05401 15723401
Westside Bedaration Fowal Houss 01723401 | 012301 0172301 | 0WVZ6M1 Q17261 [ 02115108 031901 0n23/01 2540101 3501491 g5/23i01

|
!
_

Totn Numnber of Coniracts 17 17




&

©T Pavimers Eiren Wel

 Mavager: Connie Wang

‘Contract
Musnber Prevvider

Wei, Wei and Co, LEP
bonthly Progress Repoxt
Diepartnent of Homeless Serviees
Fiscal Year Ended Juse 30, 1998
Eot1s

Fnbasce  Projecied
Conferencs Ficldwork
Program Pate  StantDatc

Beual

Propeetsd
Liate

Ficldwotk  Freldwoerk
Btart Date Accomplished Accomplished

Aottt
Elate
Freldwork

BECH583 Montcliore Medical Conter

Powers Family Assessmont Medical Center 4898 8417799

mmmmml__..ww Floating Hospital, nc, Aubirn Fammly Assessment Medical ARG 5/6/%9
9RDIBY] $1. Vinoent's Hospital Lexington Ave, Modica) 4199 4169
YEDI8Y] 8¢ Vincenf's Hospital 3th Street Medical 489 41698
BECHIT Interfaith Medical Cenler Greenpoint Modicat 4RI9S 511959
QRCSTTS Ioterfuith Medical Conter Atlantic Men Shebter Medicat 40899 B9y
9805725 Cure for the Homeless fzmaten Family Assessment hiedical 4/BBY 5F14/9%
SRCHT2S Lare for the Homeless Ringsbridge A8/99 81998
THBI4272 HHC Homeless Health Imitintive 47H9S 6105y
08D632E HHC Medical Review Team YU 61099
PRSI HHC Brooklyn Waomen Shelter Medical SHIG G759
TBEDIS8TT Bronx Lebanon Hospital Bronx Emergency Assistatice Lnit 471559 42959
QBT Bromx Lebnnon Hospital Franklin Men Medial AIEE 409/94
BOF9534  The Salvation Army, Ine. Jamaics Women Shelter AT S Ho
SUGRFTE Black Vetwrans for Suemd fustice Paumoia Heuse LIRS BT i)

2

Page 1 of2

5YHSS
556199

411699
A/16/99

5/19/9%
5/1919%

3424199
5724199

NA
WA
MNia

729194
£120199

A

SIERID

5/EE/SS
5/1449%

5718799
5118199

5/28/08%
5/28/9%

328G
378

6718799
6/18/9%
L5159

31499
3141598

6/11M98

S/121%9

A
314595

521/99
221

NiA
N/A&

528199
WA
Bis
NiA
N

A
M/A

BA
B

53139
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Partwer: Liven Wel

‘Manager: Connie Wang

Wel, Wel and Co., LLP
Bonthly Progross Report
Department of Homeless Services
Fiscal Year Hnded June 38, 1998

Lot 1S
Projected  Actust - Projecied  Actos} Actusl  Projected
Belivery Delivery  Bateof Tate of Brate imie

‘Contracs  Date Diate Fxit Brit  of Auditec of
_Mumber of Deaft of Deaft Conference Conferonce Respomses Final Report Comments

9RCOSEY  G/RLOE  N/A 61739 WA NIA 91293 The finial budget modification was not received uniil 5/26.

Awaiting the closs owt from TIHE.

9883731 &1UGY Wi GIla/%s MNiA WA Gf24/9%
CGBIXES]  o/1LSY WA GIRO/9G WA TN 624195
‘SEDISOT  &11/9% A §/16/35 WA N/A 6124199
ORCSTT 6119 N/A GRS WA R4 G/34/9% Awaiting the pending infrmation from Ageocy.
SBECSTIY e11ST WA SIS WA A B2
DBCSTIT . G/11/9%  NIA &/17/9% DA RTEN 624199
BACSTIS 8IS N/A G179 NIA WA 6724799 Awaiting the pending information froor Agency.
GEDM2TE 69 A AT N b 7259 The statistic report, which was ysed o do semple selection
DEIMGIZT GI2H9Y N/A GIHEY  MiA WA 72439 was sull pending,
BEDISZE  6/32/9% WA SIERGH NiA WA 712195
GURIETT  eM1i8Y NA G WA MA 624735 Agency is in tie process to order canceled checks from
EDIBYT G NA GIR9% MNiA Win G/24/9%  bank for our review. ’

YWISIA G199 WA 6/Z5/8% WA A 1219

99G2976 611199 WA &899 B4 pisa, Ef2180

Page 2 of 2 . . : A
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WEW YORK CITY DEPARTMENT OF HOMELESS SHRVIEHS W o B

RESPONSE DATE: June 17, 2002

AUDIT TITLE: Report of the Procurement and Monitoring of CFA Servicas'éf'%hé.ﬁapaftment of
Homelers Services (SQ0Z2-12%3}%

AIDITING AGENCY: Mew York City Comptroller REPORT DATE: June 7, 2002

A BRECOMMENDATION WITH WHICH THE MARAGEMEMNT
AGREES AMD INTENDS TO IMPLEMENG

tiem &: DHS should implenent & tracking system to monitor audit progress

resal ion

RESPONSE TO RECOMMENDATION - IMEIEMERTATION PLAN

padit Services (BAS) shared with the auditors the methnod us
progress.  Bach month, CPA firms are rsouired fo :

5 document provides infermation that includes the auvdit’s
i BASZ intends fo meet with DHS' Flnancial Manag
departments to find ways of incorp i

IMPIEMENTATION TARGET DATE

December 2002

RERSPOMSTIRBILITY CENTER
Bureau 0L Audit Services

Audit Implementation Plan Form A
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NEW YORK CITY DEPBRTMENT OF HOMELESS SHERUTORS

RESPONSE DATE: June 17, 20032

AUDIT TIYLE: Report of the Proctirement and Monitoring of CPA Bervices at the Dapartment of
‘Homeleas Servicaes {SQ02-1274}Y

AUDITING AGENCY: NHew York City Comptroller REPORT DATE: June 7, 2002

A. RECOMMENDATION WITH WHICH THE MANACEMER

AGREES AND THTENDE TO IMPTEMENT

HRecomgendation 7: Require
o

INETIS

that CpPR Ffirms discilose either in
significant ghanges in the audit

o o DHE the resas

BEESPONSE T0 RECOMMENDATION ~ IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

Services {BAS) will instruct the audi
1 mame Lo BAS the reasonizs) for
reaports,

aud

and

IMPLEMENTATTON TARCET DATE

Judy 20407

RESPONESIBRILITY CENTER
Bureaw of Audlii Services

(B W

| e 2 252y
Qv“ jad 54

Data

Budit Implomentation Plan Form A



NEW YORK CITY DEPARTMENT OF HOMELESS SERVICES

EESTONSE DATE: June 17, 2002

AUDIT TITLE: Report of the Procurement and Monitoring of OPA Serviges at the a@pathment af
Homeless Services {5Q02~1274)

AUDITING AGENCY: Mew York City Compiroller REPORT DATE: Junae 7, 2002

A. RECOMMEMNDATION WITH WHICH PHE MANAGEMENT
AGREES AND INTENDE 0 IMPLEMENT

t review gheckli
and final repori

sther the

RESPONSE TC RECOMMENDATION - IMPLEMENTATION DLAK

[BRE) is in the proce
ons.  BAS will lnclui
ings netwsen the drafi
ire noted by BRS asudiita When *he
made betwsen thsa AﬁfO!maflOﬁ racorded &
that changes agreed teo at the exit
When our revised checklist is comple

TMPLEMENTATION TARGEY DATE

e R
Beptember Z002

RESPONSIBILITY CENTER
Bureau of Audit Services
-

2 .
: Adn, K0 2862

U Date

Lo

e

ioes

Audit Implementation Plan Form A



