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Clark County, Nevada

Notes to Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards
for the Year Ended June 30, 2010

1. REPORTING ENTITY

The accompanying Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards presents the activity of federal financial 
assistance programs of Clark County, Nevada (the “County”).  The County’s reporting entity is defined in Note 1 
to its basic financial statements.  Federal award expenditures for the Big Bend Water District, Department of 
Aviation, Las Vegas Valley Water District, University Medical Center of Southern Nevada, and Regional 
Transportation Commission of Southern Nevada, if any, are not included in this schedule.  All federal financial 
assistance received directly from federal agencies as well as federal financial assistance passed through other 
government agencies are included in the schedule.

2. BASIS OF ACCOUNTING

The Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards is prepared on the accrual basis of accounting.  Expenditures are 
recognized when they become a demand on current available financial resources.  Encumbrances are issued during 
the year for budgetary control purposes and lapse at fiscal year end.

3. RELATIONSHIP TO BASIC FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

Expenditures of federal awards reported in the County’s basic financial statements are as follows:

General fund $    9,488,790
Special revenue funds 126,239,221
Capital projects funds 55,231,878
Enterprise funds          637,356

Total $191,597,245

4. SUBRECIPIENT EXPENDITURES

Clark County provided federal awards to subrecipients as follows:

Federal Subrecipient
Program Title CFDA# Expenditures

ARRA – Community Development Block Grant 14.218 $      443,222
Community Development Block Grant 14.218 2,584,336
Neighborhood Stabilization Program 14.218 15,739,703
Emergency Shelter Grants Program 14.231 336,539
Shelter Care Plus Grant 14.238 311,356
Home Investment Partnerships Program 14.239 6,320,123
ARRA – Homeless Prevention and Rapid Re-Housing
   Program 14.257 86,322
Justice Assistance Grant 16.738 135,501
ARRA – Justice Assistance Grant 16.804 66,001
Hazardous Materials Emergency Preparedness Training 20.703            8,781
Ryan White Title I 93.914 4,417,143
Interoperable Emergency Communications Grant
   Program 97.001 30,738
Homeland Security Grant Cluster 97.067     1,855,467

$32,335,232

-156-



CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS

JUNE 30, 2010

-157-

SECTION I - SUMMARY OF AUDITOR’S RESULTS

Financial Statements

Type of auditor’s report issued Unqualified

Internal control over financial reporting:

 Material weakness(es) identified? Yes

 Significant deficiency(ies) identified that are not 
considered to be material weaknesses?

No

Noncompliance material to financial statements noted? No

Federal Awards

Internal control over major programs:

 Material weakness(es) identified? Yes

 Significant deficiency(ies) identified that are not 
considered to be material weaknesses?

Yes

Type of auditor’s report issued on compliance for major 
programs:

Unqualified for all major programs except 
for Emergency Management Performance 
Grant (CFDA 97.042), which was adverse.

Any audit findings disclosed that are required to be reported 
in accordance with section 510(a) of OMB Circular A-133?

Yes

Identification of major programs:

Name of Federal Program or Cluster CFDA Number(s)

Community Development Block Grants - Entitlement 
Grants Cluster

14.218/14.253

Southern Nevada Public Land Management 15.235
Highway Planning and Construction Cluster 20.205
Child Support Enforcement 93.563
Foster Care – Title IV-E 93.658
Adoption Assistance – Title IV-E 93.659
Chafee Foster Care Independence 93.674
HIV Emergency Relief Project Grants 93.914
Emergency Management Performance Grant 97.042
Homeland Security Cluster 97.067

Dollar threshold used to distinguish between type A and type 
B programs:

$3,000,000

Auditee qualified as low-risk auditee? No
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SECTION II – FINANCIAL STATEMENT FINDINGS

FINDING 2010-1-FS POSTEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS OTHER THAN PENSIONS (OPEB)

Criteria: Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) Statement No. 45, 
Accounting and Financial Reporting by Employers for Postemployment Benefits 
Other Than Pensions, establishes standards of accounting and financial reporting 
for OPEB expenses and related OPEB liabilities as well as note disclosures and 
required supplementary information in the financial reports of state and local 
government employers.  In determining the OPEB expenses and related 
liabilities, employers are required to obtain an actuarial valuation at least 
biennially for OPEB plans with total membership of 200 or more participants. 

Condition: During our audit, we noted that actuarial valuations were performed for Las 
Vegas Metropolitan Police Department’s (LVMPD) regular and civilian 
employees; however, the census data provided to the actuary was incomplete for 
both plans.  Prior to the conclusion of our audit, LVMPD provided the actuary with 
the complete census data and the actuary updated the actuarial valuation reports, 
which resulted in an adjustment to the OPEB expenses and related liabilities for 
both of LVMPD’s plans.  This is a continued finding from the prior year.  In 2009, 
the entire population of civilian employees was excluded from the census data.

Cause: As in the prior year, there appears to be insufficient controls in place over the 
review of the census data submitted to the actuary.

Effect: Insufficient controls over the OPEB actuarial valuation process increase the 
likelihood that OPEB expenses and related OPEB liabilities will be materially 
misstated in the County’s financial reports and the likelihood that management 
and other financial statement users will rely on faulty information to make 
important decisions about the entity.  

Recommendation: The County and LVMPD should have sufficient controls in place over the actuarial 
valuation process of postemployment benefits other than pensions (OPEB) to 
ensure that all employees and other census data needed to perform an accurate 
valuation are provided to the independent actuary.  As part of this process, the 
number of participants included in the actuarial valuations should be reconciled to 
the benefits system.

Management’s
Response: The County will work with the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department to 

ensure an accurate census for the next actuarial valuation.
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FINDING 2010-2-FS CONTROLS OVER METRO SEIZED FUNDS

Criteria: The County should have controls over the seized funds collected and held by 
Metro to ensure management has knowledge of all transactions impacting the 
general ledger.  Key controls include maintaining documentation for all 
transactions impacting the general ledger as well as management approval. 

Condition: During our audit, we noted that the County has recorded $4.6 million of seized 
funds in the financial statements as of June 30, 2010.  However, Metro does not 
keep a detailed listing comprising the seized funds collected and held by Metro.  
Without detailed records, there is no information as to who the funds were 
collected from and who they belong to.  Metro has no legal claim to the seized 
funds until there is a court case seeking civil forfeiture and the funds are awarded 
to Metro, so there is a possibility that some of the seized funds will be returned to 
the owner.  

Cause: There are insufficient controls over the record keeping of seized funds collected 
and held by Metro.

Effect: Insufficient controls over the record keeping of seized funds increase the 
likelihood that Metro will not return the seized funds to the proper owner or will not 
be able to support their legal claim for civil forfeiture.  

Recommendation: The County should work with Metro to create a detail listing of all seized funds 
currently held by Metro.  Additionally, the County should help Metro establish 
policies and procedures for accurately recording and tracking any new seized 
funds collected and held as well as the release of the seized funds due to 
returning to the owner or a proper legal claim by Metro.  

Management’s
Response: The County will work with the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department to 

create a detail listing of all seized funds and assist in establishing policies and 
procedures as recommended. 

FINDING 2010-3-FS CONTROLS OVER CAPITAL ASSETS

Criteria: The County should have controls over capital assets to ensure that all capital 
asset additions and disposals are recorded accurately and that depreciation is 
calculated accurately. Key controls in achieving this include periodic reconciliation 
of current-year activity, monitoring of construction in progress, review of valuation 
of donated infrastructure assets and review of the useful lives of assets.

Condition: During our audit we identified the following issues relating to capital assets:

 The County improperly recorded the sale of a piece of land as a $25 million 
gain when actually the sale resulted in the removal of a $26.4 million asset and 
a loss of $1.4 million.

 The County had $70 million in completed projects as of June 30, 2010, that 
should have been transferred out of construction-in-progress and into the 
appropriate capital asset component such as land improvements, buildings, 
and equipment.  A journal entry was posted as a result of our audit procedures 
to correct this classification. 
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 Three of the County’s completed projects related to Metro buildings for which 
the City of Las Vegas owes $9.5 million for their share of the costs.  The County
had not recorded this receivable in its financial statements as of June 30, 2010.

 The unit costs utilized to value donated infrastructure assets had not been 
updated. A journal entry to increase donated infrastructure assets was posted 
in the amount of $58 million as a result of our audit procedures. 

Cause: There are insufficient controls over the record keeping of capital assets.

Effect: Insufficient controls over capital assets increase the likelihood that capital assets 
and related accounts will be materially misstated.  

Recommendation: The County should strengthen policies and procedures over capital assets to 
ensure that all capital asset additions and disposals are recorded accurately and 
that depreciation is calculated accurately.  

Management’s
Response: Journal entries were posted to correctly record the activity and/or value of all four 

conditions noted above for the year ended June 30, 2010. These entries affected 
total assets by less than one percent. We will review and strengthen policies and 
procedures for capital assets as appropriate to ensure that additions, deletions 
and depreciation are properly recorded.

FINDING 2010-4-FS CONTROLS OVER FINANCIAL REPORTING

Criteria: Management is responsible for establishing and maintaining an effective internal 
control system over financial reporting.  One of the components of an effective 
internal control system over financial reporting is the preparation of the Schedule 
of Expenditures of Federal Awards (SEFA) that does not require adjustment as 
part of the audit process.

Condition: During our audit testing, we identified $19 million in federal expenditures for the 
Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act that were missing from the 
SEFA.  These amounts were identified as a part of our audit process and have 
been added to the final schedule of expenditures of federal awards.

Cause: There appears to be a lack of communication regarding amounts of federal 
awards expended between the program personnel who keep track of the grants 
on a day-to-day basis and comptroller personnel who is responsible for 
preparation of the SEFA.

Effect: Insufficient controls over the financial reporting process increase the likelihood 
that management and other financial statement users will rely on faulty 
information to make important decisions about the entity.  

Recommendation: The County should strengthen policies and procedures over communicating 
amounts of federal awards expended to the comptroller’s office.  
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Management’s
Response: We agree that the amount in question should be reported on the SEFA. The 

oversight occurred due to the fact that the associated expenditure was made in 
prior years from unrestricted County funds as a result of a settlement of litigation 
related to land in the County Wetlands. When the $19 million was reimbursed at a
much later date than is typical for SNPLMA funding, it did not follow the normal 
expenditure process for SNPLMA projects. Staff will develop procedures to 
ensure that the SEFA includes all amounts expended from federal grants even if 
the expenditure is made initially in prior years using general County resources.
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SECTION III – FEDERAL AWARD FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY

Questioned 
Costs

2010-1   Applies to all grant awards for the following federal programs:  Community 
Development Block Grants – Entitlement Grants Cluster (CDBG) – CFDA No. 
14.218/14.253; Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act (SNPLMA) –
CFDA No. 15.235; Child Support Enforcement – CFDA No. 93.563; HIV 
Emergency Relief Project Grants – CFDA No. 93.914; Homeland Security Cluster 
– CFDA No. 97.067; all grant numbers and grant periods reported for these 
CFDA Nos. on the schedule of expenditures of federal awards.

Condition: Federal procurement requirements were deemed direct and material 
for 6 of the 9 programs tested as major. Our tests disclosed that these 
procurement requirements were not being adhered to. Specifically, in 4 of the 6 
programs, the required verifications regarding suspended and debarred parties 
were not performed. Also, one program (CDBG – CFDA No. 14.218/14.253) 
performed an EPLS search as the verification procedure for governmental and 
non-profit contracts, however such entities are not included on the EPLS. 
Verification for these types of entities is required by using one of the other two 
verification methods. Additionally, one program (SNPLMA – CFDA No. 15.235) 
did not comply with the Buy American Act. The County had a similar finding over 
procurement compliance during the fiscal year 2009 audit.

Criteria: The OMB Circular A-133 Compliance Supplement (dated June 2010), 
states that “non-federal entities are prohibited from contracting with or making 
subawards under covered transactions to parties that are suspended or debarred 
or whose principals are suspended or debarred. ‘Covered transactions’ include 
those procurement contracts for goods and services awarded under a 
nonprocurement transaction (e.g., grant or cooperative agreement) that are 
expected to equal or exceed $25,000…. [and] all nonprocurement transactions 
(i.e., subawards to subrecipients), irrespective of award amount.” Prior to entering
into a contract for a covered transaction, the non-federal entity is required to 
verify that the entity is not suspended or debarred or otherwise excluded. The 
compliance supplement provides three options for performing the verification.

Additionally, certain federal grant agreements include provisions for compliance 
with the Buy American Act.

Effect: Contracts with suspended or debarred vendors and subrecipients, could 
be initiated and suspended or debarred parties could be paid with federal dollars. 
Additionally, there is a potential for non-compliance with the Buy American Act
requirements.
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Cause:  The Purchasing and Contracts Division for the County implemented 
formal suspension and debarment and Buy American Act control policies and 
procedures in April 2010. Procedures were not performed retrospectively on 
existing contracts or on contract amendments dated subsequent to the date of 
the policy issuance. Therefore, existing contracts with current year federal 
expenditures were not in compliance with the federal procurement requirements. 
Additionally, it was noted that the Purchasing and Contracts Division for Metro 
has not implemented formal policies and procedures regarding the handling of 
federal procurement requirements.

Recommendation: We recommend that the County perform suspension and 
debarment verification on existing contracts and contract amendments with 
federal expenditures. Additionally, we recommend that Metro establish written 
policies and procedures regarding Federal procurement requirements. We also 
recommend that the policies require documenting in writing the procedures 
performed.

Views of responsible officials and planned corrective actions:  See pages 164-
165.
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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

Questioned 
Costs

2010-2   Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) – CFDA No. 14.218; Community 
Development Block Grant ARRA Entitlement Grants (CDBG-R) – CFDA No. 
14.253; Grant Nos. B-08-UN-32-0001 (NSP1) and B-09-UY-32-0001 (CDBG-R)

Condition: Clark County is required to submit financial and performance reports 
for the CDBG grant – quarterly cash transaction reports, an activity summary 
report, a financial summary report, a performance report, and quarterly Section 
1512 reports under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. We 
tested each of these and noted errors with two of the reports. All cash transaction 
reports filed during the year improperly excluded NSP1 activity and all Section 
1512 ARRA reports incorrectly excluded subrecipient expenditures and 
expenditures were not properly reported on a cumulative basis. 

Criteria:  Required reports for Federal awards should include all activity of the 
reporting period, be supported by applicable accounting or performance records, 
and be fairly presented in accordance with program requirements.

Effect: The cash transaction reports underreported NSP1 cash receipts and 
disbursements of $10,814,226 during the year. Additionally, the Section 1512 
ARRA Report for reporting period ending March 31, 2010 and June 30, 2010 
excluded $443,222 and $461,367 in expenditures, respectively.

Cause:  It appears that there was ineffective management oversight over the 
reporting compliance requirement, as the internal control process failed to ensure 
that all required information was properly included in the reports prior to their 
submission.

Recommendation:  The County should strengthen its procedures over the review 
process of the federal reports for the CDBG program, to include an emphasis on 
new funding and new grant reporting requirements.

Views of responsible officials and planned corrective actions:  See pages 167-
168.







CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS (CONTINUED)

JUNE 30, 2010

-169-

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Questioned 
Costs

2010-3   Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act (SNPLMA) – CFDA No. 15.235; 
Grant Award Nos. L05AC14675, L05AC14148, L05AC14902, L05AC13159, 
L05AC14695, L05AC13850, L05AC13256, L05AC14402, L05AC13726, 
L05AC13849, L05AC13523, L05AC14425, L05AC13851, L05AC13257, 
L05AC14149, L05AC14903, L05AC12981, L05AC13852, L05AC14909, 
L07AC13495, L07AC13809, L07AC13228, L07AC13492, L07AC14877, 
L07AC13118, L07AC14880, L07AC14115, L07AC14399, L07AC13496, 
L07AC14116, L07AC13819, L07AC13231, L08AC14127, L08AC14694, 
L08AC13503, L08AC13820, L08AC13693, L08AC14128, L08AC12964, 
L08AC13680, L09AC15503, and L05AC14676

Condition:  We tested the quarterly Federal Financial Report (SF-425) and the 
Quarterly BLM Database for compliance with Federal requirements. Our tests 
disclosed that for all of the SF-425 reports tested, the County incorrectly reported 
cash receipts and cash disbursements on the SF-425 by using quarterly totals
instead of the required cumulative totals. In addition, the amount reported as the 
“Federal share of unliquidated obligations” did not properly include the obligations 
incurred but not yet paid at the end of the reporting period.

Additionally, our testing revealed that for all BLM Database projects tested there 
was no documentation to support supervisory review and approval prior to their 
submission.

Criteria:  Required reports for Federal awards should include all activity of the 
reporting period, be supported by applicable accounting or performance records, 
and be fairly presented in accordance with program requirements. In addition, 
OMB Circular A-133 establishes certain requirements for non-Federal entities that 
expend Federal awards. For example, the County is required to “maintain internal 
control over Federal programs that provides reasonable assurance that the 
[County] is managing Federal awards in compliance with laws, regulations, and 
the provisions of contracts or grant agreements that could have a material effect 
on each of its Federal programs”.

Effect: Total grant receipts and outlays (grant expenditures) are improperly 
reported to the grantor.

Cause:  It appears that there was ineffective management oversight over the 
reporting compliance requirement, as there was a lack of adequate review of the 
financial status reports and BLM Database reports prior to submission to the 
grantor.

Recommendation: The County should strengthen its procedures over the review 
process of the SF-425 for the SNPLMA program and strengthen controls by 
developing documentation to support review and approval of the BLM Database
by someone other than the preparer prior to their submission.

Views of responsible officials and planned corrective actions: See page 170.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
PASSED THROUGH NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Questioned 
Costs

2010-4   Child Support Enforcement – CFDA No. 93.563; Interlocal agreement

Condition:  During the year under audit, the County served more than 85,000 
active child support enforcement cases (they are a IV-D agency under Nevada’s 
program). As a component of our procedures, we tested compliance with the 
special tests and provisions requirement outlined in the OMB Circular A-133 
Compliance Supplement for the Child Support Enforcement program. The special 
provisions tested include establishment of paternity and support obligations, 
enforcement of support obligations, securing and enforcing medical support 
obligations – state programs, and provisions of child support services for 
interstate cases – state programs.  

Of the 40 case files tested for enforcement of support obligations, we noted 2
instances of noncompliance. No enforcement actions had been taken on these
cases for over a year.  

Of the 40 case files tested for securing and enforcing medical support obligations 
– state programs, we noted 3 instances of noncompliance in addition to the 2
instances addressed above. In two of the instances, while medical support was 
ordered, the County did not follow up to determine if the child in fact had 
satisfactory health insurance. In the third instance, the County determined that the 
obligated parent had access to health insurance on behalf of the child but did not 
take further action to enforce the obligation.

In regards to the special provisions for interstate cases – state programs, we 
tested a sample of 39 initiating interstate cases and a sample of 26 responding 
interstate cases to verify that required information was provided to the other 
jurisdictions within required time frames. We noted a total of 2 instances of 
noncompliance. In both cases, the County was late initiating requests for 
additional information from the responding jurisdiction. 

The County had a similar finding over compliance with special tests and 
provisions during the fiscal year 2009 audit.

Criteria:  The OMB Circular A-133 Compliance Supplement (dated June 2010), 
lists specific compliance requirements under the special tests and provisions 
section for the Child Support Enforcement grant, which are also found in the 
federal laws and regulations governing the Child Support Enforcement grant. The 
County should have adequate controls in place to provide reasonable assurance 
that the federal laws and regulations governing the Child Support Enforcement 
grant are being adhered to.

Effect:  Without proper controls and reporting capabilities in place, the County has 
a higher risk of material noncompliance with the federal laws and regulations 
governing this grant.

Cause:  It appears that there was ineffective management oversight over the 
special provisions applicable to this grant.
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Recommendation:  During the year, the County implemented procedures to 
monitor cases for compliance with the special tests and provisions related to this 
grant. Such procedures include reviewing various case status reports on a 
regular basis. However, this review process is not formally documented and does 
not appear to be effective. The County should strengthen its management 
oversight monitoring controls over this grant. Specifically, the County should
develop specific time intervals in which monitoring reports are to be reviewed by 
supervisors and develop documentation to support supervisor review of the 
reports and case follow-up. 

Views of responsible officials and planned corrective actions:  See pages 173-
176.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
PASSED THROUGH NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Questioned 
Costs

2010-5   Foster Care Title IV-E – CFDA No. 93.658; Adoption Assistance Title IV-E –
CFDA No. 93.659; all grant numbers and grant periods reported for this CFDA on 
the schedule of expenditures of federal awards.

Condition:  Our testing revealed that there is no documentation to support 
supervisory review and approval of eligibility determinations under the Foster Care 
and Adoption IV-E programs.  

Criteria:  OMB Circular A-133 establishes certain requirements for non-Federal 
entities that expend Federal awards. For example, the County is required to 
“maintain internal control over Federal programs that provides reasonable 
assurance that the [County] is managing Federal awards in compliance with laws, 
regulations, and the provisions of contracts or grant agreements that could have a 
material effect on each of its Federal programs”.

Effect:  Although our audit procedures did not reveal any payments to ineligible 
individuals, funding through the Foster Care and Adoption IV-E programs could be 
paid out to ineligible individuals as a result of inadequate controls.  

Cause:  It appears that program management is aware of the importance of the 
necessity for review controls over the eligibility determination process, as 
management currently has a case file quality control review process in place. 
However, program management was not aware of documentation requirements 
which support sound control procedures, as this process is not formally 
documented. 

Recommendation:  The County should strengthen its control process over the 
review of eligibility determinations to include formal documentation of case files 
reviewed during the quality control review process. Specifically, such 
documentation should include how the percentage of cases were selected for 
review, the date of review, results of the review, and be initialed by the reviewer.

Views of responsible officials and planned corrective actions:  See page 178.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
PASSED THROUGH NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Questioned 
Costs

2010-6   Foster Care Title IV-E – CFDA No. 93.658; Adoption Assistance Title IV-E –
CFDA No. 93.659; all grant numbers and grant periods reported for this CFDA on 
the schedule of expenditures of federal awards.

Condition:  Our testing of two of the four quarterly Title IV-E Foster Care and 
Adoption Assistance Financial Reports revealed that the County’s internal control 
over the review of the reports was ineffective. Specifically, numerous formula 
errors were noted in the report computations, which the review control did not 
identify prior to submission to the grantor.

Criteria:  OMB Circular A-133 establishes certain requirements for non-Federal 
entities that expend Federal awards. For example, the County is required to 
“maintain internal control over Federal programs that provides reasonable 
assurance that the [County] is managing Federal awards in compliance with laws, 
regulations, and the provisions of contracts or grant agreements that could have a 
material effect on each of its Federal programs”.

Effect:  Our audit testing revealed that formula errors in the two quarters tested 
resulted in an overstatement of costs in the cost pool of $87,236. This amount 
reduced further by the Federal reimbursement percentage yielded an over-
reimbursement from the grantor of $43,618, as this amount was not related to 
actual costs.

$ 43,618

Cause:  It appears that there was ineffective management oversight over the 
reporting compliance requirement, as there was a lack of adequate review of the 
Title IV-E Foster Care and Adoption Assistance Financial Reports prior to their 
submission to the grantor.

Recommendation:  The County should strengthen its procedures over the review 
processes of the quarterly reports for the Foster Care and Adoption Title IV-E 
program.

Views of responsible officials and planned corrective actions:  See pages 180-
182.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
PASSED THROUGH NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Questioned 
Costs

2010-7   Chafee Independent Living Program (Chafee) – CFDA No. 93.674; Grant No. -
CH3145/32-SFY08-10-018;

Condition: Our testing revealed that $109,093 in “integration” expenditures 
charged to the grant were not properly reviewed and approved by program 
management as being for allowed activities and allowed costs under the grant. 

Criteria:  OMB Circular A-133 establishes certain requirements for non-Federal 
entities that expend Federal awards. For example, the County is required to 
“maintain internal control over Federal programs that provides reasonable 
assurance that the [County] is managing Federal awards in compliance with laws, 
regulations, and the provisions of contracts or grant agreements that could have a 
material effect on each of its Federal programs”.

Effect: Included in the “integration” expenditures were amounts paid to 
participants for independent living assistance. The room and board portion of this 
assistance is allowable only to participants who are over the age of 18. The total 
room and board assistance paid to participants who were under the age of 18 
during the year totaled $8,316. Additional unallowed expenditures could have 
been charged to the grant as a result of inadequate controls.

Cause: Controls are not in place to ensure that all expenditures charged to the 
grant are for allowable activities and are allowable costs.

Recommendation:  The County should strengthen its controls over the review and 
approval of all expenditures charged to the grant to ensure compliance with the 
Chafee program.

Views of responsible officials and planned corrective actions:  See page 184.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
PASSED THROUGH NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Questioned 
Costs

2010-8   Chafee Independent Living Program (Chafee) – CFDA No. 93.674; Grant No. -
CH3145/32-SFY08-10-018;

Condition:  A sample of 5 reports from a total of 12 Monthly Financial Status and 
Request for Funds Reports filed during the year was selected for testing. Our 
tests disclosed that incorrect current period expenditures were reported on all of 
the reports tested, which resulted in improperly calculated requests for funds. In 
addition, requests for funds on 3 reports tested did not properly take into 
consideration advance funds requested and received.

Criteria:  Required reports for Federal awards should include all activity of the 
reporting period, be supported by applicable accounting or performance records, 
and be fairly presented in accordance with program requirements. In addition, 
OMB Circular A-133 establishes certain requirements for non-Federal entities that 
expend Federal awards. For example, the County is required to “maintain internal 
control over Federal programs that provides reasonable assurance that the 
[County] is managing Federal awards in compliance with laws, regulations, and 
the provisions of contracts or grant agreements that could have a material effect 
on each of its Federal programs”.

Effect: Total grant outlays (grant expenditures) were improperly reported to the 
grantor throughout the year. In addition, although total funding received from the 
grantor did not exceed total grant outlays as of year end, requests for funds were 
improperly calculated throughout the year.

Cause: It appears that there was ineffective management oversight over the 
reporting and cash management compliance requirements, as there was a lack of 
adequate review of the Monthly Financial Status and Request for Funds Report 
prior to submission to the grantor.

Recommendation:  The County should strengthen its controls over the review and 
approval of the preparation of the Monthly Financial Status and Request for Funds 
Report.

Views of responsible officials and planned corrective actions:  See page 186.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Questioned 
Costs

2010-9   HIV Emergency Relief Grant – CFDA No. 93.914; Grant Award Nos. 
2H89HA06900-05-00, 5H3MHA08430-03-00, 2H89HA06900-04-00 and 
5H3MHA08430-02-00

Condition: The County did not sufficiently monitor the women, infants, children, 
and youth (WICY) earmarking compliance requirement specific to the HIV 
Emergency Relief Grant. In calculating the earmarking requirement specific to
WICY, program personnel did not track actual expenditures (as required by the 
grant), but instead calculated an average cost per participant. This average cost 
was then applied to the WICY population in determining whether the earmark 
requirement was achieved. The County had a similar finding over WICY 
earmarking compliance during the fiscal year 2009 audit. 

Criteria:  The OMB Circular A-133 Compliance Supplement (dated June 2010), 
lists specific earmarking compliance requirements for the HIV Emergency Relief 
Grant. The County should have controls in place for monitoring expenditures 
under this grant in order to provide reasonable assurance that the earmarking 
requirements are met using only allowable funds or costs, which are properly 
calculated and valued.

Effect: Without proper controls in place, the County has a higher risk of 
noncompliance with the WICY earmarking requirement for this grant. 

Cause:  The grant year on which the earmarking calculation was performed by the 
County during fiscal year 2010 ended prior to the date when the County received 
results from the 2009 audit. Therefore, procedures to correct the finding could not 
have been implemented to remediate the current year finding. However, it 
appears that there was still ineffective management oversight over the WICY 
earmarking compliance requirement during the year, as no further action to 
correct the noted deficiency had been taken by the County. 

Recommendation:  The County should strengthen management oversight of the 
HIV Emergency Relief Grant WICY earmarking compliance requirement.

Views of responsible officials and planned corrective actions:  See pages 190-
191.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Questioned 
Costs

2010-10  HIV Emergency Relief Grant – CFDA No. 93.914; Grant Award Nos. 
2H89HA06900-04-00 and 2H89HA06900-05-00

Condition: During the year under audit, we noted that the County did not perform 
some of the required compliance and monitoring procedures for its subrecipients 
under this federal grant. Specifically, during the current year, the County did not 
monitor its subrecipients to verify that they were following Federal procurement 
requirements regarding not doing business with suspended and debarred parties. 
Also, we tested the County’s compliance with obtaining subrecipient audit reports 
and taking corrective action and noted that there are no procedures in place to 
verify subrecipient audits were completed within the required timeframe and that 5 
out of 7 subrecipient audit reports were not reviewed by the County timely. 
Specifically, the County issued audit response letters for those 5 subrecipients 
between seven and ten months after the subrecipient audit report dates. The 
County had a similar finding over subrecipient monitoring compliance during the 
fiscal year 2009 audit.

Criteria:  The County is required to monitor its subrecipients’ compliance with the 
applicable Federal award information and compliance requirements. Additionally,
per the OMB Circular A-133 Compliance Supplement (dated June 2010), the 
County must “1) ensure that subrecipients…have met the audit requirements of 
OMB Circular A-133 and that the required audits are completed within 9 months of
the subrecipient’s audit period; 2) issue a management decision on audit findings 
within 6 months after receipt of the subrecipient’s audit report; and 3) ensure that 
the subrecipient takes timely and appropriate corrective action on all audit 
findings.” 

Effect:  The County is in material noncompliance with the Federal subrecipient 
monitoring requirements for the HIV Emergency Relief Grant.

Cause: Although the County has improved its procedures over subrecipient 
monitoring over the prior year, it appears that there was still ineffective 
management oversight over the subrecipient compliance requirement, as more 
timely procedures should be implemented.

Recommendation:  During 2010, the County improved its procedures over 
subrecipient monitoring including evaluating subrecipient’s audits. The County 
should enhance internal controls over the HIV Emergency Relief Grant to include 
procedures to verify subrecipient audits are completed within the 9 month 
timeframe, audit reports are received and reviewed timely, and responses issued 
promptly within the 6 month timeframe.

Views of responsible officials and planned corrective actions:  See pages 190-
191.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

Questioned 
Costs

2010-11 HIV Emergency Relief Grant – CFDA No. 93.914; all grant numbers and grant 
periods reported for this CFDA on the schedule of expenditures of federal awards.

Condition: We tested all of the quarterly Federal Financial Reports (SF-425 and 
SF-425A) required under the grant for compliance with Federal requirements. Our 
tests disclosed that while the County properly reported the cumulative federal 
cash disbursements through the report date for multiple grants on form SF-425A, 
the County incorrectly reported cash receipts and cash disbursements on the SF-
425 by using quarterly totals instead of the required cumulative totals. 

Criteria:  Required reports for Federal awards should include all activity of the 
reporting period, be supported by applicable accounting or performance records, 
and be fairly presented in accordance with program requirements. Specifically, the 
instructions for the SF-425 indicate that reported cash receipts should equal “the 
cumulative amount of actual cash received from the Federal agency as of the 
reporting period end date” and that reported cash disbursements should equal 
“the cumulative amount of Federal fund disbursements as of the reporting period 
end date.”

Effect: Total grant receipts and outlays (grant expenditures) are improperly 
reported to the grantor.   

Cause:  It appears that the Department of Health and Human Services Payment 
Management System utilized by the County to produce the Federal Financial 
Reports incorrectly populates the cumulative totals as required on SF-425 based 
on information entered by the County. 

Recommendation:  The County should work with the Department of Health and 
Human Services to develop appropriate procedures to ensure compliance with 
OMB reporting requirements under the HIV Emergency Relief Grant.

Views of responsible officials and planned corrective actions:  See pages 190-
191.
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
PASSED THROUGH NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY

Questioned 
Costs

2010-12   Emergency Management Performance Grant – CFDA No. 97.042; all grant 
numbers and grant periods reported for this CFDA on the schedule of 
expenditures of federal awards.

Condition: During 2010, documentation is poor and internal controls are weak in 
relation to the activities, allowable costs, matching criteria, period of availability, 
cash management, and reporting requirements for this grant. Grant personnel 
could not specifically identify how employee time spent and charged to the grant 
related to the EMPG work plans (as required by the grant). Additionally, for those 
employees working on activities other than those supported by the Emergency 
Management Performance Grant, there were no personnel activity reports to 
support salaries and wages charged to the grants (both the federal and matching 
portions). For those employees working solely on the Emergency Management 
Performance Grant, the required semi-annual certifications from employees or 
their direct supervisors indicating that 100% of the time was spent on the 
Emergency Management Performance Grant were not completed. Also, the 
quarterly financial reports submitted were not supported by a general ledger.  The 
County had a similar finding over compliance with this program during the fiscal 
year 2009 audit.

Subsequent to June 30, 2010, the County established procedures to obtain semi-
annual certifications of employees charged 100% to the grant and established a 
certification for employees not charged 100% to the grant.  Also, management 
established procedures to gather payroll cost by employee from the County’s SAP 
system.  Also, management has established review and approval procedures over 
the quarterly financial reporting.

Criteria:  The County should have controls in place to provide reasonable 
assurance that Federal awards are expended only for allowable activities and that 
the costs of goods and services charged to Federal awards are allowable and in 
accordance with the applicable costs principles.  

OMB Circular A-133 establishes certain requirements for non-Federal entities 
that expend Federal awards. For example, the County is required to “maintain 
internal control over Federal programs that provides reasonable assurance that 
the [County] is managing Federal awards in compliance with laws, regulations, 
and the provisions of contracts or grant agreements that could have a material 
effect on each of its Federal programs”. Additionally, the County should “identify, 
in its accounts, all Federal awards received and expended and the Federal 
programs under which they were received,” and the County should “comply with 
laws, regulations, and the provisions of contracts or grant agreements related to 
each of its Federal programs.”  

OMB Circular A-87 requires semi-annual certifications (at a minimum) where 
employees are expected to work solely on a single Federal award or cost 
objective and personnel activity reports (or equivalent documentation) where 
employees work on multiple activities or cost objectives.
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Effect: We are questioning all costs charged to this grant program for the year in 
the amount of $516,516.

$ 516,516

Cause:  During 2010, there was ineffective management oversight over the 
Emergency Management Performance Grant, and it appears that no written 
policies and procedures have been established to ensure that this grant is 
administered in accordance with Federal requirements.

Recommendation: Subsequent to June 30, 2010, the County established internal 
controls over the employee certifications and over the quarterly financial reporting 
requirements.  Also, monitoring procedures have been enhanced as they related 
to reviewing and approving updates to quarterly financial reports.  The County’s 
SAP system is used to obtain the payroll cost for the grant.

The County should strengthen management oversight of the Emergency 
Management Performance grant and establish policies and procedures for 
properly administering the grant. Specifically, these procedures should include 
utilizing the County’s SAP system to properly track all grant expenditures as well 
as establishing personnel activity reports to document actual time spent toward 
achievement of the workplan objectives of the grant. Management oversight 
procedures also need to be strengthened, such as monitoring progress of the 
workplan objectives and reviewing and approving updates to the annual 
workplans as well as the personnel activity reports.

Views of responsible officials and planned corrective actions:  See pages 195-
198.
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
PASSED THROUGH NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY

Questioned 
Costs

2010-13   Homeland Security Cluster – CFDA No. 97.067; Grant Nos. 97067CL6,
97067CL8, 97067CL9, 97067U06, 97067U07, 97067U08, 97067U09, 97067HL6, 
97067HL8, and 1155507

Condition: The County paid $1,784,991 to its 4 subrecipients under the Homeland 
Security Cluster during the year. We noted that the County did not perform some 
of the required compliance and monitoring procedures for these subrecipients 
under this federal grant. Specifically, during the current year, the County did not 
monitor its subrecipients’ compliance with the Federal procurement requirements 
regarding not doing business with suspended and debarred parties. Also, we 
tested 1 of the 4 subrecipients for compliance with obtaining subrecipient audit 
reports and taking corrective action and noted that current audit reports were not 
obtained. Additionally, assets purchased by subrecipients were not monitored to 
ensure required physical inventories were being performed or, in the case of asset 
dispositions, that the equipment was disposed of in accordance with Federal 
requirements. The County had a similar finding over subrecipient monitoring 
compliance during the fiscal year 2009 audit.

Criteria:  The County is required to identify to its subrecipients the applicable 
Federal award information and compliance requirements. Additionally, the County 
must monitor subrecipient activities, determine that subrecipient audit findings are 
resolved, and evaluate the impact on the County of any subrecipient 
noncompliance.  

Effect:  Without effective monitoring procedures in place, the County increases its
risk of noncompliance with Federal compliance requirements. 

Cause:  It appears that there was ineffective management oversight over the 
subrecipient monitoring compliance requirement for the Homeland Security 
Cluster.

Recommendation:  The County should establish written policies and procedures 
for monitoring subrecipients of the Homeland Security Cluster. Specifically, these 
written procedures should incorporate monitoring for suspension and debarment, 
obtaining annual audit reports and developing responses to findings noted as well 
as proper follow-up procedures, and monitoring all equipment purchased with 
Federal funds for proper inventorying and disposition.

Views of responsible officials and planned corrective actions:  See pages 195-
198.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
PASSED THROUGH NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Questioned 
Costs

2010-14   Highway Planning and Construction Cluster – CFDA No. 20.205; Grant No. PR185-
08-083

Condition:  The County did not obtain required payroll certifications per OMB A-87 
for employees who charged their salaries and wages to the grant during the year.  

In addition, our testing revealed that indirect payroll rates were charged to the grant 
over and above the actual employee hourly rate. Indirect costs are not an allowed 
cost under the grant.

Criteria:  For employees who work on multiple activities or cost objectives, OMB A-
87 requires a “distribution of their salaries or wages supported by personnel activity 
reports or equivalent documentation which must a) reflect an after-the-fact 
distribution of the actual activity of each employee, b) account for the total activity 
for which each employee is compensated, c) be prepared at least monthly and 
coincide with one or more pay periods, and d) they must be signed by the 
employee”.

In addition, OMB Circular A-133 establishes certain requirements for non-Federal 
entities that expend Federal awards. For example, the County is required to 
“maintain internal control over Federal programs that provides reasonable 
assurance that the [County] is managing Federal awards in compliance with laws, 
regulations, and the provisions of contracts or grant agreements that could have a 
material effect on each of its Federal programs”.

Additionally, per review of the grant agreement, indirect costs are not an allowed 
cost under the grant.

Effect: The County is not in compliance with Federal requirements for supporting 
salaries and wages charged to the grant. During the year, ended June 30, 2010, the 
County charged approximately $47,200 of unallowable indirect payroll costs to the 
grant. 

$ 47,200

Cause:  It appears that there was ineffective management oversight over the 
allowable costs/cost principles requirement.

Recommendation:  The County should establish written policies and procedures for 
obtaining the required payroll certifications under OMB A-87. In addition, the County 
should strengthen controls over the payroll reporting process under the grant to 
include timely review and approval of payroll charges.  Also, if the County believes 
that an indirect cost charge for payroll is appropriate, they must submit the indirect 
cost rate to the grantor for prior approval.

Views of responsible officials and planned corrective actions:  See page 201.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
PASSED THROUGH NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Questioned 
Costs

2010-15   Highway Planning and Construction Cluster – CFDA No. 20.205; Grant Nos. 
PR185-08-083; P211-09-063

Condition: We tested ten reimbursement requests submitted by the County 
during the year and our tests disclosed that four of the reimbursement requests 
included construction retention amounts totaling $90,216 which were not yet paid 
by the County.  Since the County is paid under these grant contracts on a 
reimbursement basis, the retention was not yet eligible for reimbursement.

Criteria:  OMB Circular A-133 establishes certain requirements for non-Federal 
entities that expend Federal awards. For example, the County is required to 
“maintain internal control over Federal programs that provides reasonable 
assurance that the [County] is managing Federal awards in compliance with laws, 
regulations, and the provisions of contracts or grant agreements that could have a 
material effect on each of its Federal programs”.

Effect:  Although subsequently corrected, improper reimbursement requests were 
submitted to the pass-through entity for reimbursement. 

Cause:  It appears that existing controls are not properly designed to ensure that 
all reimbursement requests are prepared on the reimbursement basis and in 
compliance with cash management requirements under the grant.

Recommendation:  The County should strengthen its controls over the review and 
approval of the preparation of the reimbursement requests.

Views of responsible officials and planned corrective actions:  See pages 202.
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