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Dear Mayor Perez:

We monitored the City of Hartford’s Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
Program Year 2007 on April 7-9, 2009, April 21-22, 2009, and May 6, 2009. John Post,
Community Planning and Development Representative, conducted the monitoring activities and
met with Grants Management Division staff including Administrative Operations Manager
Miguel Matos, Senior Project Manager Laura Lopez, Acting Senior Project Manager
Sue Loranger, and Contract Manager Shelia Blint. During his review, Mr. Post also met with
Lillian Ruiz, Director of the Human Relations Division and Elda Sinani, Principal
Administrative Analyst in the Human Relations Division. Hartford’s CDBG funded programs
were reviewed to ensure compliance with program requirements and applicable laws and
regulations.

We conducted a limited review of the CDBG funded programs focused on the eligibility
of activities, benefit to low- and moderate-income persons and management of subrecipients.
We also reviewed the extent to which the City complied with regulatory requirements in the
development of its Citizen Participation Plan and if the City followed its Citizen Participation
Plan in the administration of the CDBG program. Finally, we assessed Hartford’s CDBG
program for compliance with the various laws and regulations related to fair housing and equal
opportunity. The review required the examination of a sampling of program files,
documentation of participant eligibility, reports submitted by subrecipients, internal reports and
records, and Grants Management Division procedures and policy manuals. We visited four sites
to inspect the work or view the activity funded by the CDBG program and to meet with agency
staff to gauge their level of understanding of program requirements.

As aresult of our review, we have six Findings. A Finding is our determination that the
City may have failed to comply with a regulatory or statutory requirement of the program.
The Findings require a response within 30 days of the date of this letter. The enclosed report
will provide more specific details concerning the areas reviewed and our Findings.
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We appreciate the time and assistance provided by Grants Management Division and
Human Relations Division staff. MTr. Post spent the majority of his time with Grants
Management Division staff and reported that the level of cooperation was extraordinary,
exceeding that exhibited by most communities selected for monitoring. If you have questions or
would like to discuss this letter, please do not hesitate to contact me or Gary Reisine, Community
Planning and Development Director, at (860) 240-9770.

Sincerely,
Csme es o
¢~ Julie B. Fagan
Field Office Director

cc: David Panagore, Director, Department of Development Services
Miguel Matos



Summary of Findings

Please respond to the Findings within thirty days from the date of our Monitoring Letter
and Report. If you dispute these Findings, please provide a full explanation with appropriate
supporting documentation within the same time frame.

Finding 1: Failure to ensure that a subrecipient submit an indirect cost proposal for review by
the City before reimbursing the subrecipient for these indirect costs.

Finding 2: Failure to ensure that a subrecipient followed procurement requirements which
resulted in the subrecipient hiring a consultant without following a competitive process.

Finding 3: Failure to include in subrecipient agreements required language on the reversion of
assets, that subrecipients have procedures to prevent theft, loss or damage of property purchased
with CDBG funds, and that subrecipients maintain records for a period of four years.

Finding 4: Failure to develop a Citizen Participation Plan that includes all the regulatory
requirements for encouraging citizen participation, providing access to information, providing
adequate notice of hearings, conducting public hearings and soliciting public comment, and that
includes the required criteria for implementing a substantial amendment to the Consolidated
Plan.

Finding 5: Failure to implement its Citizen Participation Plan to ensure that hearings are held at
a time and place convenient to potential and actual beneficiaries, that public notices indicate
what hearings are for, and that the public notice seeking comment on the 2005-2009
Consolidated Plan included a summary of the Consolidated Plan.

Finding 6: Failure to develop a required substantial amendment to the PY 2008 Action Plan in
connection with the allocation of unobligated CDBG funds to two public facilities projects.



Monitoring Report
CDBG Program
City of Hartford
April 7-9, 2009, April 21-22, 2009, May 6, 2009

Scope of Review

The monitoring included a limited review of the eligibility of activities, benefit to
low- and moderate-income persons, management of subrecipients, compliance with citizen
participation requirements and the various laws and regulations related to fair housing and equal
opportunity and civil rights-related program requirements.

The CDBG program is administered by the Grants Management Division that has seven
staff persons with the Administrative Operations Manager responsible for all aspects of the

implementation of the CDBG program. While we did not conduct a formal review of
management practices, we note that:

1. Duties and responsibilities of the staff are clearly defined.

2. The Administrative Operations Manager and staff assistant are knowledgeable about
programmatic and regulatory requirements.

3. Adequate systems are in place to track CDBG funded projects and activities.

4. A system is in place to collect data for the Consolidated Annual Performance and
Evaluation Report and data collected locally is consistent with that in the Integrated
Disbursement and Information System.

5. Regular on-site and desk monitoring of funded agencies is conducted.

With the exceptions noted below, the City has systems and procedures in place to ensure that
CDBG funds are used in accordance with program requirements.

Management of Subrecipients

As is the case with most entitlement communities, Hartford allocates CDBG funds to
subrecipients to carry out projects and activities on its behalf. Our review of the management of
subrecipients revealed that the City has in place a good system to qualify subrecipients, to train
and manage subrecipients, to ensure timely expenditures and the receipt of reports, and to verify
that subrecipients have good internal controls. We reviewed the files for three public services
subrecipients; Local Initiative Support Corporation, Co-Opportunity Youthbuild Program, and
Compass Youth Collaborative. We also reviewed the files for Riverfront Recapture and Catholic
Charities Institute for the Hispanic Family that were awarded funds for public facilities projects.
We found the files to be in good order with all required documents including a subrecipient
agreement. All files contained documentation verifying that the projects and activities were
eligible and met the required national objective. For public services activities, documentation
was present that detailed the income eligibility of program participants.



During our review, we identified three issues that rise to the level of Finding. The first
concerns the subrecipient agreement which does not contain the following provisions required by
24 CFR 570.503 and 24 CFR 85.42

1. Language that compels the subrecipient to comply with uniform
administrative requirements as it relates to the reversion of assets,

2. Language to verify that the subrecipient has procedures in place to ensure adequate
safeguards for preventing loss, damage or theft of subrecipient held property, and

3. Language that requires the subrecipient to maintain records for four year.
The issues are related and have been grouped into one Finding.

Our review of the program files for the Local Initiative Support Corporation (LISC) gave
rise to two Findings. LISC, with the assistance of local funders and the City of Hartford,
developed the Hartford Collaborative for Community Organizing. The Collaborative is
administered by LISC and its mission is “to support the strengthening of citizen-lead organizing
efforts in Hartford and to promote greater resident empowerment and community cohesion.”

In furtherance of its mission, the Collaborative awards development grants to local groups and
provides a variety of capacity building and leadership development services to these same groups
and others. The City of Hartford provided $200,000 in CDBG funds to LISC for general support
of Collaborative activities in each of three program years (2005, 2006 and 2007). The grant
represented about one quarter of the Collaborative's annual budget.

The City of Hartford provides CDBG funds to subrecipients on a reimbursement basis
and usually once a quarter upon presentation by the subrecipient of a request for payment
accompanied by a narrative report of activities in the previous quarter and a document entitled
Quarterly Financial Report. The Quarterly Financial Report includes the approved budget by
line item as well as expenditures for the previous and current quarter.

We reviewed a number of payment requests submitted by LISC for Collaborative
expenses and found that all such requests included billing of an indirect cost that varied from
19.4% for Program Year 2005 to 16.9% in Program Year 2007. An indirect cost is an allowable
expense but must be supported by an Indirect Cost Proposal that has been reviewed by the City
as required by 24 CFR 570.502(b) and OMB Circular A-122 Cost Principles for Non-profit
Organizations. City staff indicated that they did not receive or request an Indirect Cost Proposal
from LISC and therefore, there is a Finding for noncompliance with the aforementioned
regulations and Circular.

We developed a second Finding related to the performance of LISC in the area of
procurement requirements. During our review, we noted that LISC retained the services of three
consultants with CDBG funds who provided training and technical assistance to agencies that
were working with the Collaborative. However, we could not document that Mr. James Capraro
who provided services to the Collaborative in March 2007, was selected as a result of a
competitive process. At our request, LISC provided additional information on the selection
process in which LISC stated that Mr. Capraro came to Hartford as a special guest of LISC to
share his 30-year plus experience in neighborhood revitalization as an organizer and later as a
nationally recognized leader in the economic community development field.” LISC indicated
that because of Mr. Capraro’s unique background, “no other consultants were considered for this












improvements to achieve ADA accessibility compliance at 5 recreational facilities that serve
income eligible youth, elderly or other persons with special needs during the next five years.”
This is a misinterpretation of the regulations as they apply to the requirement for developing a
substantial amendment.

We included this issue and a determination of Finding in our monitoring letter because
while the problem developed in Program Year 2008 which was not within the scope of our
review, it was a determining factor in our decision to include compliance with citizen
participation requirements in our monitoring plan.



Finding 1: Subrecipient Management

Condition:

The City provided CDBG funds in Program Years 2005, 2006 and 2007 to the Local Initiative
Support Corporation (LISC) for operating costs of the Harford Collaborative. Billing submitted
to the City by LISC included an indirect cost charge ranging between 16.9% and 19.4%. These
indirect costs are not supported by an Indirect Cost Proposal prepared and reviewed by the City
in accordance with OMB Circular A-122, Cost Principles for Non-Profit Organizations, as
required by 24 CFR 570.502(b).

Criteria:

Indirect costs that have been incurred for common or joint objectives must be supported by an
Indirect Cost Proposal, as required by 24 CFR 570.502(b) and OMB Circular A-122 Cost

Principles for Non-profit Organizations.
Cause:

We believe the cause was a lack of program knowledge in this area.

Effect:

The effect is that the CDBG Program may have paid ineligible expenses as required by OMB
Circular A-122 Cost Principles for Non-profit Organizations.

Corrective Action:

The City should take the following action and demonstrate that it has been completed with 30
days of the date of this letter.

Review the records of all currently funded subrecipients or those to be funded in Program Year
2009 to determine if indirect costs are being billed or will be billed to the City. Obtain indirect
cost proposals as required and review the proposals in conformance with the requirements of
OMB Circular A-122 Cost Principles for Non-profit Organizations. Provide a report on this
work to this office.

Develop a procedure to ensure that subrecipients follow the requirements of OMB Circular
A-122 Cost Principles for Non-profit Organizations, and provide a copy of the procedure to this
office.



Finding 2: Subrecipient Management
Condition:

The City provided CDBG funds in Program Years 2005, 2006 and 2007 to the Local Initiative
Support Corporation (LISC) for operating costs of the Harford Collaborative. The Collaborative
employed consultants in furtherance of its objective to develop the capacity and leadership skills
of citizen-lead organizations. One onsultant was selected without the benefit of a competitive
process.

Criteria:

CDBG recipients and subrecipients are required to comply with the procurement requirements of
24 CFR 85.36 as provided at 24 CFR 570.502(a)(12) when buying goods and services. The City
is responsible for ensuring that subrecipients comply with these regulations. In 2007, LISC,
stating that “no other consultants were considered for this presentation” selected a contractor
without using a competitive process. The City did not ensure that LISC followed the
requirements of 24 CFR85.36 (c) which states “All procurement transactions will be conducted
in manner providing full and open competition consistent with the standards of 24 CFR 85.36.”

Cause:

We believe the cause to be the failure on the part of the City to require subrecipients to provide
information on planned procurement activities.

Effect:

The effect is that the City and the subrecipient are not in compliance with 24 CFR 85.36 and as a
result, the subrecipient improperly hired a subcontractor and may have made other improper
purchases.

Corrective Action:

The City should take the following action and demonstrate that it has been completed within 30
days of the date of this letter.

Compile a list of all purchases LISC made using CDBG funds during Program Years 2005,
2006, and 2007. Perform an analysis of these purchases to determine if LISC followed the
procurement requirements at 24 CFR 85.36 and provide the list of purchases and the analysis to
this office. We will then determine what additional corrective action is required.

Develop a written process for ensuring that subrecipient purchases comply with the requirements
of 24 CFR 85.36 and a timeframe for implementing the process with all CDBG funded agencies.
Provide the process and timeframe to this office.



Finding 3: Subrecipient Management
Condition:

The City uses an agreement to secure the services of subrecipients. The agreement does not

include language compelling the subrecipient to comply with regulations on the reversion of
assets or the requirements to ensure adequate safeguarding and the prevention of the loss of

equipment and to maintain records for four years.

Criteria:

CDBG recipients are required to execute agreements with agencies and other entities that are
awarded funds. The agreements must conform to the requirements in 24 CFR 570.503,
Agreements with subrecipients. The agreement used by Hartford does not contain the following

provisions:

1. Language that compels the subrecipient to comply with uniform
administrative requirements as relating to the reversion of assets,

2. Language to verify that the subrecipient has procedures in place to ensure adequate
safeguards for preventing loss, damage or theft of subrecipient held property, and

3. Language that requires the subrecipient to maintain records for four year.

Cause:

We believe the cause was a lack of knowledge regarding the requirements for subrecipient
agreements.

Effect:

The effect is that Hartford is not in compliance with 24 CFR 570.503, Agreements with
subrecipients, because it did not include appropriate language in its agreements with
subrecipients. The result is that the City’s subrecipients may not be in compliance with these
regulations.

Corrective Action:

The City should take the following actions and demonstrate that they have been completed
within 30 days of the date of this letter.

Modify the boilerplate subrecipient agreement to include all the requirements of

24 CFR 570.503, Agreements with subrecipients. Execute amended/new agreements with the
additional language for all subrecipients with agreements still in effect. Provide a copy of each
amended/new agreement to this office. Henceforth, the City must use this revised agreement for
all subrecipients.



Finding 4. Completeness of Citizen Participation Plan
Condition:

Hartford adopted its Citizen Participation Plan (Plan) in 1999 and revised it in incorporation with
the adoption of the 2005-2009 Consolidated Plan by the City Council on May 9, 2005. In most
respects, the Plan meets regulatory requirements of 24 CFR 91.105, and provides citizens with
the necessary information and the means by which to participate in and comment on the
development of the Consolidated Plan, Annual Action Plan, and Consolidated Annual
Performance and Evaluation Report. The Plan has some minor deficiencies, however, that
indicate that the Plan is not in full compliance with the regulations.

Criteria:

Entitlement communities are required to provide their residents with full and meaningful access
to all processes, information, meetings and hearings related to the development and
implementation of its CDBG grant. This must be done in accordance with the citizen
participation requirements at 24 CFR 91.105 which lay out specific steps in providing this access
and the component parts of a citizen participation plan. The City of Hartford’s Citizen
Participation Plan falls short in meeting some of these requirements as follows:

1. The Plan does not include a definition of residents of predominantly
low- and moderate-income neighborhoods, and encourages the participation of some
but not all groups in the process of developing and implementing the Consolidated
Plan [24 CFR 91.105(a)(2)(ii)].

2. The Plan states that residents will be given notice of the availability of performance
reports for 15 days but does not state how notice will be given and that comments will
be received during the 15-day period [24 CFR 91.205(d)(1) and (d)(2)].

3. The Plan does not say when notices of public hearings will be posted
[24 CFR 91.105(e)(2)], and how hearings will be held to accommodate persons with
disabilities [24 CFR 91.105(e)(3)].

4. There is no reference in the Plan to the way in which the City will make the
Consolidated Plan and other documents available to the public and if the documents
will be made available to persons with disabilities [24 CFR 91.105(g)].

5. The Plan does not contain a specific statement requiring the City to provide citizens,
agencies and others with reasonable and timely access to information and records
relating to the Consolidated Plan and the use of assistance under then programs
covered in the Con Plan during the preceding five years [24 CFR 91.105(h)].

6. While the Plan states that complaints regarding the Consolidated Plan will be
responded to within 15 working days, it does not indicate that this timeframe applies
to complaints on amendments or performance reports [24 CFR 91.105()].

7. The criteria for a substantial amendment in the Plan do not include changes in the use
of CDBG funds from one eligible activity to another [24 CFR 91.105(c)(1)].



Cause:

We believe the cause was a lack of attention to detail when the City prepared its revised Citizen
Participation Plan.

Effect:

We believe the effect has been minimal because while the City’s Citizen Participation Plan lacks
some necessary elements, a review of the implementation of the Consolidated Plan, Annual
Action Plan and Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report reveals that the City
in fact complied with almost all of the requirements of 24 CFR 91.105.

Corrective Action:

The City should take the following actions and demonstrate that they have been completed
within 30 days of the date of this letter.

Prepare a revised Citizen Participation Plan to correct the deficiencies and a schedule for
adoption of the revised Plan within six months. Provide the revised Plan and the schedule for
adoption to this office.



Finding 5: Performance under the Citizen Participation Plan
Condition:

Generally, the City is diligent in the execution of its Citizen Participation Plan and at times
exceeds the minimal requirements (e.g., placing public hearing notices in many publications).
However, on a number of occasions, the City failed to adhere to two elements in its Plan.

Criteria:

The citizen participation regulations at 24 CFR 91.105 and the language in its own Plan require
the City to:

1. Hold hearings at a time and place convenient to potential and actual beneficiaries
[24 CFR 91.105(e)(2)],

2. Identify the purpose for hearings in public notices [24 CFR 91.105(e)(2)], and

3. Include a summary of the proposed Consolidated Plan in public notices announcing
hearings and seeking comment on the Plan.

Our review of public notices for adoption of the 2005-2009 Consolidated Plan and Program Year
2006 and 2007 Action Plans show that City didn’t follow its Plan with respect to these
requirements. The initial hearing on the Action Plan process was held in a downtown City
facility during the day which may not have been convenient for those who work during the day
or for those who lack transportation. Further, while notices announcing a public hearing on the
Action Plan contain lots of information, the purpose of the hearing was not precisely stated.
Finally, notices to announce the availability of the draft 2005-2009 Consolidated Plan in which
detail of the Program Year 2005 Action Plan was also provided included only a one sentence
description of the goals of the Con Plan in place of the required summary.

Cause:

We believe the cause was a lack of attention to detail when the City prepared public notices and
a belief that a public hearing held during the day in a downtown location would in fact, be
convenient to actual and potential beneficiaries.

Effect:

Actual and Potential beneficiaries may not have been afforded the required access to and
information about the development of the 2005-2009 Consolidated Plan and Program Year 2006
and 2007 Action Plans.

Corrective Action:

The City should take the following actions and demonstrate that they have been completed
within 30 days of the date of this letter.

Prepare a list of times and places for public hearings that will be convenient to beneficiaries for
review by this office. We anticipate once reviewed and approved by this office, the list will be
included in the revised Citizen participation Plan. Provide for our review copies of all public
notices announcing CDBG related hearings or meetings for the PY 2009.



Finding 6:
Condition:

In the fall of 2008, due to issues identified by our office on the timely expenditure of CDBG
funds, the City moved expeditiously to approve, award funds for and complete public facilities
improvements to the Keney Park Pond House and Pope Park. However, in the implementation
of these projects, the City failed to follow the regulations for the development of a substantial
amendment to its Program Year 2008 Action Plan required by 24 CFR 91.105(c)(2) provided at
24 CFR 91.505, Amendments to the consolidated plan.

Criteria:

The regulations at 24 CFR 91.505(b) regarding substantial amendments were promulgated to
ensure that citizens had the opportunity to play a role in the redirection of CDBG funds that been
subject to the required citizen participation process or in the case of newly identified funds.

The City did not place a public notice or schedule the required 30-day comment period for these
two projects and thus, did not provide “reasonable notice and an opportunity to comment on
substantial amendments” as required by

24 CFR 91.105(c)(2).

Cause:

We believe the cause was a lack of program knowledge in this area. City staff did not think it
was required to follow the process for developing a substantial amendment to the Program Year
2008 Action Plan because the 2005-2009 Consolidated Plan has an objective to improve ADA
accessibility at five parks.

Effect:

Citizens were not provided information about and the opportunity to comment on the allocation
of CDBG funds to these projects. Had the City followed regulatory requirements, it may have
received information or comments that would have been helpful in the determination as to the
viability and importance of these projects to affected citizens.

Corrective Action:

The City should take the following action and demonstrate that they have been completed within
30 days of the date of this letter.

Prepare and submit for our review a notice that informs Hartford residents about the use of these
funds that describes the projects in detail and indicates how the Program Year 2008 Action Plan
was amended. Within 30 days of approval, the City will place the notice in the publications it
normally uses for public hearing notices and will provide certified copies of these notices to our
office.

Also, for a period of one year from the date of this letter, submit for our review a summary of
proposed changes to activities and projects in any approved Action Plan or the implementation of
new projects and activities not included in an approved Action Plan prior to the execution of
these changes.



