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111 Second Street, NW

Fourth Floor

Canton, Ohio 44702

Telephone 330-438-0617
800-443-9272

Facsimile  330-471-0001

www.auditor.state.oh.us

REPORT OF INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS ON COMPLIANCE AND ON 
INTERNAL CONTROL REQUIRED BY GOVERNMENT AUDITING STANDARDS

City of Mansfield
Richland County
30 N. Diamond Street
Mansfield, Ohio  44902

To the Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council:

We have audited the general purpose financial statements of the City of Mansfield, Richland County, Ohio,
(the City) as of and for the year ended December 31, 1999, and have issued our report thereon dated June
16, 2000.  We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards and the
standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the
Comptroller General of the United States.

Compliance

As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the City’s financial statements are free of material
misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts
and grants, noncompliance with which could have a direct and material effect on the determination of
financial statement amounts.  However, providing an opinion on compliance with those provisions was not
an objective of our audit and, accordingly, we do not express such an opinion. The results of our tests
disclosed no instances of noncompliance that are required to be reported under Government Auditing
Standards.

However, we noted certain immaterial instances of noncompliance that we have reported to management
of the City in a separate letter dated June 16, 2000.
 

Internal Control Over Financial Reporting 

In planning and performing our audit, we considered the City’s internal control over financial reporting in
order to determine our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinion on the financial
statements and not to provide assurance on the internal control over financial reporting.  Our consideration
of the internal control over financial reporting would not necessarily disclose all matters in the internal control
over financial reporting that might be material weaknesses.  A material weakness is a condition in which the
design or operation of one or more of the internal control components does not reduce to a relatively low
level the risk that misstatements in amounts that would be material in relation to the financial statements
being audited may occur and not be detected within a timely period by employees in the normal course of
performing their assigned functions.  We noted no matters involving the internal control over financial
reporting and its operation that we consider to be material weaknesses.

However, we noted other matters involving the internal control over financial reporting that do not require
inclusion in this report, that we have reported to management of the City in a separate letter dated June 16,
2000.
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This report is intended for the information and use of management, City Council, and federal awarding
agencies and pass-through entities, and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than
these specified parties.

Jim Petro
Auditor of State

June 16, 2000
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111 Second Street, NW

Fourth Floor

Canton, Ohio 44702

Telephone 330-438-0617
800-443-9272

Facsimile  330-471-0001

www.auditor.state.oh.us

REPORT OF INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANTS ON COMPLIANCE WITH REQUIREMENTS
APPLICABLE TO EACH MAJOR FEDERAL PROGRAM AND INTERNAL CONTROL OVER

COMPLIANCE IN ACCORDANCE WITH OMB CIRCULAR A-133

City of Mansfield
Richland County
30 N. Diamond Street
Mansfield, Ohio  44902

To the Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council:

Compliance

We have audited the compliance of the City of Mansfield, Richland County, Ohio, (the City) with the types
of compliance requirements described in the U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-133,
Compliance Supplement that are applicable to each of its major federal programs for the year ended
December 31, 1999.  The City’s major federal programs are identified in the summary of auditor’s results
section of the accompanying Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs.  Compliance with the
requirements of laws, regulations, contracts and grants applicable to each of its major federal programs is
the responsibility of the City’s management. Our responsibility is to express an opinion on the City’s
compliance based on our audit.

We conducted our audit of compliance in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards; the
standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the
Comptroller General of the United States; and OMB Circular A-133, Audits of States, Local Governments,
and Non-Profit Organizations.  Those standards and OMB Circular A-133 require that we plan and perform
the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether noncompliance occurred with the types of
compliance requirements referred to above that could have a direct and material effect on a major federal
program.  An audit includes examining, on a test basis, evidence about the City’s compliance with those
requirements and performing such other procedures as we considered necessary in the circumstances.  We
believe that our audit provides a reasonable basis for our opinion.  Our audit does not provide a legal
determination on the City’s compliance with those requirements.

As described in item 1999-20570-001 in the accompanying Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs, the
City did not comply with requirements regarding matching.  As described in item 1999-20570-002, the City
did not comply with requirements regarding subrecipient monitoring.  Both items are applicable to its HOME
Investment Partnerships Program.  Compliance with such requirements is necessary, in our opinion, for the
City to comply with requirements applicable to that program.

In our opinion, except for the noncompliance described in the preceding paragraph, the City complied, in all
material respects, with the requirements referred to above that are applicable to each of its major federal
programs for the year ended December 31, 1999.
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The results of our auditing procedures also disclosed instances of noncompliance with those requirements
that are required to be reported in accordance with OMB Circular A-133 and which are described in the
accompanying Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs as items 1999-20570-003 and 1999-20570-004.

We also noted a certain instance of noncompliance that does not require inclusion in this report that we have
reported to management of the City in a separate letter dated June 16, 2000. 

Internal Control Over Compliance 

The management of the City is responsible for establishing and maintaining effective internal control over
compliance with requirements of laws, regulations, contracts and grants applicable to federal programs.  In
planning and performing our audit, we considered the City’s internal control over compliance with
requirements that could have a direct and material effect on a major federal program in order to determine
our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinion on compliance and to test and report on
internal control over compliance in accordance with OMB Circular A-133.

We noted certain matters involving the internal control over compliance and its operation that we consider
to be reportable conditions.  Reportable conditions involve matters coming to our attention relating to
significant deficiencies in the design or operation of the internal control over compliance that, in our
judgment, could adversely affect the City’s ability to administer a major federal program in accordance with
applicable requirements of laws, regulations, contracts and grants.  Reportable conditions are described in
the accompanying Schedule of Findings and Questioned Costs as items 1999-20570-001 through 1999-
20570-005.

A material weakness is a condition in which the design or operation of one or more of the internal control
components does not reduce to a relatively low level the risk that noncompliance with applicable
requirements of laws, regulations, contracts and grants that would be material in relation to a major federal
program being audited may occur and not be detected within a timely period by employees in the normal
course of performing their assigned functions. Our consideration of the internal control over compliance
would not necessarily disclose all matters in the internal control that might be reportable conditions and,
accordingly, would not necessarily disclose all reportable conditions that are also considered to be material
weaknesses.  However, of the reportable conditions described above, we consider items 1999-20570-001
and 1999-20570-002 to be material weaknesses.  

Schedule of Receipts and Expenditures of Federal Awards

We have audited the general purpose financial statements of the City as of and for the year ended
December 31, 1999, and have issued our report thereon dated June 16, 2000.  Our audit was performed for
the purpose of forming an opinion on the general purpose financial statements taken as a whole.  The
accompanying Schedule of Receipts and Expenditures of Federal Awards is presented for purposes of
additional analysis as required by OMB Circular A-133 and is not a required part of the general purpose
financial statements.  Such information has been subjected to the auditing procedures applied in the audit
of the general purpose financial statements and, in our opinion, is fairly stated, in all material respects, in
relation to the general purpose financial statements taken as a whole.
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The Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council
City of Mansfield
Richland County
Report of Independent Accountants on Compliance with Requirements
  Applicable to Each Major Federal Program and Internal Control over
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This report is intended for the information and use of management, City Council, and federal awarding
agencies  and pass-through entities, and is not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than
these specified parties.

Jim Petro
Auditor of State

June 16, 2000
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CITY OF MANSFIELD
RICHLAND COUNTY

SCHEDULE OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF FEDERAL AWARDS
FOR THE YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1999

 
Pass ThroughFederal Federal Grantor/

EntityCFDA   Pass Through Grantor
ExpendituresReceiptsNumberNumber      Program Title

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
   Direct Program: 

$69,814$52,112N/A14.218    Community Development Block Grants/Entitlement Grants
190,540231,165N/A
387,984487,848N/A 
184,584172,226N/A
832,922943,351 Total Community Development Block Grants/Entitlement Grants

 
 58,764N/A14.239    HOME Investment Partnerships Program

45,63424,621N/A
331,522309,735N/A 
229,637225,625N/A  
606,793618,745Total HOME Investment Partnerships Program

1,439,7151,562,096Total U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR NATIONAL PARKS SERVICE
   Passed through the Ohio Historic Preservation Office: 

10,000 Not Available15.904     Historic Preservation Fund Grants-In-Aid

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
   Direct Programs: 

 
13,4065,276N/A16.590    Grants to Encourage Arrest Policies

     
1,318 N/A16.592    Local Law Enforcement Block Grants Program 

313,218 N/A
8,274190,703N/A

322,810190,703Total Local Law Enforcement Block Grants Program

34,114N/A16.607    Bulletproof Vest Partnership Program
 

36,02736,027N/A16.710    Public Safety Partnership and Community Policing Grants
9,8866,945N/A 

45,91342,972Total Public Safety Partnership and Community Policing Grants

   Passed through the Ohio Bureau of Criminal Identification
       & Investigation, Office of the Attorney General:

1,6501,650Not Available16.560     Justice Research, Development, and Evaluation Project Grants

   Passed through the Ohio Attorney General's Office:

44,07644,07699-VADSCE01916.575    Crime Victim Assistance
7,2907,2902000-VADSCE019 

51,36651,366 Total Crime Victim Assistance
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CITY OF MANSFIELD
RICHLAND COUNTY

SCHEDULE OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF FEDERAL AWARDS
FOR THE YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1999

(Continued)
 

Pass ThroughFederal Federal Grantor/
EntityCFDA   Pass Through Grantor

ExpendituresReceiptsNumberNumber      Program Title

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE  (Continued)
   Passed through the Ohio Office of Criminal Justice Services:

$191,786$196,87598-DG-A01-700816.579    Byrne Formula Grant Program
44,445 99-DG-A01-7008
7,349 97-DG-B02-7044

16,20130,00098-DG-B02-7044
259,781226,875 Total Byrne Formula Grant Program

22,96426,18696-WF-VA2-812416.588    Violence Against Women Formula Grants

752,004545,028Total U.S. Department of Justice

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
   Passed through the Ohio Bureau of Employment Services:
   Passed through Morrow-Ashland-Richland-Knox Consortium: 

JTPA Cluster:
16,67020,277EDWAA SA(A-98-14-00-01)17.246   Employment and Training Assistance - Dislocated Workers

497,179446,909IIB(5-99-14-00-01)17.250    Job Training Partnership Act
58,27897,720IIC(Y-98-14-00-01)
39,58312,239IIC(Y-99-14-00-01) 

595,040556,868

   Passed through the Ohio Department of Education: 
   Passed through Morrow-Ashland-Richland-Knox Consortium: 

21,51431,465IIA 8%(4-98-14-00-01)17.250    Job Training Partnership Act
2,7772,729IIA 8%(4-99-14-00-01)

24,29134,194
   

636,001611,339Total U.S. Department of Labor - JTPA Cluster 
 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
   Direct Program: 

138,664290,864N/A20.106    Airport Improvement Program
    

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
   Passed through the Ohio Emergency Management Agency:

 4,361FEMA-DR-1227-OH83.544    Public Assistance Grants

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
   Passed through the Ohio Department of Health: 
   Passed through the Richland County Family First Council:

    Special Education - Grants for Infants and Families with
5,5095,509Not Available84.181       Disabilities

$2,981,893$3,019,197Total 

The Notes to the Schedule of Receipts and Expenditures of Federal Awards is an integral part of this Schedule.
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CITY OF MANSFIELD
RICHLAND COUNTY

NOTES TO THE SCHEDULE OF RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES OF FEDERAL AWARDS
For the Year ended December 31, 1999

NOTE A — SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES

The accompanying Schedule of Receipts and Expenditures of Federal Awards (the Schedule) summarizes
activity of the City’s federal award programs.  The Schedule has been prepared on the cash basis of
accounting, except expenditures of assistance of the Job Training Partnership Program which are presented
on an accrual basis.

NOTE B — SUBRECIPIENTS

The City passes-through certain Federal assistance received from the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development to other governments or not-for-profit agencies (subrecipients).  As described in Note
A, the City records expenditures of federal awards to subrecipients when paid in cash, except expenditures
paid to JTPA subrecipients are recorded on an accrual basis.

The subrecipient agencies have certain compliance responsibilities related to administering these Federal
Programs.  Under Federal Circular A-133, the City is responsible for monitoring subrecipients to help assure
that Federal awards are used for authorized purposes in compliance with laws, regulations and the provisions
of contracts or grant agreements, and the performance goals are achieved.

NOTE C — COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG) REVOLVING LOAN PROGRAMS

The City has established a revolving loan program to provide low-interest loans to businesses to create jobs
for persons from low-moderate income households and to eligible persons and to rehabilitate homes.  The
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) grants money for these loans to the City.  The
initial loan of this money is recorded as an expenditure on the accompanying Schedule.  Loans repaid,
including interest, are used to make additional loans.  Such subsequent loans are subject to certain
compliance requirements imposed by HUD, but are not included as expenditures on the Schedule.

These loans are collateralized by the assets of the businesses.  At December 31, 1999, the gross amount
of loans outstanding were $1,832,701 in Community Development Block Grant Loans; $612,290 in Economic
Development Loans; $24,686 in Urban Development Action Grant Loans; and $321,517 in Industrial
Development Loans.  Delinquent amounts due are $76,003.  During 1999, the City forgave $54,106 in
payments. 

NOTE D — JTPA ATTACHMENT SCHEDULES

The City had no variances between JTP Ohio and the audit report figures to disclose; therefore, a Schedule
of Variances is not included.  The City had no program income; therefore, a Schedule of Program Income
is not included.  The City had no stand-in costs; therefore, a Schedule of Stand-In Costs is not included.

NOTE E - MATCHING REQUIREMENTS

Certain Federal programs require that the City contribute non-Federal funds (matching funds) to support the
federally funded programs.  The City has complied with the matching requirements, except for the HOME
Investment Partnerships Program.  The expenditure of non-Federal matching funds is not included on the
Schedule.
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SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS
OMB CIRCULAR A -133 § .505

CITY OF MANSFIELD
RICHLAND COUNTY
DECEMBER 31, 1999

 1. SUMMARY OF AUDITOR’S RESULTS

(d)(1)(i) Type of Financial Statement Opinion Unqualified

(d)(1)(ii) Were there any material control
weakness conditions reported at the
financial statement level (GAGAS)?

No

(d)(1)(ii) Were there any other reportable
control weakness conditions
reported at the financial statement
level (GAGAS)?

No

(d)(1)(iii) Was there any reported material non-
compliance at the financial statement
level (GAGAS)?

No

(d)(1)(iv) Were there any material internal
control weakness conditions
reported for major federal programs?

Yes

(d)(1)(iv) Were there any other reportable
internal control weakness conditions
reported for major federal programs?

Yes

(d)(1)(v) Type of Major Programs’ Compliance
Opinion

Qualified

(d)(1)(vi) Are there any reportable findings
under § .510? Yes

(d)(1)(vii) Major Programs (list): #14.218 - Community Development Block   
                Grant/Entitlement Grants
#14.239 - HOME Investment Partnerships   
                Program
#17.250 - Job Training Partnership Act

(d)(1)(viii) Dollar Threshold: Type A\B
Programs

Type A: > $ 300,000
Type B: all others

(d)(1)(ix) Low Risk Auditee? No
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2. FINDINGS RELATED TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
REQUIRED TO BE REPORTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH GAGAS 

None

3. FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS FOR FEDERAL AWARDS 

Noncompliance Finding, Material Weakness and Questioned Cost

Finding Number 1999-20570-001

CFDA Title and Number HOME Investment Partnerships Program - # 14.239

Federal Award Number / Year M-98-MC-39-0221 / 1998

Federal Agency U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

Pass-Through Agency N/A - Direct Program

24 C.F.R. Section 92.218 requires that each participating jurisdiction must provide eligible matching
contributions of 25 percent of HOME funds drawn down during the fiscal year.  Furthermore, the match must
be provided by the end of the fiscal year.

24 C.F.R. Section 92.222 (a)(1) states, in part, if a local government participating jurisdiction satisfies either
the poverty rate or per capita income fiscal distress factors, its matching requirement will be reduced by 50
percent.  This reduction is effective for both the fiscal year in which the fiscal distress determination is made
and for the following fiscal year.

24 C.F.R. Section 92.221(a) states contributions are credited on a fiscal year basis at the time the
contribution is made.  The types of services that can be used as matching are outlined in 24 C.F.R. Section
92.220. 

The City qualified for a 50% match reduction.  A review of the 1998 HOME Grant Action Plan indicated the
reduced minimum required matching amount to be $46,800.

The City provided a listing prepared by the Central City Economic Development Council, Inc. (CCEDC) of
In-Kind services and donations for the FY 98 HOME Investment Partnerships Program totaling $145,408,
the following conditions were noted when testing which resulted in a total known questioned cost of $39,860:

• The FY 98 grant period was July 1, 1998 through June 30, 1999. $19,001 of the In-Kind
services were performed prior to the grant fiscal year; therefore, they should not have been
recognized as matching requirements.  Therefore, the $145,408 is reduced by $19,001
leaving a remaining proposed match amount of $126,407.  

• There were four separate corporate donations listed on the In-Kind report totaling $35,937.
These donations were for amounts spent on projects not reimbursed by the City’s federal
programs.  There was no documentation to support whether these were reimbursed from
other federal funds; therefore, they do not qualify as matching requirement amounts.  The
remaining proposed match amount of $126,407 is further reduced by $35,937 leaving a
remaining proposed match amount of $90,470.



13

3. FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS FOR FEDERAL AWARDS

(Continued)

• Included within the listing of In-Kind services was $83,530 of services performed on CCEDC
projects by a Mansfield Correctional Institute working crew.  A review of documented hours
for this work reflected there were no original time sheets to support the hours reported for
the crew and many lacked a signature of the person performing the work.  Rather, it appears
identical photocopies of time sheets were merely produced and the names of working crew
members were subsequently added to each individual time sheet.  The remaining proposed
match amount of $90,470 is further reduced by $83,530 leaving a remaining proposed
match amount of $6,940. 

• Therefore, total amount of allowable In-Kind services for FY 98 was determined to be
$6,940, which results in a $39,860 ($46,800-$6,940) shortage of the In-Kind matching
requirement.

We tested 100% of the In-Kind contribution report for the FY 98 HOME Grant, prepared by CCEDC;
therefore, projection of the $39,860 error was not necessary.  The failure to have a timely review of In-Kind
matching requirements could result in improper amounts being credited as matching funds and could allow
for future federal funds to be suspended or discontinued.

To help ensure that In-Kind matching reports are complete and accurate, timely supervisory reviews should
be performed to ensure that matching amounts are for the proper grant period and that all amounts are
supported by proper documentation.  In addition, the In-Kind report should document evidence of such
review by the reviewer signing or initialing the report. 

Noncompliance Finding and Material Weakness 

Finding Number 1999-20570-002

CFDA Title and Number HOME Investment Partnerships Program - # 14.239

Federal Award Number / Year M-98-MC-39-0221 / 1998

Federal Agency U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

Pass-Through Agency N/A - Direct Program

24 C.F.R. Sections 92.506 and 85.26(a) require states, local governments and non-profit organizations that
expend $300,000 (Circular A-133) or more a year in federal financial assistance shall have an audit
conducted in accordance with the Single Audit Act requirements.  

The last audit report presented to the City from the Central City Economic Development Council, Inc.
(CCEDC) was for the year ended December 31, 1997, which was not done in conformity with the Single Audit
Act, although they met the requirements to have a single audit performed.

The failure to have an independent audit could result in the temporary (or permanent) suspension of federal
funding.

The City must monitor all subrecipients to verify they meet all requirements, including having appropriate
audits performed, before providing federal funds to those entities. 

Furthermore, independent audits will assist CCEDC by providing a timely summary of the audit results
concerning the CCEDC’s audited financial statements, internal controls, and compliance with laws and
regulations
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3. FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS FOR FEDERAL AWARDS

(Continued)

Noncompliance Findings and Reportable Conditions

Finding Number 1999-20570-003

CFDA Title and Number HOME Investment Partnerships Program - # 14.239

Federal Award Number / Year M-98-MC-39-0221 / 1998

Federal Agency U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

Pass-Through Agency N/A - Direct Program

24 C.F.R. Section 92.400(d) states the participating jurisdiction is responsible for managing the day-to-day
operations of its HOME program, ensuring that HOME funds are used in accordance with all program
requirements and written agreements, and taking appropriate action when performance problems arise.  The
use of State recipients, subrecipients, or contractors does not relieve the participating jurisdiction of this
responsibility.  The performance of each contractor and subrecipient must be reviewed at least annually.

The Central City Economic Development Council, Inc. (CCEDC) (a major subrecipient of the program) was
not properly monitored by the City, the participating jurisdiction. 

The following conditions were noted during testing of the HOME program:

• In-Kind contributions used for matching included services performed outside the grant period or
donations which lacked supporting documentation.

• Several invoices reviewed were not original nor was the documentation complete to support the
request for payment. 

We recommend that adequate documentation be maintained to evidence that the City is monitoring the
adequacy of performance under the subrecipient agreements.  This can be achieved by:

• Establishing a tracking system to assure timely submission of required reporting, such as:  financial
reports, performance reports, audit reports, on-site monitoring reviews of subrecipients, and timely
resolution of audit findings.

• Performing supervisory reviews to determine the adequacy of subrecipient monitoring, e.g., if a
subrecipient was required to obtain an audit in accordance with OMB Circular A-133 but did not do
so, continually following up with the subrecipient until an audit is completed.  Consider taking
appropriate actions such as withholding further funding until the subrecipient meets the audit
requirements.

• Monitoring the subrecipient’s compliance with federal program requirements using such techniques
as (1) Issuing timely management decisions for audits and monitoring findings to inform the
subrecipient whether the corrective action planned is acceptable; (2) Maintaining regular
communication with subrecipients and appropriate inquiries concerning the federal program; (3)
Reviewing subrecipient reports and following-up on areas of concern; (4) Monitoring subrecipient
budgets; and (5) Performing on-site visits  to review financial and programmatic records and observe
operations.
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3. FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS FOR FEDERAL AWARDS

(Continued)

Finding Number 1999-20570-004

CFDA Title and Number HOME Investment Partnerships Program - # 14.239

Federal Award Number / Year M-98-MC-39-0221 / 1998

Federal Agency U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

Pass-Through Agency N/A - Direct Program

The City’s “Home Investment Partnerships Agreement” with the Central City Economic Development
Council, Inc, (CCEDC), reflected the City would provide for the direct payment of vendors, upon receipt of
authorized and approved original invoices from CCEDC for activities related to the work program.
Documentation to support payment expenses shall be provided to the City by CCEDC under generally
accepted accounting principles and procedures approved by the City.  

Although the City’s agreement with CCEDC specifies that the City will pay the vendors directly, all payments
made on the behalf of CCEDC in 1999 were paid directly to CCEDC, then CCEDC in turn paid their vendors.
We also noted instances where expenditure documentation was received by the City subsequent to the
payments.  This could allow for federal monies to be expended on unallowable costs.

Although we were able to examine the appropriate invoices and documentation, they were not provided to
the City for review.  In addition, the City did not obtain these for review prior to submitting funds to CCEDC.

We recommend that adequate documentation be maintained to evidence that the City is monitoring the
adequacy of performance under the subrecipient agreements.  In addition, the City should pay all vendors
directly from approved original invoices.

Reportable Condition

Finding Number 1999-20570-005

CFDA Title and Number Community Development Block Grant - # 14.218

Federal Award Number / Year CB-99-MC-39-0017 / 1999

Federal Agency U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development

Pass-Through Agency N/A - Direct Program

24 C.F.R. Section 570.501(b) assigns the responsibility to the recipient for ensuring that CDBG funds are
used in accordance with all program requirements. The use of designated public agencies, subrecipients or
contractors does not relieve the recipient of this responsibility. The recipient is also responsible for
determining the adequacy of performance under subrecipient agreements and procurement contracts, and
for taking appropriate action when performance problems arise, such as the actions described in 24 C.F.R.
Section 570.910.
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3. FINDINGS AND QUESTIONED COSTS FOR FEDERAL AWARDS

(Continued)

The City pays vendors from original invoices for their subrecipients, except for Central City Economic
Development Council, Inc. (CCEDC).  CCEDC requests a lump sum of funds from the City through the City’s
Community Development Department, to cover their bills.  The City’s Community Development Department
does not review individual original invoices.  CCEDC subsequently pays their vendors from funds received
from the City.  There was no evidence of documentation in the grant file that the Community Development
Department monitored the adequacy of performance under the subrecipient agreement.  This could allow
for federal monies to be expended on unallowable costs.

We recommend that adequate documentation be maintained to evidence that the City is monitoring the
adequacy of performance under the subrecipient agreements. 
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CITY OF MANSFIELD
RICHLAND COUNTY
DECEMBER 31, 1999

SCHEDULE OF PRIOR AUDIT FINDINGS
OMB CIRCULAR A -133 § .315 (b) and GAGAS

Finding Number Finding Summary Fully Corrected?

Not Corrected; Partially
Corrected; Significantly
Different Corrective Action
Taken; or Finding No Longer
Valid; Explain: 

1998-20570-001 5705.41 (B) -
Expenditures exceeded
Appropriations

No Partially corrected:
Variances were not as
significant as 1998.  Noted in
Management Letter

1998-20570-002 20 C.F.R. 627.425 (b)
Recipients and
subrecipients must
ensure that their own
financial systems provide
fiscal control over
accounting procedures
and necessary
documentation.

Yes New object codes/functions for
the 1999 City appropriation
ordinance have been created.
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88 East Broad Street
P.O. Box 1140
Columbus, Ohio  43216-1140

Telephone 614-466-4514
800-282-0370

Facsimile  614-466-4490

CITY OF MANSFIELD

RICHLAND COUNTY

CLERK'S CERTIFICATION
This is a true and correct copy of the report which is required to be filed in the Office
of the Auditor of State pursuant to Section 117.26, Revised Code, and which is filed
in Columbus, Ohio.

CLERK OF THE BUREAU

CERTIFIED
AUGUST 15, 2000
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