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To The President of the Senate and The
Speaker of the House of Representatives

In accordance with the requirements of the Inspector General Act of 1978
(Public Law 95-452), 1 am transmitting the Semiannual Report of the Inspector
General covering the period April 1, 1983 through September 30, 1983.

I continue to support the Inspector General in his efforts to increase the
effectiveness of the Department's programs, and to help strengthen the
agencies' internal controls over their operations. - I believe it is critical
for all Government to function as effectively as possible, serving the public
and protecting their resources against mismanagement, abuse and fraud. The
Inspector General, in his role, has significantly contributed to achieving
this effectiveness, while working in close coordination with the Department’'s
agencies.

During this 6-month period, the Office of Inspector General issued 527 audit
reports, including 81 performed under contract by certified public
accountants. At the time of report issuance, 0IG questioned costs and loans
totaling $628.7 million and resolved 694 audits resulting in total savings or
cost avoidance of $634 million. This represents $130 million in claims
established for recovery, $279 million in disallowed costs and loans, and
$295 million in agreed-upon savings and management improvements.

Also during this period, the Office of Inspector General reported 1,287
investigations, 673 indictments, and 261 convictions, resulting in fines,
recoveries and collections of $3.2 million and claims of $9.3 million. These
investigations should have a significant effect in reducing fraud.

The overall effects of the Inspector General's activities are continuing to
contribute to sounder, more economical operations within the Department.

Sincerely,

~H R &L

Secretary

Enclosures
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Summary

In the 6-month period from April 1983 through
September 1983, OIG issued 527 audit reports,
including 81 performed under contract to certified
public accountants, and 1,287 reports of investi-
gation. At the time of report issuance, OIG ques-
tioned costs and loans totaling $628.7 million.
During the period, OIG resolved 694 audits result-
ing in total savings or cost avoidance of $634 mil-
lion. This represented $130.2 million in claims
established for recovery, $208.7 million in dis-
allowed costs and loans, $294.8 million in agreed-
upon savings and management improvements,
and $.5 million in sanctions. OIG investigations
led to 673 indictments and 261 convictions, and
resulted in fines, recoveries and collections of
$3.2 million and claims of $9.3 million.

These amounts indicate OIG’s impact on fraud,
waste, and abuse; however, many accomplish-
ments cannot be quantified, but are far reaching
in contributing to overall USDA effectiveness.

We have continued to emphasize preventive areas
such as the use of computer matches to detect
fraud before it results in larger losses to the Gov-
ernment and in our up-front involvement in agency
development of computer systems as required by
Reform '88.

In addition, our efforts were directed to monitor-
ing internal controls, as prescribed by the Federal
Managers’ Financial Integrity Act; and reviewing
such programs as the Payment-in-Kind, Food
Stamp, Rural Electrification, Farmers Home Ad-
ministration, and No Net Cost Tobacco.

During this period, agencies of the Department of
Agriculture also established 335 new claims aris-
ing from OIG activities. This amounted to over
$17.8 million, with $7.9 million collected against
these and other claims and $4.8 million waived,
compromised, or reduced because of postresolu-
tion justification.

Also during this period, OIG performed or arranged
for audits of 40 pricing proposals, cost reimburse-
ment contracts, and contractor claims. We awarded
contracts to 18 CPA firms, released 81 CPA audit
reports, and closed 101 CPA audits. In addition,
OIG received 89 complaints for Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity (EEO) investigations, which are
performed by outside contractors. We issued 106
EEO reports by contractors, and have another 46
EEO cases in inventory.

Nine of seventy-four State agencies over which
we are cognizant plan to perform entity-wide au-
dits rquired by OMB Circular A-102. The two States
for which we are cognizant, Pennsyivania and
Minnesota, also plan statewide audits. Another
34 State agencies have A-102 audits in process or
completed. Additionally, we received and distrib-
uted 84 A-102 audits forwarded to us from other
Federal cognizant audit agencies.

We processed 354 requests under the Freedom of
Information Act and released 355 OIG reports in
response to 284 of these requests. (The remaining
requests either were denied or specifically asked
for information we did not have.)

This period, we also received 318 whistleblower
complaints.

OIG’s Physical Security Program for the Washing-
ton, D.C. Agriculture Complex continues to yield
significant results. Due to our crime prevention
program, losses to the Government have signifi-
cantly decreased, and we have experienced no
assaults in FY 1983.

Prevention Activities

OIG pursued its prevention activities including re-
view of the implementation of the Federal Man-
agers’ Financial Integrity Act, OMB Circular A-123
and Reform '88. OIG has monitored the develop-
ment of computer systems within the Farmers
Home Administration (FmHA), the Forest Service
(FS), and the Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Service (ASCS). We found that ASCS se-
curity over its State and county office computers
should be improved, and that the FS had not
properly documented the need for a planned pro-
curement of 200 intelligent graphics systems. An-
other 12 systems added by the Department were
also unsupported. As a result of our audits, ASCS
is increasing security, while FS procurement was
reduced to 82 systems and the Department’s 12
systems were eliminated, avoiding about $3.5 mil-
lion in outlays.

Our ongoing review of the Payment-in-kind (PIK)
Program, as each phase is implemented, again
raises concerns about acreage changes through
farm reconstitutions and appeals. Increases in
acreage bases, by as much as 1.4 million acres
for corn and sorghum, will increase PIK entitiements.
Abnormally high crop yields will also have an ef-
fect, and 1983 procedures allowed for yields in
excess of a farm’s normal production.



OIG introduced a European method of testing for
adulterated nonfat dry milk. OIG utilized the test
after our investigation disclosed the presence of
an adulterant in over $4 million worth of nonfat
dry milk sold to the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion (CCC) by an lowa firm. This cooperative has
been suspended by ASCS from doing business
with CCC, and a prohibition has been issued
against use of the co-op as a subcontractor, sup-
plier or agent in connection with CCC contrac-
ting. Criminal action against the co-op is
pending.

Using the European testing method, OIG under-
took a full-scale statistical sampling and testing
of CCC stock. At least 65 percent of the 1.2 bil-
lion pounds of nonfat dry milk in inventory as of
January 1983 was subjected to the sensitive test.
Although testing is not yet complete, we have
thus far confirmed the integrity of much of CCC’s
nonfat dry milk inventory.

From OIG oversight, including vulnerability as-
sessments and internal control reviews, we noted
the following:

» Additional project areas have implemented
photo identification or some similar systems
for use in the Food Stamp Program. A few
areas are still requesting waivers.

e The Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) imposed
$2.15 million in fiscal sanctions against the
State of Alaska’s Food Stamp Program. The
State has been working to correct its high error
rate, with more improvements needed in inter-
nal controls and enforcement of procedures.

¢ OIG investigators identified a field of marijuana
that appeared in ASCS aerial photographs of
Georgia cropland. OIG notified drug enforce-
ment authorities of the location of the mari-
juana, valued at about $5 million.

¢ During our review of the Cooperative State Re-
search Service (CSRS), we questioned $3 mil-
lion in program costs at Kentucky State Univer-
sity. The University returned $1.7 million to
CSRS while the audit was in process.

OIG also used computers to match lists of Fed-
eral employees against lists of Farmers Home
Administration (FmHA) loan borrowers, in order to
prevent abuses and conflicts of interest. Although
we questioned the eligibility of $2.1 million in
loans to Federal employees, we found no evi-
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dence that Federal employees used their posi-
tions to get their loans. We referred another $46
million in delinquent loans held by Federal em-
ployees to FmHA for appropriate action.

FNS published new regulations based on our rec-
ommendation that it discontinue reimbursing
banks for food stamps lost in transit. (Reimburse-
ments have amounted to about $2.5 million nation-
wide over a 5-year period.) We also recommended
reconsideration of legislation on the single audit
concept, and stronger regulatory controls in the
National Commodity Processing System for re-
processing USDA donated commodities.

Detection: Food Programs

As a result of our computer matching project in
the Food Stamp Program, New Orleans, Houston,
and Los Angeles acted against 749 households to
establish $675,000 in claims. Concurrently, 10
Federal employees were indicted in Chicago for
recelving over $211,000 in benefits to which they
were not entitled.

Losses in the Food Stamp Program remain a
problem in some States. In Texas, losses of over
$3 million could have been avoided with more ef-
fective controls over duplicate issuances. In Flo-
rida, case files involving issuances of over $1.3
million were missing.

in Other Food Program Areas

¢ An OIG investigation into the Women, Infants
and Children (WIC) Program led to the indict-
ment of two vendors in New York who gained
over $3 million in WIC business through bribes
and kickbacks to hospital officials.

¢ One of the largest sponsors of the Child Care
Feeding Program in the United States pled
guilty to embezzling over $750,000 in USDA
funds.

o Ongoing monitoring of the distribution of butter
and cheese revealed several isolated incidences
of abuse. Differing State eligibility standards
detract from the integrity of the program.

¢ As a result of OlG’s continuing emphasis on
meat inspection programs, the courts ruled
against the operators of three meat and pouitry
plants that had slaughtered unhealthy animals
with the intention of marketing the meat with-
out benefit of Government inspection. Efforts



like these to circumvent Government control
over the wholesomeness of commercial meat
products receive immediate OIG investigation.

Detection: Rural Area and Farm Programs

Loan-making policies in the Rural Electrification
Administration (REA) Program resulted in signifi-
cant dollar losses, while many financially sound
electric distribution cooperatives continued to re-
ceive loan assistance at low interest rates. We
project that REA advanced $488 million in excess
of the cooperatives’ needs over a 5-year period.
We also project that some cooperatives invested
$197 million in deposit accounts yielding up to 20
percent soon after receiving low interest REA
loan funds. We question some cooperatives’ “‘rural”
characteristics: over 50 cooperatives serve pre-
dominately urban areas. Our recommendations in-
cluded that REA consider implementing a pro-
gram to guarantee loans rather than furnish inter-
est subsidies, thereby saving up to $64 million in
one year.

Loan servicing remains a problem in some FmHA
programs because of shortages in resources. Ser-
vicing of Operating Loans has shown little im-
provement over last period. Problem borrowers
still received over $3.9 million in 1983 loans with
little likelihood of repaying them.

FmHA also encountered problems in the area of
rural housing. FmHA’s rural housing inventories
increased 132 percent over a 3-year period, with
current investment values totaling $391 million.

Immediate action by FmHA to sell the houses

could save the Government $3 million in interest
costs annually for each 1,000 units sold.

In Other Farm Program Areas

¢ Soybean losses adversely affected the Federal
Crop Insurance Corporation (FCIC). Insurance
coverage on soybeans varies according to
planting dates, and because producers did not
properly report their planting dates, FCIC cover-
age on soybeans was overextended, and pre-
miums have been insufficient to cover indemnity
payments.

o High peanut quotas set by the ASCS caused
$106.6 million in Government losses under the
Peanut Price Support Program from 1978
through 1981. Producers, faced with a
saturated market, sold their peanuts at lower
prices, and Government support amounts in-
creased to cover the producers’ losses.

¢ We estimate the Government may lose $95 mil-
lion on one tobacco association’s 1978 crop
loan because of the way the Commodity Credit
Corporation permits the association to allocate
its loan payments to principal and interest.

* A Texas agribusinessman, who had falsified
collateral warehouse receipts, pled guilty to
bank fraud charges involving $2.9 million. The
businessman’s grain storage elevators in Mis-
souri received notoriety when, after the opera-
tion's bankruptcy in 1980, a producer using the
facilities took a highly publicized action and re-
moved his soybeans from a company elevator.



Statistical Data

Audit Reports Issued million. A detailed listing of reports issued during
the report period is included as an appendix.

During this reporting period, April 1, 1983, through Audit Reports Resolved
September 30, 1983, the Office of Inspector Gen-

eral issued 527 audit reports, including 81 reports OIG closed 611 reports and resolved 83 others
prepared by certified public accountants under during the period covered by this report. The mon-
contract to OIG. Questioned costs and loans as- etary values associated with the findings of these
sociated with these findings totaled over $628.7 audits were as follows:

At Time of Report Issuance

Questioned Costs and Loans Intended forCollection ..........ccooiiiintnrernerennnnn. $369,315,601
Questioned Costs and Loans Not Intended forCollection ............ccciiiiinininrnnnen. $330,336,743
LI 2 1. $699,652,344

Postaudit Justifications Accepted by OIG. ...ttt it iineenns $241,513,708
Costs and Loans Referred forCollection . ...........oiitiiiiiiii it ie e ennennnn $130,225,305
Disallowed Costs and Loans Not Intended forCollection ..............coviiiiiinnnnan.. $208,712,114
Savings and Management Improvements® ™ . ... ... ...t iiiiiiiiin it $294,859,340
LT T o1 { T T 1= oA $ 513,718

TOTAL ............... T $634,310,477

**Data for savings and management improvements and for sanctions are entered into the management information system only after the program
agency has agreed at the time of report resolution.

Report on Unresolved Audits Over 6 Months Old
The following nine audits remain unresolved beyond the 6-month limit imposed by Congress:

Date Dollar Value
Agency Issued Title of Report Unresolved

FmHA 3-31-83 (1) Emergency Loans—Debt Management for Delinquent Borrowers $35,825,711
(4638-2-At)

FmHA 3-04-83 (2) Nationwide Statistical Review—Loan Processing Servicing and $384,998,955
Eligibility (4631-1-KC)

FmHA 3-31-82 (3) Interest Rates Assigned to Rescheduled EE/OL/EM loans $218,000
(4632-3-KC)

FmHA  10-19-82 (4) Liquidations and Caseload Status in the FmHA Business and -0-
Industrial Loan Program (4606-1-SF)

FmHA 8-27-82 (5) Texas Preventive State Audit (EM Loans) (401-31-Te) $7,600,000

FmHA 6-16-81 (6) Kansas Coordinated State Audit (EE Loans) (401-33-KC) $822,000

FmHA 9-30-82 (7) Oregon Audit—Operating, Farm Ownership, Emergency and $7,400,000
Economic Loans (401-49-SF)

FNS 2-08-83 (8) ATP Issuance and Redemption Activities for the Food Stamp Pro- $4,200,000
gram (2764-2-1-Hy) '

FCIC 3-02-83 (9) Propriety of 1981 Soybean Losses in Arkansas and Mississippi -0-
(599-20-KC)



(1) Emergency Loan Program,
Debt Management for Delinquent Borrowers

The unresolved issues concern (1) loans being
made to borrowers who do not have a reasonable
chance of success and cannot demonstrate the
ability to repay their indebtedness, and (2) addi-
tional loans being made to borrowers whose total
FmHA indebtedness is not adequately secured.
Generally, FmHA believes that its current policies
are least detrimental to its borrowers, the Depart-
ment, the agricultural community and the Na-
tional economy. We contend that these loans
conflict with the Consolidated Farm and Rural
Development Act which authorizes the Secretary
to make Emergency Loans available to qualified
farmers ‘‘provided they have experience and re-
sources necessary to assure a reasonable chance
or prospect for successful operation with the
assistance of such loans.” We continue to work
with FmHA to resolve these issues.

(2) Nationwide Statistical Review
of Loan Processing, Servicing and Eligibility

This audit remains unresolved because Farmers
Home Administration (FmMHA) has not agreed to
review all Economic Emergency (EE) and Limited
Resource Loans disbursed in FY 1980 to deter-
mine which loans were made to ineligible bor-
rowers and at excessive rates and terms. FmHA'’s
basis for disagreement is a lack of staff re-
sources and its belief the review would not be
cost beneficial. We are currently evaluating the
results of a joint review conducted for a similar
recommendation in another audit, to determine
the cost and benefit of such expanded reviews.
Also, FmHA has not agreed to issue procedures
stipulating that EE loans for refinancing operat-
ing debts should be scheduled for repayment
within 7 years and no more than 20 years. FmHA
has agreed to revise Instruction 1924-B by Sep-
tember 1984; however, we recommend issuance
of a procedure notice allowing earlier implemen-
tation. The agreed-upon revisions would require
increased supervision and servicing of Limited
Resource Loans.

(3) FmHA Interest Rates

The audit remains unresolved because claims
have not been established to correct improper
loans. The establishment of claims necessary for
audit resolution is awaiting the Office of the Gen-
eral Counsel (OGC) approval of proposed FmHA
procedures for handling improperl/illegal loans.
Resolution is not expected until about 90 days
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after OGC’s approval. FmHA anticipates this is
the amount of time it will take for the new in-
struction to reach the field.

(4) Business and Industrial Loan Program
Liquidations and Caseload Status

One recommendation remains unresolved; that
FmHA establish concise definitions for delinquent
and problem loan accounts. On July 26, 1983, we
were informed that FmHA is revising its Rural
Community Tracking System to include more de-
finitive servicing statuses. That system is being
sent to all State staffs clarifying and emphasizing
the definitions of problem and delinquent loans,
and when and how they should be reported. Sys-
tem revisions are scheduled to be completed in
April or May 1984. In the interim, FmHA has drafted
two Administrative Notices dealing with the rec-
ommended definitions. We are currently review-
ing these draft notices.

(5) Texas State FmHA

One finding remains open. This finding discusses
the overdisbursement of a projected $7,673,410 in
Emergency Loan (EM) funds during FY 1980. We
recommended the State Office conduct reviews
of FY 1980 EM loans in counties with heavy pro-
gram activity to identify cases of loan overdis-
bursements. The State Office responded that they
did not have the resources necessary to make
such a review. Our contention is that the mone-
tary savings that would be realized justify making
the review.

(6) Kansas FmHA Coordinated Audit

This audit is unresolved because FmHA has not
reviewed cases where we identified: (1) loans with
questionable repayment interest rates and terms;
and (2) loans where the fund analysis showed
that the producers did not receive at least 50 per-
cent of their income from farming.

We have participated in a joint review with FmHA
to determine the cost/benefit of our proposed cor-
rective action. The results of this review are cur-
rently being considered to determine whether the
audit can be resolved.

(7) Oregon State FmHA

One finding remains open. We recommended
FmHA assist all counties in reviewing ineligible
farm loans in addition to those reported in our
county reports. FmHA’s response and our argu-



ment are similar to those set forth in the Texas
State FmHA audit.

(8) Authorization-To-Participate Issuance
and Redemption Activities

We believe that FNS has interpreted their author-
ity to bill State agencies for issuance errors too
narrowly and that the intent of the regulations is
to provide FNS with such billing authority. Fur-
thermore, we believe that the November 1980 reg-
ulations on Federal sanctions and State agencies’
liabilities place responsibility on the State agen-
cies for any financial losses involved in the ac-
ceptance, storage, and issuance of coupons.

We recommended that FNS conduct reviews to
verify the accuracy of all State agency issuance
liabilities from the initial report through the pe-
riod of our review. Our review of 13 State agen-
cies disclosed $1.2 million in unreported liabilities.
We further recommended that FNS amend previ-
ous billings to those States, where applicable, to
include all issuance errors.

Since FNS does not believe they have the author-
ity to bill State agencies for other than liabilities
defined in the regulations, they did not initiate
corrective action. We disagree and are requesting
a legal opinion from OGC on this issue.

(9) Propriety of 1981 Soybean Losses
in Arkansas and Mississippi

There are two issues in need of resolution. One
issue involves our recommendation for FCIC to
establish and implement controls to assure com-
pliance with the soybean planting dates and soil
test requirements. FCIC responded that such con-
trols would pose a serious administrative diffi-
culty. Since the insurance program is dependent
on compliance with program requirements, we
need to know the specific action or alternative
action FCIC plans to take on this recommenda-
tion. The other issue involves a recommendation
for FCIC to determine the correct production fig-
ure for a 1981 soybean loss we questioned. FCIC
responded that a report on this loss would be
sent to its Claims Division when the verification
process was completed. We need a copy of the
FCIC determination before we can resolve this
finding.

Audits of Contracts

During the 6-month reporting period, OIG per-
formed or arranged for audits of 40 pricing propos-
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als, cost reimbursements contracts, and contractor
claims totaling over $34 million. These audits re-
sulted in questioned costs of more than $5.9
million.

The purpose of OIG contract auditing is to pro-
vide accounting and financial advisory services in
connection with the negotiation, administration,
and settlement of USDA contracts and subcon-
tracts. For example, at the request of Soil Conser-
vation Service (SCS) officials, we engaged a certi-
fied public accounting firm to audit a contract
modification for a construction project in Phoenix,
Arizona. The estimated costs of the modification
amounted to $500,000. Our audit questioned
$128,732, or 26 percent, of the costs.

The major questioned costs consisted of equip-
ment costs. The contractor estimated those costs
using an unallowable “Rental Rate Blue Book”
published by a commercial firm. Our contract au-
ditor found that the contractor's actual costs
were significantly lower than the Blue Book rates.
The SCS Contract Officer is using the audit report
to negotiate a final price for the modifications.

Similarly, on a price proposal for about $780,000
of scientific equipment submitted to the Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service, OIG auditors
questioned about $250,000 based on unreason-
able allowance for contingencies, unsupported
labor expenses, and an excessive percentage of
profit.

Implementation of OMB Circular A-102

During this 6-month reporting period, a consider-
able amount of audit work has been performed by
non-Federal auditors of USDA programs, in accord-
ance with the audit requirements of Attachment P,
OMB Circular A-102. This attachment establishes
audit requirements for State and local govern-
ments and Indian Tribal governments that receive
Federal assistance. It requires that financial and
compliance audits of Federal assistance be made
by independent auditors on an entity-wide basis,
rather than on an individual award basis, as part
of the audits of the recipient’s general purpose fi-
nancial statements. OIG has responsibility for 74
State agencies and 2 statewide A-102 audits,
Pennsylvania and Minnesota. Nine of these State
agencies, along with Pennsylvania and Minne-
sota, currently have plans for the required entity-
wide audits, while 34 agencies have audits either
in process or completed. To date, A-102 audits
have been issued for 17 State agencies where
USDA is cognizant.



In addition to the agencies for which we have
been assigned cognizance, we have received and
distributed 84 Attachment P audit reports fur-
nished to us from other Federal cognizant audit
agencies.

To implement Attachment P audits, our regional
staff has worked closely with the State agencies
to acquaint them with the audit requirements and
to establish plans for the audits. We also pro-
vided technical assistance to State legislative au-
dit staffs, the groups that generally performed the
audits of the State agencies. We reviewed pro-
posed audit approaches and sampling plans, and
provided guidance on testing costs charged to
Federal grants. To ensure that these audits re-
view compliance with Federal programs and are
performed in accordance with our audit standards,
we also reviewed work in process.

Contracts for Certified Public Accountant (CPA)
Audit Services

During the 6-month reporting period, OIG awarded
contracts to 18 separate certified public account-
ing firms to perform audits.

During this period, we released 81 certified public
accounting firm audit reports. At the time of issu-
ance, these reports questioned costs of more
than $1 million.

Agency

Agricultural Marketing Service

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
Service

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service

Farmers Home Administration

Federal Crop Insurance Corporation

Food and Nutrition Service

Food Safety and Inspection Service

Forest Service

Rural Electrification Administration

Multiple Agencies (two or more USDA Agencies)

TOTALS:
|G Subpoenas Issued: 7

Note: Since the period of time to get court action
on indictments varies widely, the convic-
tions are not necessarily related directly to
the indictments.

During the same period, OIG closed 101 contracted
reports. The resolution of these audits resulted in
claims of over $350,000.

A significant number of the contracted audits cur-
rently underway are examining sponsors of the
Child Care Food Program (CCFP) in 10 states
where USDA'’s Food and Nutrition Service (FNS)
directly administers the program. FNS is reim-
bursing OIG for the cost of these audits and task
orders have been issued by OIG through Septem-
ber 30, 1983 specifying that 722 CCFP audits be
completed by February 24, 1984.

Indictments and Convictions

Between April 1, 1983, and September 30, 1983,
we completed 1,287 investigations, 1,020 of which
involved possible criminal violations. We referred
636 cases to the Department of Justice.

During the 6-month period, our investigations led
to 673 indictments and 261 convictions. Fines, re-
coveries and collections resulting from our inves-
tigations during the same period totaled about
$3.2 million, and claims were established for ap-
proximately $9.3 million.

The following is a breakdown by agency of indict-
ments and convictions for the report period and
the entire fiscal year:

April-September
1983 Total for FY 1983

Indictments Convictions

Indictments Convictions

8 0 8 0
35 22 63 69
0 2 2 2
58 31 88 52
6 1

557 190 1,056 9805
7 12 21 22

5 2 5 2

2 0 2 1
1 _2 ] _2
673 261 1,252 1,056



Whistleblower Complaints

The Inspector General Act of 1978 provided for
the establishment of a “hotline” by the Inspector
General to receive complaints or information con-
cerning possible cases of fraud, waste or abuse.

During this reporting period 318 complaints were
received by the Complaint Analysis and Contract
Investigations Branch. The toll free telephone

number, operating on a 24-hour basis, continues
to be our major source for receipt of complaints.

As indicated on the chart below, allegations of
program violations (31 percent) are the main type
of complaint received. The second most numer-
ous type of complaint, representing 21 percent of
the caseload, falls under the category of alleged
application fraud by persons applying for assis-
tance under USDA programs. Allegations relating
to food stamp application fraud are the most
prevalent.

Hotline Complaints

April 1, 1983 through September 30, 1983
Total Cases =318

Waste and Program
mismanagement violations
Opinion of 29 98
complaints
60
67
51
13
Applicant fraud
Personnel
misconduct
Personnel
irregularities

Two hundred and nine cases have been closed
during this reporting period and 20 percent of the
closed cases were substantiated.

Contract Investigations
Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) investiga-
tions have been contracted out for over a year
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now. At the time this procedure became effective,
July 1, 1982, there was a large volume (154) of
EEO complaints pending investigation in the in-
ventory. During this reporting period, 89 complaints
were received for investigation. Final reports were
issued for some 106 complaints, and we currently
have 46 cases in inventory. We continue to ana-
lyze and monitor the work of contractors.

Freedom of Information and Privacy Act Activities

During this reporting period, we processed 354 re-
quests under the Freedom of Information Act
(FOIA), compared to 280 for the previous 6 months.
The following schedule outlines FOIA data over
the past two reporting periods.

Last This
Period Period
Number of Requests 280 354
Number of Favorable
Responses 212 267
Number of Unfavorable
Responses 68 87

Unfavorable Responses Due to:

No Records Available 29 53
Requests Denied in Full 18 17
Requests Denied in Part 21 17

68 87

Other Data No Directly Affected by the Number of
Requests:

Appeals Granted 0 1
Appeals Denied in Part 0 1
Appeals Denied in Full 0 2
Number of OIG Reports
Released in Response to

Requests 321 355

Note: A request can require more than one report
in response.

We estimate the time required to process FOIA
requests exceeds two and one-half staff years at
an estimated annual cost of $150,000, although
costs are difficult to calculate, given the prob-
lems of measuring time spent by field staff, su-
pervisors, and clerical personnel. Although there
were no significant requests or disclosures in-
volving the Privacy Act during this 6-month pe-



riod, our responsibilities in the area continue at a
fairly constant level to assure that required no-
tices are given and that the Privacy Act provisions
are adhered to within OIG.

Interpol Activities

OIG continues to be a fully participating law en-
forcement member agency in interpoi—Interna-

tional Criminal Police Organization-U.S. National
Central Bureau (INTERPOL-USNCB). This fiscal
year, OIG nationally initiated nine requests for as-
sistance from Interpol. Five of these requests
were made during the October 1982 to March
1983 period; four were made during the recent re-
porting period. On one occasion, OIG provided
assistance to Interpol by locating subjects of in-
vestigations by member agencies.



Prevention Activities

Vulnerability Analyses/Front-End Systems Reviews

Some Weaknesses Detected Early
in the Payment-In-Kind Program

PIK Program implementation, producer eligibility
and PIK contract completion were reviewed in 58
county offices (COs) in 15 States. We concluded
that the PIK Program was adequately presented
to producers and that PIK contracts generally
were properly completed. However, the
Agricu;tural Stabilization and Conservation Ser-
vice (ASCS) needed to modify and strengthen the
procedures and guidelines used in relation to
acreage base appeals, farm reconstitutions, and
feed grain, wheat, and cotton yields. We also
found that some ASCS county committees devi-
ated from agency procedures in making PIK Pro-
gram determinations, and that improvements
were needed in internal controls.

We reported on the effects of improper acreage
and yield adjustments on PIK entitlements. For
example, corn/sorghum, cotton, and rice bases
(the acreage assigned by ASCS to represent the
normal acreage of the crop on the farm) were in-
creased by 1.4 million, 148,000 and 118,000 acres,
respectively, in the States reviewed. The higher
bases increased PIK entitlements. ASCS stated
that The Agriculture and Food Act of 1981 pro-
vides for use of a more recent history for 1984
and this will reduce the inequities.

Some of the More Significant Findings in our Audit Were:

¢ About 6 percent of the reconstitutions reviewed
combined farms with widely different produc-
tion capabilities, even though this adversely af-
fected the program. ASCS stated greater effort
will be given to this area.

¢ Procedures used to establish crop yields for
feed grains, wheat and cotton allowed for
yields in excess of what a farm was normally
capable of producing. The procedures are be-
ing changed for 1984.

¢ Advance deficiency payments of about $620
million were made to farmers based upon in-
tended plantings. However, prompt action was
not taken by ASCS to recover the payments
from the producers (about 17 percent) who be-
came ineligible for the payments when their
whole base bids were accepted.

Compliance operations are being reviewed in 70
counties in the 20 States having the largest PIK
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entitlements. Producers in these States will re-
ceive PIK entitlements worth at least $8.4 billion,
or about 87 percent of the total to be distributed.

We also reviewed the controls established for the
10 marketing cocoperatives (5 rice, 4 cotton and 1
wheat) administering the PIK program. We found
that internal controls to prevent fraud and abuse
were lacking, and that county ASCS offices and
marketing cooperatives were operating inconsis-
tently because of unclear instructions. We recom-
mended ASCS provide more specific operating
instructions to help assure that coopertives do
not receive a greater quantity of a commodity
than their members’ entitlements, and that all
program provisions are followed. ASCS has given
additional guidance to wheat coopertives and
plans to spot check the larger cotton coopera-
tives by the end of the year.

Wider Use of Test for Adulterated Nonfat Dry Milk

OIG identified a recently developed European
method of testing for an adulterant in nonfat dry
milk. Testing for the adulterant, called whey pro-
tein concentrate (WPC), began after an OIG inves-
tigation of an lowa cooperative disclosed that it
had sold the Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC)
over $4 million worth of nonfat dry milk adulter-
ated with WPC. The co-op employees admitted
deliberately adulterating the milk.

Since WPC costs about 40 cents a pound and
nonfat dry milk is supported at 94 cents a pound,
this type of adulteration is economically attrac-
tive. WPC and nonfat dry milk are very similar in
appearance and composition, and OIG found that
standard tests used by the Agricultural Marketing
Service (AMS) could not detect the adulteration
except at high concentrations.

WPC adulteration of nonfat dry milk has been an
international problem. The Dutch Government de-
veloped a new, highly sensitive test based on

High Performance Liquid Chromatography (HPLC).

Using HPLC, we undertook a full-scale statistical
sampling and testing of CCC stock. At least 65
percent of the 1.2 billion pounds of nonfat dry
milk in inventory as of January 1983 was subjected
to the sensitive HPLC test. Although testing is
not yet complete, we have thus far confirmed the
integrity of much of CCC’s nonfat dry milk inven-

tory.

A major U.S. food company had experienced an
attempt to defraud it through the sale of whey-



adulterated nonfat dry milk. The company discov-
ered the fraud when the “milk” failed to perform
to specifications. The food company has now
adopted the Dutch developed HPLC method as
part of its official quality control procedure. We
are informing other industry buyers about HPLC.

AMS is also in the process of changing its test-
ing methods as well as its inspection procedures,
which were determined to be inadequate.

The cooperative we originally investigated for adul-
terating its nonfat dry milk has been suspended
by ASCS from doing any business with CCC, and
a prohibition has been issued against any use of
the co-op as a subcontractor, supplier or agent in
connection with any CCC contracting. Criminal
action against the co-op is pending.

Project Areas Continue to implement the Photo Identification
System for the Food Stamp Pregram

In 1980, Congress amended the Food Stamp Act
to require photo identification in those areas in
which such controls are needed to protect the
program'’s integrity. The Food and Nutrition Service
(FNS) selected the 17 largest participation project
areas in which to require implementation of the
photo I.D. system. At the time of our last semi-
annual report, 10 of the 17 areas had requested
waivers; the other 7 had implemented the system,
received waivers, or dropped below the required
level of participation (100,000).

Of the ten areas that were still requesting waivers
during our last semiannual report, two (Pittsburgh
and Philadelphia) have implemented the photo
1.D. system; six were granted exemptions, either
because the area had a low rate of duplicate issu-
ance or used some other I.D. system acceptable
to FNS: one (Memphis) continues to seek a waiver;
and the last area (Los Angeles) implemented a
photo I.D. system that was unacceptable to FNS.
FNS has disallowed funds for the Los Angeles
system until the system is redesigned to conform
to program requirements.

Two areas that were added to the project area list
this year—Erie County, New York, and Milwaukee
County, Wisconsin—asked for waivers. Erie
County’s waiver was denied by FNS, and OIG
concurred. Milwaukee County’s waiver is pending.

Massachusetts, Arizona and several other areas
have instituted photo 1.D. systems on their own,
and FNS is planning to require the system in

some other areas. OIG continues to believe good
identification will help prevent duplicate cashing
as well as internal caseworker fraud and multiple
participation.

ASCS Security Over State and County Office Automation

in 1982, ASCS expanded its study of State and
county office automation by installing minicom-
puters in six counties in six States. OIG has mon-
itored the progress of these test counties in using
the minicomputers in their day-to-day operations.
Our monitoring efforts disclosed ASCS needs to
provide the counties with written procedures con-
cerning the security of computer hardware and
software. All test counties were using the same
common ASCS acronym as the password to their
minicomputer systems. Also, the password had
not been changed in three counties, although em-
ployees having access to the password had re-
signed, retired, or transferred. In addition, off-site
backup data files for two county offices were
maintained at the county employees’ residences.

Controls over system passwords are necessary to
prevent unauthorized access, use or alteration of
computer applications and data. Improper facil-
ities for off-site storage of backup files could
also result in the loss of data, prevent data from
being readily available when needed, and allow
unauthorized use of the data. In addition, security
guidelines should be implemented during the sys-
tem development to enable ASCS to evaluate
measures and determine if additional security
controls are necessary.

ASCS agreed with our findings and is implement-
ing corrective actions.

internal Control Reviews

The integrity of any USDA program depends largely
on the effectiveness of its internal controls. OIG
periodically reviews management controls to de-
termine if they are adequate or if they need
strengthening. Because of the further require-
ments of the Federal Managers’ Financial Integ-
rity Act, OIG has been monitoring implementation
of the internal control review process. We initially
selected nine agencies within the Department
with the largest budgets. We verified their assess-
ments of areas vulnerable to fraud and abuse, |
and we analyzed the effectiveness of their pro-
posed controls over those areas.
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OIG has completed internal vuinerability assess-
ments of its own functions, and internal control
reviews of its operations and will take corrective
actions, when necessary.

Food Stamp Redemption Activities

In previous semiannual reports, OIG has referred
to the serious reconciliation problem (over $200
million annually) of food stamp deposits substan-
tially exceeding the redemption certificates sub-
mitted by retailers and used by FNS to monitor
retail store activity.

OIG has assisted FNS in the implementation of a
new food stamp accountability system which has
significantly improved the completeness of re-
demption certificate information. A test has been
running in the Atlanta District of the Federal Re-
serve Bank since 1981, and for the last 6 months
there has been a much closer correlation between
food stamps and redemption certificates.

FNS is improving the new system, with nation-
wide implementation planned for early 1985. The
results of national programming could virtually
eliminate the reconciliation problem and signifi-
cantly increase FNS’s ability to detect excessive
redemption activity.

Alaska Food Stamp Program

An audit of the Food Stamp Program was con-
ducted in Alaska because of the State’s error rate
(40.37 percent case error rate and 23.54 percent
payment error rate for the period October 1981
through March 1982). Additionally, the State failed
to perform an adequate reconciliation of the Au-
thorization to Participate (ATP) cards. The State
was under the threat of fiscal sanctions for Octo-
ber 1980 through March 1981 and for April through
September 1981. Alaska, with the assistance of
FNS, developed a corrective action plan (CAP).
Once the CAP was validated, the sanctions for
the period October 1980 through March 1981 were
tentatively waived.

OIG evaluated planned improvements under the
CAP, the internal controls under the existing sys-
tems and the internal controls being designed
into the future issuance system. We found im-
provements were needed in the areas of com-
puter security, separation of duties, and procedure
application because the established procedures
were often not enforced, and published proce-
dures regarding the documentation of transac-
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tions and the establishment of claims were not
followed.

We also reviewed the new computerized issuance
system’s design, and determined that internal
controls were improved. However, further im-
provements are still needed in the areas of sepa-
ration of duties and enforcement of established
controls through supervisory reviews.

Since the audit, FNS has imposed sanctions of
$2.15 million for the period April through Septem-
ber 1981. In addition, FNS assessed a liability of
$370,108 for the period October 1981 through
March 1982. Sanctions for the period April through
September 1982 are currently being considered.
In addition, a penalty of $36,000 per quarter is be-
ing assessed until the liability of ATP’s unrecon-
ciled prior to April 1982 is determined.

The State of Alaska has taken some positive
steps to reduce its error rate and improve pro-
gram operations. One hundred and twenty addi-
tional program personnel have been hired and a
$4 million automated eligibility information sys-
tem is nearing installation. As a result of these
and other actions, the State reports the payment
error rate has been reduced to 11.9 percent for
the period October 1982 through March 1983.
However FNS had not yet validated this error
rate.

Farm Loan Problems and Computer Applications

Farmers Home Administration’s Operating Loan Program
Remains Vulnerable

From our reviews of the Operating Loan (OL) bor-
rower cases referred to OIG for investigation
throughout the history of the OL Program, we
believe that Farmers Home Administration
(FmHA) regulations governing loan making and
loan servicing have left the program vulnerable to
borrower fraud and abuse. Monetary losses per
borrower are increasing in those cases referred to
OIG for investigation. Additionally, we have
observed that FmHA frequently has not made
timely referrals to OIG of cases where it was
known or suspected that borrowers made unlaw-
ful conversions of property pledged as security
for operating loans. These untimely referrals have
caused numerous investigative and prosecutive
problems.

FmHA officials advised they are constrained by
the enabling legislation of the OL Program from



taking any actions which are more restrictive
than their current procedures. We believe FmHA's
interpretation of the OL legislation is too restric-
tive and places an unfair burden on FmHA to
make continuous loans to borrowers who have
failed to comply with loan agreements. Minor
changes to FmHA practices could achieve a
higher rate of voluntary compliance for FmHA in
obtaining repayments from OL borrowers, and
enhance the Government’s ability to proceed
against borrowers who willfully default on their
loan agreements.

We are working with FmHA to develop controls to
make the OL Program less vulnerable to borrower
fraud and abuse and assure timely referral of
suspected OL violators to OIG for investigation.

Most Federal Employees with FmHA Loans Are Entitled to
Them

As a project of the President’s Council on Integrity
and Efficiency (PCIE), we matched FmHA loan
files with computer files provided by the Office of
Personnel Management (OPM) and the Department
of Defense (DOD) containing the social security
numbers of 5.8 million military and civilian em-
ployees. The purpose of this match was to identify
Federal employees with FmHA loans and to deter-
mine if they were entitled to the loans and/or if
they were delinquent.

We identified 13,270 Federal employees with
FmHA loans totaling $559 million, and we selected
and reviewed the loan files of 548 borrowers in
four States. These borrowers had 906 loans total-
ing $29.7 million. We questioned the eligibility of
31 of the borrowers with 68 loans totaling $2.1
million. Twenty-two borrowers had improperly dis-
posed of loan security totaling about $572,744.
Another 86 employees with loans totaling $2
million had potential for graduation to other
credit. We did not find that Federal employees
had improperly used their Federal employment to
obtain program benefits.

We also matched the employee files with FmHA
loan files as of December 1, 1982, to determine
which Federal employees were delinquent. The
match disclosed that 7,139 of the 20,843 loans to
Federal employees were delinquent by about $46
million. We provided FmHA with listings of the
delinquent Federal employees for implementation
of the “Debt Collection Act of 1982.”

427-184 0 - 83 - 3 : QL 3

President’s Council on Integrity and Efficiency

(PCIE)

Federal Assistance Programs Are Vuinerable to Users of
Fraudulent Identification

The Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investi-
gations recently estimated that false identity
documents are used to defraud over $20 billion
annually from the Federal and private sectors,
and that an unquantifiable, though presumably
substantial, part of this cost is attributable to
fraud in Federal benefit programs.

OIG has helped prepare a memorandum to all
Assistant Secretaries for Management requiring a
review of procedures followed in selection and
use of identification documents in assistance
programs. PCIE, the Office of Management and
Budget, and the Assistant Secretaries will
cooperate in providing a summary and analysis of
the reports.

OIG will continue to participate in the process.
Legislative and Regulatory Review

OIG continues to be actively involved in the
review of legislative or regulatory documents that
govern programs.

FNS Does Not Need to Reimburse Banks for Food Stamp
Losses

In November 1982, we reported FNS was incurring
unnecessary expenses by reimbursing commer-
cial banks for redeemed food stamps lost in tran-
sit between the banks and the Federal Reserve
Bank.

Retail food stores which accept food stamps
from customers in payment for eligible foods
redeem them through local commercial banks.
The local bank officials, in turn, transmit the food
stamps to the Federal Reserve Bank. The Federal
Reserve Bank, acting as fiscal agent for the
United States, credits the commercial bank ac-
counts for the amount of the food stamp deposit.

Since July 1968, FNS has been reimbursing com-
mercial banks for transit losses of food stamps
en route to the Federal Reserve Bank. Originally,
FNS guaranteed reimbursement for all transit
losses to encourage banks to participate in the
Food Stamp Program. FNS’s total reimbursement
has amounted to about $2.5 million on a nation-
wide basis from 1975 to 1981.
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We believed the system was outdated and un-
necessary because: (1) banks no longer needed to
be encouraged to participate in a Food Stamp
Program; (2) the assumption that the reimburse-
ment would not cost the Government any money
had been proven incorrect; (3) few controls
existed to prevent abuse of the system since no
third-party corroboration to establish loss claims
was required; and (4) no time limit for filing loss
claims had been established.

We recommended that FNS revise its regulations
and discontinue reimbursing banks for these
losses. FNS agreed and on August 5, 1983, pub-
lished regulations for public comment which
would discontinue this practice. After the com-
ments are analyzed, the regulations are due to
be published in final form in late 1983.

Single Audit Legislation Would Preempt Regulatery Changes

OIG has commented to the President’s Council
on Integrity and Efficiency and the Department on
a number of single audit concept bills, including
the “Uniform Audit Act of 1983 (H.R. 769), the
“Federal Assistance Improvement Act” (H.R. 770),
and the “Uniform Single Financial Audit Act of
1983 (S. 1510). Many of the provisions contained
in these bills have been achieved through admin-
istrative issuance. Regulations governing entity-
wide audits of Federal assistance recipients are
currently provided for in Attachment P. “Audit
Requirements,” to OMB Circular A-102, “Uniform
Requirements for grants to State and local
governments.”

We support the objectives of the aforementioned
bills, but we believe administrative issuances are
preferable to legislation because they are more
amenable to revision and can be accomplished
promptly. OMB’s proposed revision to OMB Cir-
cular A-102, Attachment P, published in the
August 8, 1983 Federal Register, reflects the
relative ease of regulatory notice and comment
procedures.

Some Substitution and Payment Weaknesses in FNS’s
National Commadity Processing System

We have submitted comments to FNS regarding
their interim rule on the “National Commodity
Processing (NCP) System for Processing USDA
Donated Foods.” The NCP system was designed
to encourage consumption of USDA donated
foods through agreements with private com-
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panies to process the foods into end products
desired by eligible recipient agencies.

Delivery of donated commodities to processors is
based on written “intents to purchase” from eligi-
ble recipient agencies. Processors may accumu-
late up to a 6-month inventory of USDA commo-
dities as long as they have ‘‘intents to purchase”
to back delivery requests. Processors may also
substitute commercially purchased products for
USDA donated foods, if approved by FNS and if
the substitutions are of equal or better quality.

We recommend that FNS: (1) approve commodity
substitutions on a case-by-case basis, and

restrict approvals to like commodities of equal or
better quality (to preclude substitutions with less

expensive imitations), and, (2) base deliveries of
commodities on actual contracts between proc-
essors and recipient agencies, as opposed to
written ‘““intents to purchase,”’ which are noncon-
tractual. We also recommend that FNS impose
severe penalties on any processor and defrauding
the Government through false substitutions or
canceled contract schemes.

Further, ongoing audits of FNS’s traditional food
distribution program have shown that processors
have used USDA donated commaodities for their
ongoing commercial operations. Although regula-
tions require processors to demonstrate that they
continue to acquire commercial products at pre-
NCP levels, we do not believe the regulations are
sufficient to stop processors from misusing the
donated commodities. We recommend that FNS
require processors to maintain actual physical in-
ventories of USDA donated and/or FNS-approved
substitutions commensurate with reported book
values.

When processors bill recipient agencies for the
food, they may either deduct the value of the
donate foods, or they may refund that amount at
a later date. The recipient agency is given 60
days in which to apply for a refund, and the proc-
essor Is given 30 days to respond. In essence, the
processor is given an interest-free 90-day loan,
while eligible recipient agencies with cash-flow
constraints may be deterred from participating in
the program. We, therefore, recommend that FNS
eliminate the refund system as a payment option.

The rule also states that the value of the donated
food shall be the greater of the market price or
the price support level, adjusted to reflect trans-
portation costs. We believe the term “marke



price” should be clarified to specify whether it
refers to retail or wholesale prices, and whether it
involves a national or regional average.

Although FNS has not had the opportunity to
respond to our ongoing audits, we have reported
similar problems in prior audits and request that
FNS implement our recommendations.

Physical Security Activities

OIG’s Physical Security Program for the Washing-
ton, D.C. Agricultural Complex continues to yield
significant results. When the preventive program
was instituted in August 1981, losses to the Gov-
ernment attributable to criminal activities were
averaging $9,000 a month. Physical assaults on
employees within the USDA complex were occur-
ring at a rate of six to eight per month. Many of
the assults were vicious in nature and resulted in
employees being hospitalized.

Due to our crime prevention program, iosses to
the Government currently average $700 per

month, and we have experienced no assaults in
FY 1983.

Support of Federal Drug Task Force Groups,
Georgia

An independent OIG review of aerial photographs
taken by a local USDA office in Georgia, in con-
nection with USDA farm subsidy programs, resulted
in the identification of 6.8 acres of marijuana.
OIG reported the marijuana field to Federal and
State drug enforcement agencies in Georgia. As a
result of this disclosure, State authorities arrested
three individuals and confiscated and destroyed
marijuana plants valued at approximately $5
million.

Aerial photographs are used by several USDA
agencies to gather information on crops, forest
lands and soil erosion. These photographs en-
compass most of the arable land in the United
States and are therefore a valuable resource in
detecting large scale illegal marijuana cultivation.
OIG will make this resource available to the U.S.
Department of Justice and other interested law
enforcement agencies.
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Food and Consumer Services

Food and Nutrition Service

The Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) administers
five programs: Food Stamps, Child Nutrition,
Special Supplemental Food for Women, Infants
and Children, Special Milk, and Food Donations.
The budget request for fiscal year 1984 is about
$15.8 billion. Because of the size and complexity
of these programs, OIG will devote about 21 per-

cent of its resources to food assistance activities
in fiscal year 1984.

Our chapter on “Prevention Activities’” contains
summaries of other current reviews of FNS opera-
tions, specifically the photo I.D. system, food
stamp deposit reconciliations, Alaska’s food
stamp error rate, food stamps lost in transit, and
the National Commodity Processing (NCP)
System.

Food and Consumer Services Budget
In millions of dollars

Food Stamp Program

$10,901

$2,934

Child Nutrition Program (CNP)

Other

Women, Infants and
Children Program (WIC)

Nutrition Assistance Program (NAP)
(Puerto Rico Block Grant)

Food Stamp Program

The Food Stamp Program is the largest food
assistance program. In fiscal year 1983, about 22
million persons received almost $12 billion in
food stamps to purchase food in retail stores.
The chart below shows the growth in the Food
Stamp Program budget and in recipient participa-
tion from 1978 through 1982.

Computer Matching Project Continues

The previous semiannual report described the
OIG’s role in directing a project sponsored by the
President’s Council on Integrity and Efficiency to
detect and prevent fraud, waste, and abuse in the
federally assisted benefit programs. We con-
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cluded that wage matching was successful in
detecting underreported income, but that
followup action in the form of fraud investiga-
tions and claims determinations was needed to
correct abuses and prevent ineligible recipients
from obtaining additional benefits.

Some local jurisdictions have pursued cases
referred by the OIG from the various matches.
Some highlights of these efforts follow:

¢ We referred 507 cases from our New Orieans
match to the Louisiana Department of Health
and Human Resources. The State agency
established claims totaling $391,150 against
366 households. Additional claims totaling
$38,712 were established against 102 of these
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same households for ineligible payments under
the Aid to Families with Dependent Children
Program (AFDC).

¢ As a result of the Houston match, we referred
348 cases to the Texas Department of Human
Resources. Texas is in the process of either
establishing claims or completing followup ac-
tion against 244 households. We estimate there
is a potential overissuance of about $100,000
which could be recovered.

¢ From the Los Angeles County match, we re-
ferred 139 cases to local authorities. So far,
claims amounting to $183,862 have been estab-
lished for 45 households. Of these, 17 also had
criminal complaints filed against them.

At Louisiana’s request, we furnished the State a
copy of our computer program and suggestions
for refining and improving it. Similarly, officials in
Texas stated that our findings supported their
decisions to streamline and enhance wage
matching.

OIG’s own investigations into computer matching
cases resulted in arrests and indictments in sev-
eral States. Some of the more notable cases
follow:

¢ In Texas, an OIG computer match resulted in
an investigation of a scheme to defraud the
Government using multiple identification and
social security cards. The individual concerned
used seven bogus identities with fictitious
dependents and defrauded the food stamp pro-
gram of $44,404, AFDC of $28,320, and Medicaid
in excess of $44,866.

¢ A computer match in Chiago, lllinois, ultimately
led to the indictment of 10 persons who are
employed by various departments of the Fed-
eral government, including Housing and Urban
Development, Office of Personnel Management,
Railroad Retirement Board, Veterans Adminis-
tration, the U.S. Army, and the Environmental
Protection Agency, for receiving public assis-
tance and/or food stamps while on the Govern-
ment payroll. Collectively, these employees
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received about $211,000 in benefits to which
they were not entitled. Criminal actions are
pending.

¢ A computer match of City and County em-
ployees in Cleveland, Ohio, against the State
welfare rolls led to the indictment of 18 per-
sons for receiving about $126,804 in food
stamps, AFDC and Medicaid benefits to which
they were not entitled. Criminal actions are
pending.

¢ In Denver, Colorado, A Federal Grand Jury
handed down food stamp fraud indictments
against 15 people, 7 of whom are either present
or former employees of the Denver Department
of Social Services. The indictments were the
result of an ongoing investigation by OIG, the
U.S. Secret Service, and the U.S. Postal Inspec-
tion Service.

¢ |n Texas, an OIG computer match indirectly led
to the arrest and conviction of a person who
received ATP cards over a period of 2 years but
requested numerous replacements, fraudulently
claiming nonreceipt of the cards. The individual
received over $4,400 in overissuances.

Food Stamp Trafficking Still a Problem

Although OIG places considerable emphasis on
detecting the illegal receipt of food stamp bene-
fits, we are equally concerned about food stamp
trafficking—the illicit exchange of food stamps
for cash, or unauthorized goods or services.
Because of the nature of food stamp trafficking,
it is more apt to involve “white collar” crime. In
our last semiannual report, for example, we
reported that a Maryland State Senator was
arrested after it was revealed that a large sub-
urban grocery store he owned improperly redeemed
over $45,000 in food stamps. The trial of the
Senator and four Co-defendants resulted in a guilty
verdict on all five counts of indictment, including
conspiracy. The Senator was sentenced to serve
6 months in prison, given 3 years probation, fined
$20,000, ordered to pay $18,000 in restitution and
ordered to perform 1000 hours of community ser-
vice work. The Senator's daughter, who was
charged and convicted in the same scheme, was
placed on 4 years probation and ordered to per-
form 300 hours of community service work. Three
additional individuals charged and convicted in
the scheme received sentences ranging from 90
days in prison with 2 years probation to 4 years in
prison and a $10,000 fine. This investigation was
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conducted jointly with the United States Secret
Service.

In the area of food stamp trafficking Investiga-
tions, OIG continues to expand its involvement
with other Federal, State, and local law enforce-
ment agencies. Some recent investigations since
the last semiannual report involved the coopera-
tion and assistance of the Waterloo, lowa, Police
Department (21 arrests), the Santa Barbara, Cali-
fornia, Police Department (7 arrests), the Albu-
querque, New Mexico, Police Department and the
Major Crimes Task Force (13 persons indicted),
and the FBI (4 persons indicted). This last case
involved an employee of the Department of Human
Services in Racine, Wisconsin, who admitted
stealing over $1,000 in food stamps monthly
since August 1981.

Duplicate Issuances Not Controlled in Texas

In an audit of the Food Stamp Program in Texas,
OIG reviewed the duplicate issuances which
occurred during the 14-month period after the
State agency changed to a new computer system.
The system was implemented despite concerns
by officials both inside and outside the State
agency that the new computer equipment was
not adequate to handle the Food Stamp Program
workload.

The audit disclosed that Federal program losses
of about $3 million could have been avoided if the
State agency had exercised proper controls over
the issuance of duplicate Authorization to Partici-
pate (ATP) cards. The inability of the new com-
puter system to handle the workload contributed
to these duplicate issuances.

FNS had issued Texas a Letter of Determination
demanding payment of the $3 million. Texas has
appealed the claim to the USDA Appeals Review
Board.

Food Stamp Issuances Not Supported in Miami, Florida

We previously reported the results of our audit of
accountability over food stamp case files in
Florida. From our statistical sample of records in
the 13 food stamp offices in Dade County, we
projected that the files for more than 14,000
cases supporting issuances of over $16 million
were missing in the Miami district. FNS planned
to have the State validate these unsupported
issuances. On January 25, 1983, FNS reported
that the State was unable to support the validity



of issuances for about 20 percent of the missing
cases. From the validated disclosures, we revised
our projection to shown that more than 2,600
cases involving issuances of over $1.3 million
were unsupported. On March 31, 1983, FNS billed
the State agency. The State agency appealed the
billing, but the hearing board found no support
for the State’s appeal. The State subsequently
filed suit against the Department in Federal
court.

Women, Infants and Children Program

The Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) Pro-
gram, makes Federal funds available to local
health agencies to provide supplemental foods to
low-income pregnant, postpartum and breast-
feeding women, infants, and young children up to
5 years of age who are determined to be at nutri-
tional risk. In fiscal year 1983, the program is
expected to average over 2.5 million participants
a month.

The WIC Program is open to the same kinds of
abuses as is the Food Stamp Program, and thus
is not untouched by white collar crime. This
period, an ongoing OIG investigation resulted in a
New York Grand Jury indictment against two WIC
vendors on charges that they paid approximately
$345,000 in bribes and kickbacks to the WIC Pro-
gram Director of a Manhattan hospital. The bribes
were paid in exchange for awarding a WIC vend-
ing contract to a food store owned by the defen-
dants, and for overlooking the substandard per-
formance of the store. The food store gained
approximately $2,484,000 in WIC business.

The indictment also charges that the defendants
paid another $7,000 in kickbacks to the WIC Pro-
gram Director at a Brooklyn hospital in exchange
for awarding a contract to a food supply firm
owned by the defendants. As a result of this con-
tract, under which WIC foods were delivered to
the homes of participants, the defendants received
approximately $575,000 in WIC Program dollars.

The former WIC Program Director at the Brooklyn
hospital pled guilty to charges of conspiring to
defraud the WIC Program. Sentence is pending.
In 1982, the former WIC Director at the Manhattan
hospital was convicted of conspiracy and income
tax evasion, for which he was sentenced to 18
months imprisonment and a $5,000 fine.

Food Donations Program

Some Abuses Occurred During the Distribution of Butter and
Cheese

Our previous semiannual report outlined the
OIG's efforts in monitoring the Department’s
special surplus distribution program for butter
and cheese. Based on our review in Ohio, we
recommended that FNS require minimum tests to
determine recipient eligibility and strengthen pro-
gram accountability. FNS agreed the food should
only be distributed from approved sites but did
not want to impose further regulations or admin-
istrative burdens because of the temporary nature
of the program and because the States were not
reimbursed for costs associated with administra-
tion of the program.

In May 1983 the Jobs Bill extended the program
through December 1983. New authorizations in-
cluded $50 million in administrative funds for
State storage and distribution costs, with at least
$10 million of that specifically for use by local
agencies. More recently, legislation extended the
program through September 1985 with authoriza-
tions for an additional $50 million for administra-
tive and distribution costs. The following charts
highlight the cheese and butter surpluses and
utilizations from 1974 through 1982.

Since the inception of the program, OIG has been
concerned that various State programs, with dif-
fering eligibility standards, could not be adminis-
tered free of fraud, waste, and abuse. We also
felt that the Department was open to criticism
when complaints were publicized about nonneedy
persons benefiting from the distribution. These
concerns proved to be valid. We documented over
500 complaints alleging program abuse. These
range from isolated incidents of persons abusing
the program to large thefts of cheese in Washing-
ton and Texas. Also, some distributing organiza-
tions have required recipients to make cash dona-
tions for the food. We have referred most com-
plaints like these to the appropriate Federal,
State, or local level for corrective action.
Recognizing the potential risk of commodity
losses in an extended program, FNS has expanded
its compliance monitoring efforts at State and
local levels, and is drafting eligibility guidelines
for inclusion in the regulations.

All of the bulk commodities approved for distribu-
tion must be further processed for local use. The
estimated cost of the processing over the next 2
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years of the program is $155 million, and the
value of the commodities themselves $2 billion.
These costs necessitate oversight review. We are
currently making contract compliance checks at
selected processors to determine if actions are
needed to prevent fraudulent or wasteful prac-
tices from occurring.

Child Nutrition Programs—Child Care Program

The Child Care Food Program, like other Child
Nutrition Programs, is designed to provide nutri-
tious meals to needy children and other children
attending schools or child care institutions. Bud-
geted expenditures for fiscal year 1983 were $334
million.

One of the Largest Child Care Sponsors Guilty of
Embezzlement

The Executive Director of the Family Problem
Center (FPC) in New York City pled guilty to six
counts relative to embezzling over $750,000 of
USDA funds, filing over $11 million in fraudulent
reimbursement claims, obstructing justice, and
evading personal income taxes since 1979. The
FPC was the largest privately sponsored single
state recipient of USDA funds for After School
Hours Child Care Feeding Programs in the United
States.

FNS requested an audit of this sponsor after dis-
covering problems in his records. OIG’s audit
resulted in a year-long investigation conducted by
members of the United States Attorney’s office,
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New Major Crimes Unit, and agents from both
OIG and the Internal Revenue Service.

The Director established a number of “‘dummy”
companies through which Government funds
were siphoned out of the Child Care Program in
payment of false and fraudulent invoices
prepared by the Director for nonexistent food and
services. The Director used the embezzled money
for the personal benefit of himself and his family.

The Director faces up to 10 years on the embezzle-
ment count and up to 5 years on each of the
other five counts, in addition to fines totaling
over $250,000.

Fiat Rate Reimbursement Remains Unchanged

On February 25, 1982, we recommended that FNS
reinstate family income criteria for day care
homes. We reported that legislative changes
effective May 1, 1980, which allowed day care
homes to be reimbursed at a flat rate regardless
of parent income, unnecessarily increased pro-
gram costs by an estimated $35 million annually.
FNS agreed with our recommendation and stated
that if the General Nutrition Assistance Grant, as
proposed by the President, was not adopted, they
would seek legislative changes to reinstate an
eligibility test for Family Day Care Home patrtici-
pants. Because the outcome of the General Nutri-
tion Assistance Grant legislation is uncertain, we
have recommended again that the Department
initiate the necessary legislative changes.
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Small Community and Rural Development

Rural Electrification Administration

The Rural Electrification Act provides for loans
for the construction and operation of facilities to

furnish electric services to persons in rural areas.

The Rural Electrification Administration (REA)

makes 35-year loans to electric distribution coop-

eratives at an annual interest rate of 5 percent,
and may offer rates as low as 2 percent, if war-
ranted by extraordinary circumstances. In 1973,
the Act was amended to require cooperatives to
obtain between 10 to 30 percent of their funds
from non-Government sources and otherwise be
encouraged to reach financial self-sufficiency. In

fiscal year 1982, REA disbursed loans totaling ap-

proximately $851 million to electric distribution
borrowers. As of 1982, REA had a total of about
$7.7 billion in loans outstanding to over 900 elec-
tric distribution cooperatives. The chart below
shows the cooperatives’ total outstanding loan
amount from REA in contrast to their funding
non-Government sources.

We reported problems in REA’s loan-making
policies and procedures in our previous semi-
annual report. The financial condition of REA’s
revolving fund is deteriorating rapidly due to the

growing disparity between income and expenses.

We also noted that many financially sound coop-
eratives continue to receive REA assistance at
low interest rates, even though the cooperatives
appear capable of obtaining additional funds
from non-Federal sources. In addition, we found
that several REA-assisted cooperatives no longer
serve areas which are predominately rural in
nature. Based on a selection of 32 electric distri-
bution cooperatives, we identified cooperatives
which acquired premature or unnecessary loan
advances totaling $44 million and/or obtained
loan funds totaling $61.9 million for work com-
pleted in prior workplans for work orders which
contained unapproved construction items.

To determine if the problems we previous iden-
tified existed at other electric cooperatives, we
expanded our reviews at REA headquarters and
statistically selected a sample of 65 electric
distribution borrowers for additional review. The
expanded audit centered on three major areas:
(1) cooperatives’ financial need for REA-subsidized
loans; (2) REA loan-making policies to borrowers
serving areas which are not predominately rural
in nature; and (3) REA’s control of the disburse-
ment of loan funds. In our opinion, the results of
our expanded audit reaffirm the conditions noted
during our initial review.

REA Electric Distribution Borrowers’ Qutstanding Loan Amounts

As of the End of FY 1982

$7.7 Billion

REA Disbursements

$2.2 Billion
Non-Government
Sources
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Financial Need

Once a loan is approved, REA advances funds
based on a cooperative’s general fund level (its
own cash position) at a specific point in time
rather than on the cooperative’s level of working
capital over a period of time. We believe that this
procedure does not put REA in a good position to
evaluate a cooperative’s need for.loan funds. Based
on a financial analysis of CPA reports on each of
the 65 statistically-sampled cooperatives, we pro-
jected that of $3.6 billion advanced to the coop-
eratives over a 5-year period (1978-1982), REA
advanced $488 million in excess of the coopera-
tives’ need for the funds. We further estimated
that the Government incurred interest costs total-
ing $95 million over the same 5-year period as a
result of the unneeded advances.

We also found cooperatives which we believe
could obtain all or a large portion of their finan-
cing from non-Government sources with only
minimal impact on consumer retail electric rates.
REA and the USDA's Office of the General Coun-
sel have interpreted the Rural Electrification Act
to require REA to continue making subsidized
loans to cooperatives regardless of their financial
strength. This position has also been affirmed by
the Senate.

Service Areas No Longer Predominantly Rural

We identified 54 cooperatives currently serving
areas in which 50 percent or more of the con-
sumers served reside in a Standard Metropolitan
Statistical Area—that is, one or more central
counties containing an urbanized area with at
least 50,000 inhabitants. A number of these coop-
eratives serve areas adjacent to major cities. For
example, six cooperatives are locatéd around
Atlanta, Georgia, with over 80 percent of the con-
sumers who are served by five of these coopera-
tives residing within the Atlanta metropolitan
area.

These 54 cooperatives received REA-subsidized
loan funds totaling $599.7 million during the
years 1979 through 1982.

Disbursement of Loan Funds

REA policy requires that a cooperative’s general
funds fall below a specific level before a loan
advance can be made. This is to ensure that
cooperatives pay for construction with excess
general funds before requesting loan advances.

The expanded audit confirmed our previous find-
ings that cooperatives, through various financial
and accounting transactions, reduced their cash
positions to qualify for greater loan advances
than were needed at the time of the requests.

REA controls were not adequate to identify non-
compliance with loan drawdown requirements.
Further, existing REA procedures allowed coop-
eratives to lower their general fund levels by
excluding some nonconstruction expenditures.
The cooperatives were thus able to replace those
funds with additional REA loan advances.

Based on our review of cooperatives’ records, we
statistically projected that REA advanced approxi-
mately $254 million to cooperatives which had
reduced their general fund levels to obtain addi-
tional REA loan funds. We estimated that for
each month the cooperatives gained premature
access to loan funds, the Government incurred
interest costs of approximately $1.2 million.

Further, we projected that around the time of the
loan drawdowns, cooperatives invested approxi-
mately $197 million in high-yield certificates for
periods in excess of 90 days at interest rates up
to 20 percent.

In our prior audit we recommended that REA
seek legislative authority to change loan-making
criteria and ratios, to reduce and subsequently
eliminate funding to financially strong borrowers,
and to redefine eligible rural areas by recognizing
the significant changes in population patterns
which have occurred since the inception of the
Act. We also recommended that REA implement
stronger controls over the disbursement and
monitoring of loans advances to cooperatives.
Based on the results of our expanded audit, we
stand by these recommendations, but we also
recommend as an alternative that REA consider
instituting a loan guarantee program which could
result in significant interest savings to the Gov-

ernment and provide a loan source to financially

strong cooperatives that can afford higher interest
rates without significant increases in retail elec-

tric rates. We estimate that interest savings from
a loan guarantee program versus a direct loan

program could amount to as much as $64 million
in the first year. Projected over the 35-year life of
REA electric loans, the present value of these in-
terest savings (discounted at 12 percent) would

be about $508 million.

In one case unrelated to the above audits, an OIG
investigation disclosed that one cooperative ob-
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tained REA loan funds for a construction project
that was not fairly presented for competitive bids.
The former procurement manager of the coopera-
tive, which had received a $1.1 billion loan
guaranteed by the REA, and the president of a
company which was awarded construction con-
tracts by the cooperative, were indicted for con-
spiring to defraud the REA. Through kickbacks to
the procurement manager, the contractor was
awarded a contract to supply lime rock to a coop-
erative construction site while other people sub-
mitting bids were effectively denied the chance
to compete. The FBI assisted OIG in this case.
Trial is pending.

Farmers Home Administration

The Farmers Home Administration (FmHA) is the
Department’s credit agency for rural development
and agricultural lending activities. As of June 30,
1983, it had about 1.5 million active borrowers
and a loan portfolio of about $61.3 billion, $3.2
billion of which was guaranteed. These funds
were distributed to the various loan programs as
shown in the following chart.

Our chapter on “Prevention Activities” contains
summaries of other current reviews of FmHA
operations, specifically the Operating Loan Pro-

FmHA Loan Programs As of June 30, 1983
In billions of Dollars

Rural Rental Housing

Operating

Farm

Rural Housing Ownership

Emergency

Business/Industry Economic

Emergency
Community Programs
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gram, the Limited Resource Loan Program, and
FmHA loans held by Federal employees.

Rural Housing Program
FmHA Needs to Reduce Its Acquired Property Inventory

FmHA’s Rural Housing (RH) inventory increased
132 percent from 5,544 properties as of December
31, 1979, to 12,873 properties as of December 31,
1982. During the same periods the total invest-
ment in these houses increased 208 percent, from
over $126 million to about $391 million. If this
trend continues, the inventory will exceed 17,000
properties with a total investment of over $540
million by the end of 1984. Immediate action
could vield significant benefits since for each
1,000 units sold. FmHA can recover a substantial
portion of the Government’s investment, $30
million, and save interest costs of over $3 million
annually.

RH acquired property inventory increased because
RH property management, inciuding efforts to
sell acquired properties, had a relatively low
priority. FmHA had not taken adequate measures
to put the houses in marketable condition for fast
sale. Our statistical sample of properties in inven-
tory showed that 37 percent needed repairs and/or
maintenance. Sales were also slowed because
FmHA delayed in making appraisals, did not
advertise adequately, and did not refer properties
to real estate brokers when its own efforts had
not produced a sale. FmHA's system of account-
ing for acquired properties does not report the
cost of maintaining RH inventory property, and as
of December 31, 1982, the investment in such
properties was understated by over $42 million.

FmHA agreed with the audit recommendations to

develop a comprehensive plan for reducing the in-

ventory and maintaining it at a low level. The ac-
counting and reporting system will be modified to
properly acquired property inventory costs.

Operating Loan Program

FmHA Needs to Improve Its Servicing of Delinquent Farm
Borrowers

We reported in our last report that under the 1982
delinquent farm loan policy, operating loans were
made to farmers who had not acted in good faith,
or for a variety of reasons had limited or no
reasonable chance to repay 1982 production



loans. As shown on the map below, 22 States
have a delinquency of 42 percent or higher.

We also reported that FmHA had not provided re-
guired servicing to delinquent borrowers. FmHA
replied that greater emphasis would be placed on
assuring that the 1982 policy and eligibility criteria
were properly administered. FmHA believed that
these efforts would produce noticeable improve-
ments in the management of FmMHA’s complex
farmer program loan portfolio.

To determine if noticeable improvements were
made, we reviewed 51 borrowers nationwide who
received farmer program loans during 1983, and
who had been at least $5,000 delinquent on prior
FmHA Program loans.

The audit found that FmHA field offices had
made 1983 production loans to delinquent and
problem borrowers without properly determining
whether their farming operations were viable and
whether the borrowers had complied with FmHA
requirements for receiving further financial assis-
tance. In a majority of the cases we reviewed,
necessary servicing actions were either not per-

formed or were insufficient.

Of the 51 cases reviewed, 27 borrowers with
$3,925,330 in 1983 production loans, had either
not acted in good faith, not made an honest ef-
fort to pay, not applied successful production and
financial management practices, or not accounted
for security property sales. Annual delinquency
and problem case reviews were inadequate or
had not been performed for 33 of the 51 borrowers.
FmHA personnel either did not include the bor-
rower in the review, did not determine the specific
reason(s) for the delinquency, or did not ade-
guately plan or monitor corrective actions.

Our comparison of borrower records with other
FmHA records disclosed that 18 of the 51 bor-
rowers had not reported about $435,875 of crop
and livestock sales and that 13 borrowers had not
reported and accounted for $61,134 of payments
received from the Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Service.

In our prior audit, we recommended that the
Administrator should require that field offices
properly implement the 1983 policy, and any sub-

Farmers Home Administration

All Farmer Loan Programs
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sequent policies related to delinquent and prob-
lem borrowers. We now believe that stronger con-
trol measures are needed. One important measure
is to strictly enforce the requirement that bor-
rowers maintain an adequate recordkeeping sys-
tem, and to discontinue further assistance to
those who not comply. Field office personnel
should review borrower records during their farm
visits and particularly during their annual
analyses of borrower operations. Greater em-
phasis should also be placed on supervisory
reviews and monitoring. The FmHA National Of-
fice should follow up, by internal reviews or other
methods.

Some Problems Continue In County Offices In South Carolina

We followed up in South Carolina to determine if
the actions taken on our March 1982 audit were
satisfactory. Our recommendations concerned: (1)
the establishment of reasonable annual incomes
to be used as eligibility criteria for farm owner-
ship (FO) and operating loans (OL), (2) the perfor-
mance of thorough rural housing (RH) graduation
reviews, and (3) the purchase of FmHA security
property by realtors, developers, and contractors,
without FmHA knowledge or permission.

The State office responded positively to our audit
and advised all counties of the actions to be
taken concerning our recommendations. County
officials, however, had not implemented these
recommendations, and State and District monitor-
ing was not adequate to ensure that the required
actions had been taken. Specifically, (1) six of the
eight counties we reviewed had not documented
reasonable annual incomes to be used as eligibil-
ity criteria for FO's and OL's, and loans were be-
ing made to borrowers with off-farm incomes in
excess of $30,000, (2) one of the eight counties
had not held a 1982-1983 RH graduation review,
and (3) five of the eight counties had not held
meetings with realtors, developers, and contrac-
tors doing business with FmHA.

County Office Operations

OIG has received numerous requests from
various sources such as State Directors, United
States Attorneys, etc., for special audits of coun-
ty office operations. Results from the more signif-
icant request audits are outlined below.

A special audit of a Tennessee FmHA County

Office questioned Rural Housing and farm pro-
gram loans of over $1 million. Loan fund expendi-

26

tures and property appraisals were questionable.
In some cases the office made commitments to
loan applicants before properly determining they
were eligible for the loans. In his response to our
recommendations, the State Director issued the
District Director a letter of admonishment and
noted that the County Supervisor (CS) had
resigned when faced with being dismissed.

The United States Attorney’s office requested an
audit of another Tennessee FmHA county office
because of borrower complaints. The audit dis-
closed that the CS had seriously abused his
authority, violated conflict of interest regulations
covering Departmental and Federal employees
activities, and may have committed criminal viola-
tions in his position as CS.

Borrowers reported that they were forced into
bankruptcy because the CS would not provide
operating funds for which they were eligible in
crucial periods. One borrower who could have
sold his crops for approximately $60,000 and im-
proved his financial position was denied a $2,000
loan for labor to harvest these crops. This pro-
ducer lost his farm through bankruptcy. On the
other hand, an FmHA borrower who boards the
CS’s dairy cattle without charge was given
operating loans of approximately $113,000.

The CS falsified loan approval documents in
order to obtain a $22,400 farm ownership loan for
a borrower who employs the CS’s son. This loan
had previously been denied by the county com-
mittee.

Another borrower reported that in order to get his
loan, the CS required him to obtain a $5,000
FmHA loan to hire a firm that employs the CS'’s
son-in-law to perform work that was not needed.

The audit also disclosed the CS had received
gifts from producers who sell to FmHA borrowers,
and had not required relatives and friends, who
had the financial means, to secure credit eise-
where. The CS has resigned his position. How-
ever, one of the borrowers who complained to the
U.S. Attorney has sued USDA for more than $24
million, claiming FmHA was responsible for
defective construction of his residence and the
collapse of his family operation. The status of
this case is pending.

Two county offices in Georgia had serious defi-
ciencies in the supervision and servicing of bor-
rower loan accounts. In one county office, we



questioned the eligibility of ten delinquent bor-
rowers who, in spite of their delinquencies,
received 1982 Emergency (EM) loans totaling
$880,670. In addition, 14 borrowers who received
almost $4 million in farm loans did not meet 1980
and 1981 eligibility requirements. We found at
least $860,827 in unauthorized security disposi-
tions by 15 farmer program borrowers.

In the second county office, we questioned the
eligibility of five delinquent borrowers who
received 1982 EM loans totaling $724,800. We
also found at least $212,950 in unauthorized
security dispositions by seven delinquent EM
borrowers.

Action is being taken to improve the supervision
and servicing of borrower loan accounts in the
two Georgia county offices.

The county office assistant (COA) in a South
Carolina FmHA county office had not processed
or remitted collections totaling $131,333 to the
finance office. Some of the collections dated
back to March 1981. The COA kept these collec-
tions in her desk drawer, which she kept locked
at all times. We interviewed present and former
employees of the county office and all stated
they were unaware that these collections were
accumulating. Used and/or unused receipts for
two receipt books were missing. We found no
evidence that the COA took any Government
funds for her own use. The COA has resigned.

FmHA Borrowers Charged With Fraud

In three separate cases, FmHA borrowers were
charged either with falsifying loan applications,
or with engaging in some scheme to gain through
the use of false loan applications.

* A Tennessee nursery man pled guilty to
fraudulently obtaining FmHA loans totaling
$750,000. The nurseryman understated his
assets by $270,000 in order to qualify for the
loans. He was fined $1,000 and ordered to pay
restitution of $106,000 to FmHA, the approxi-
mate interest cost to the Government. The
nurseryman has repaid outstanding FmHA loans
totaling $625,636.

* A former FmHA County Supervisor from Texas
and four other men were charged theft and
conspiracy in obtaining FmHA loans totaling
more than $100,000. The indictments alleged
the former County Supervisor solicited false

FmHA loan applications from his co-defendants,
approved the loans and, through a series of
bank transactions, deposited most of the loan
funds in his personal bank accounts. According
to the indictments, the co-defendants received
a percentage of the loan funds for their part in
the scheme. Trial is pending.

* An Alabama farmer pled guilty to charges of
making false statements in credit and loan ap-
plications and with selling property mortgaged
to the FmHA. The farmer was sentenced to 5
years probation and ordered to make restitution
to FmHA in the amount of $60,443. The farmer's
son had earlier pled guilty to similar charges.
He was sentenced to 5 years probation and
ordered to participate in a debt management
program,

Federal Crop Insurance Corporation

The Federal Crop Insurance Corporation (FCIC), is
a wholly owned Government corporation designed
to provide economic stability to agriculture
through a sound system of crop insurance. The
1980 amendments to the 1938 Act mandated ex-
pansion of insurance coverage of all crops in all
agricultural counties in the United States as
rapidly as possible. FCIC coverage for 1983 ex-
tends to 28 crops in 3,000 counties. The private
sector, including reinsured companies, markets
and administers the program to the farmers.

For fiscal year 1984 (crop year 1983), the corpora-
tion request $279 million for administrative and
operating expenses; $170 million for premium
subsidy; and $24.9 million for restoration of funds
borrowed from premium income in fiscal year
1982. For the 1983 crop year, the corporation esti-
mates insurance coverage of approximately $11
billion and farmer premiums of $510 million.

Soybean Crop Losses Improperly Affected Indemnity
Payments

Soybeans is one of 28 crops on which insurance
coverage is provided. During the 1981 and 1982
crop years, claims for soybean losses were very
high, and FCIC paid out more in indemnities for
soybeans than it collected in premiums for that
crop.

We determined that many soybean crops may
have been improperly insured. Soybeans planted
before June 15 have a better chance of reaching
maturity than soybeans planted after that date;
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thus, the planting date affects the yield guaran-
tee of the crop, and our reviews showed that
FCIC insureds were not reporting their soybean
planting dates accurately. The only assurance
FCIC has that insureds are complying with the
planting reporting requirements is FCIC’s acreage
report spot-checks and growing season inspec-
tions, but the usefulness of these is lessened
because the spot-checks are normally not per-
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formed until after the acreage report are proc-
essed (the final soybean planting date is July 5,
but insureds have until July 15 to report).

For 1983, in an effort to more closely monitor the
management practice of insureds and accuracy
of acreage reporting dates, FCIC implemented an
extensive acreage report review of randomly
selected contracts during planting season.



International Affairs and Commodity Programs

Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Service

The Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
Service (ASCS) administers commodity and
related land use programs designed for voluntary
production adjustments, resource protection, and
market stabilization. ASCS also administers the
Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC), which
I\usngg most of the programs administered by

For OIG reviews of the Payment-in-Kind Program
and of ASCS office automation, see our chapter
on “Prevention Activities.”

The Peanut Price Support Program
High Government Quotas Caused Price Support Losses

ASCS administers programs to control the
production of peanuts and to support and stabilize
prices farmers receive for peanuts. The Food and
Agriculture Act of 1977 provided for a sharp
reduction in the cost of the peanut program to
the Federal Government. The Food and Agricul-
ture Act of 1981 extended the 1977 Act with cer-
tain amendments, essentially giving the Secretary
authority to set the price support at any level so
the Government will suffer no loss. OIG performed
review to evaluate the implementation of the 1977
and 1981 Acts and identify the causes of CCC’s
previous losses in peanut price support opera-
tions under the 1977 Act.

Losses in the Peanut Price Support Program oc-
curred primarily because national quotas on pea-
nuts were too high for the marketplace. A satura-
tion of the peanut market caused producer losses,
which were in turn absorbed by price supports.

Peanuts under loan quotas (i.e., eligible for price
support at edible market prices) were to be soid
only on the edible market, while peanuts not
under quota were to be kept out of that market
and sold for crushing, which brought a substan-
tially lower price. However, high peanut quotas
helped saturate the edible market (regulations
also allowed nonquota peanuts to flow into that
market), and producers ultimately sold their loan
quota peanuts for crushing. Because these pea-
nuts were eligible for price supports at the edible
market level, the Government made up the pro-
ducers’ losses through the support program.

While CCC lost about $106.6 million on loan pea-
nuts of crop years 1978 through 1981, producers
received profits of $52.4 million. About $36.8
million of the losses could have been avoided if
ASCS: (1) required producers to share the profits
and losses with the Government and segregated
peanuts in the producer association marketing
areas, or required producers to sell all loan quota
peanuts on the edible market before offering non-
quota peanuts for sale on that market; and (2) dis-
continued subsidization at price support rates for
low quality peanuts suitable only for crushing.
The peanut sales we reviewed were made in ac-
cordance with existing regulations; thus the kinds
of savings referred to can be accomplished only
by changes in legislation or requlations.

No Net Cost Tobacco Program Act of 1982

Government Could Lose Money on Interest Allocations

The No Net Cost Tobbaco Program Act of 1982
provides that tobacco price support and produc-
tion adjustment programs be carried out at no net
cost to the taxpayer, other than administrative
expenses common to the operation of all price
support programs.

During our ongoing audit of this program, we
issued an interim report in which we estimated
that the Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) will
lose at least $95 million on the 1982 tobacco crop
in inventory at a major flue-cured tobacco asso-
ciation unless the method of allocating loan
repayments between principal and interest is
changed. CCC permits this tobacco association
to delay interest payments and apply payments to
loan principal only until all principal is repaid.
CCC also does not require that interest be com-
pounded. Repayments from the other 12 associa-
tions are handled in a similar manner, but we
have not yet calculated the total loss for all
associations.

ASCS agreed that CCC should modify its current
policy to distribute sales proceeds between prin-
cipal and interest. ASCS is reviewing several
possible formulas for disposing of sales proceeds
and will develop a proposal for submission to the
CCC Board of Directors.

CCC Surplus Commodities

CCC Experienced Some Problems With Loan Collateral

Stored commodities pledged in return for Govern-
ment benefits are often a source of difficulty for
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the agencies administering those benefits. This
period, OIG focused its attention on six producers/
operators who either sold or misrepresented their
collateral in connection with CCC price support
loans.

e A Texas agribusinessman and former operator
of 11 grain elevators in Arkansas and Missouri,
pled guilty to three counts of wire fraud, mail
fraud and bank fraud as a result of an investi-
gation conducted jointly with the Federal
Bureau of Investigation. The charges involved
the defrauding of a Tennessee bank of more
than $2.9 million through the use of falsified
collateral warehouse receipts supposedly
representing grain sorghum stored by the
operation.

The financial failure of the businessman’s oper-

ation in 1980 precipitated the highly publicized
action by a producer and a number of sympath-
izers of removing soybeans from a company
elevator in southeastern Missouri.

e A former ASCS county executive director from
[llinois pled guilty to charges of illegally selling
over $356,000 worth of corn, wheat, soybeans
and grain sorghum which he had mortgaged to
CCC, while simultaneously using his position
as an agent of CCC to terminate financing
statements used to secure the Government’s
interest in his mortgaged grain. The county
executive director was sentenced to 1 year and
6 months imprisonment.

e A South Dakota farmer who had mortgaged 923
barrels of honey valued at over $288,000 to
CCC as security for price support loans, owned
none of the honey. The farmer pled guilty to
fraud and was sentenced to 2 years in prison.

® Two brothers farming together made unautho-
rized sales of most of the wheat and all of the
corn which they had used to secure CCC price
support loans amounting to about $53,500. The
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third member of the operation obtained addi-
tional wheat loans on two bins thought to con-
tain about $16,000 worth of wheat but which
actually contained a few feet of wheat on top
of several feet of oats and ‘“‘screenings’” with
additional wheat at the bottom of one bin. The
diagram below illustrates this method of con-
cealing a commodity conversion from any
casual spot-check.

An Attempt to Conceal a Commodity Conversion

Two of the men pled guilty to one felony violation
each; one was sentenced to 5 years imprison-
ment with 60 days to serve and 3 years probation;
the other was sentenced to 4 years imprisonment
with 90 days to serve and 4 years probation. The
third individual was allowed to plead guilty to a
misdemeanor violation and as given a $500 fine
and 2 years probation.



Natural Resources and Environment

Forest Service

The Forest Service (FS) is responsible for Federal
leadership in forestry and carries out this role
through protection and management of National
Forest System lands. The FS budget for fiscal
year 1982 was about $2 billion.

Reduced Procurement of Intelligent éraphlc Equipment
Will Save Money

One phase of the Administration’s initiative,
Reform '88, calls for agencies to use advanced
techniques to improve program operations at
reduced costs to Government. Within this frame-
work, we reviewed the Forest Service’s implemen-
tation of its Forest Level Information Processing
System (FLIPS). We found that the Forest Service
(FS) had initiated procurement of 200 intelligent
graphics systems and that the Office of Informa-
tion Resources Management (OIRM) had added
an additional 12 systems to the FS procurement.
The purchase price of this equipment was esti-
mated at about $7.4 million. Since some of the
uses for the graphics systems appeared to be in-
cluded in the needs analysis for FLIPS, we ini-
tiated an audit to determine whether the graphics
systems had been adequately justified and would
not overlap with the FLIPS capabilities.

The audit disclosed that the justification for the
graphics systems supported neither the type nor
number of systems being purchased, as required
by the Federal Property Management Regulations.
We also found that the details included in the
cost/benefit analysis were not adequately sup-
ported and that all viable alternatives had not
been considered. OIRM also did not document
the need for the 12 systems it added.

Subsequently, the Department agreed to drop the
12 OIRM systems and the Forest Service agreed
to procure only the number of graphics systems
that could be supported by valid requirements
and cost/benefit analyses. The FS also agreed to
review the capabilities of the FLIPS equipment to
meet their graphics needs. As a result of these
two actions, the FS has reduced the current pro-
curement to 82 systems.

We believe these reductions will result in cost
avoidances of about $3.5 million in initial outlays,
and a substantially greater sum over the systems’
life cycle.

Some Forest Service Employees Were Discovered Embezzling

A Unit Collection Officer at a FS office in South
Carolina was convicted of embezzling $759,117.77
over a one-year period. On 19 separate occasions,
the Collection Officer failed to deposit money
collected on behalf of the U.S. Government into
an approved bank account. Sentence is pending.

In five other investigations at separate locations
throughout the Western United States, FS em-
ployees were discovered to have embezzled FS
imprest funds totaling over $36,700. The em-
bezzlements ranged from $296 to approximately
$20,000 in cash and equipment, taken by one
employee over a 5-year period. Prosecutions of
these cases are pending.

During fiscal year 1984, OIG will audit financial
operations in several FS regions. In review of the
embezziements mentioned above, our audits will
include considerable coverage of FS imprest fund
accounts.
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Science and Education

Cooperative State Research Service
Land Grant University Research Programs

The Cooperative State Research Service (CSRS)
administers grants and payments to Land Grant
Universities for agricultural research. CSRS’s
budget for fiscal year 1983 was $245 million.

During this period we released an audit report
covering the CSRS program at Kentucky State

University (KSU). We questioned over $3 million in
costs associated with fiscal management prob-
lems, including retention of excess program
funds; improper expenditures; and overcharges
for salaries, fringe benefits, and interest costs.

The University is taking positive actions to cor-
rect the problems. Prior to the release of our
report, KSU returned $1.7 million to CSRS that
had been prematurely drawn down.

Marketing Inspection Services

Food Safety and Inspection Service

A major objective of the Food Safety and Inspec-
tion Service (FSIS) is to ensure that the Nation’s
commercial supply of meat and poultry products
is safe, wholesome, and correctly labeled and
packaged. The agency'’s fiscal year 1983 appropri-
ations were $329 million, and its fiscal year 1984
budget estimate is $334 million.

Three Plants Guilty of Slaughtering Unhealthy Animals

FSIS personnel do a reasonable job of protecting
the American consumer against unsafe or un-
wholesome meat. Through devious methods, how-
ever, some individuals have been able to circum-
vent Government controls over the quality of
meat and poultry. This period, the courts acted
against three plants that OIG had investigated for
allegedly slaughtering unhealthy animals.

¢ As mentioned in our last semiannual report,
five persons in Pennsylvania, including the
owners of a federally inspected plant and a
custom slaughterhouse, were found guilty of
conspiring to illegally slaughter diseased cattle
without the benefit of inspection. These individ-
uals also applied the USDA inspection brand to
the illegally slaughtered carcasses and trans-
ported the meat in commerce for human con-
sumption. The owner of the federally inspected
plant was sentenced to 5 years imprisonment,
5 years probation, and a $31,000 fine. The
owner of the custom slaughterhouse was sen-
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tenced to 4 years imprisonment and 5 years
probation. Two other individuals involved
received sentences ranging from 4 years impri-
sonment to 5 years probation. The remaining
individual was placed under the jurisdiction of
the Federal Youth Corrections Act.

¢ In an investigation in Arkansas, also included
in our last semiannual report, the owner of a
federally inspected plant and two others pled
guilty to conspiracy and to charges of handling
adulterated and misbranded beef. The adulter-
ated beef was derived from unhealthy animals
that were slaughtered off premises and trans-
ported to the plant in boxes. The owner was
sentenced to 6 months in prison, 2 years proba-
tion, and fined $2,000. The remaining two indi-
viduals were placed on probation for 2 years.

¢ In Ft. Plains, New York, the owner of a federal-
ly inspected plant, pled guilty to charges of
conspiring to defraud the government, and of
misrepresentation and fraud. The guilty pleas
resulted from a joint OlG/Federal Grand Jury in-
vestigation which established that employees
of the plant, under the owner's direction and
control, were obtaining cattle for slaughter that
were of inferior quality, and were concealing
damaged or inferior carcasses from Federal
inspectors. The plant employees were also har-
rassing and verbally abusing the Federal meat
inspectors assigned to this plant. The owner
was given a 1-year suspended sentence, placed
on probation for 3 years and fined $10,000. The
plant was also fined $10,000.



Departmental Administration

Multiagency

As previously mentioned in the chapter “Preven-
tion Activities,” this period OIG has monitored
Department implementation of the Federal Man-
agers’ Financial Integrity Act. We will report to
the Secretary on how effectively Department
agencies are establishing an internal control
review system.

This period OIG has also been involved in this
Administration’s reform initiative to improve the
cost effectiveness of Government. Under this ini-
tiative. Reform 88, agencies are called upon to
upgrade their existing administrative and finan-
cial systems, integrate their management proc-
esses, and modernize their communications and
data processing systems. This last phase has as
its goal the use of advanced techniques to make
Government operations more cost effective.
Within this framework, we reviewed the Depart-
ment’s current computer capabilities.

No Standard Computer System Development Within USDA

We gathered and summarized past OIG and Gen-
eral Accounting Office reports on USDA auto-
mated systems development activities. We found
that USDA agencies had not followed a standard
System Development Life Cycle process when
developing major automated systems, nor had
they ensured that adequate internal controls were
built into systems. As a result, cost and time
overruns were incurred, user needs were not met,
internal controls were weak or not in evidence,
system documentation was poor or nonexistent,
and management did not track and evaluate ac-
tual development costs.

We also found that the agencies’ Application
Review Boards had not taken a strong role in the
development of major automated systems. Con-
sequently, USDA agencies incurred extensive
time delays and increased costs in trying to
develop and operate their automated systems.

The Department has initiated actions to rewrite
the agency Applications Review Board directive,

incorporating ideas from our audit. It has also
acted to establish a Departmental Systems
Review Board, and set up a multiagency task
force on system development problems identified
in the report.

FmHA Agreed to Strengthen its Computer Systems

FmHA is attempting to convert its centralized
loan servicing and accounting systems main-
tained on Burroughs computer hardware at the
St. Louis Computer Center to IBM computer hard-
ware at the Kansas City Computer Center.

We have been monitoring these conversion ef-
forts, and we found some problems related to
testing, and to security and controls. FmHA
agreed with our recommendations for expanded
prototype testing, and for limited paraliel testing
prior to disposing of the old system. FmHA also
agreed to ensure adequate control over those pro-
grams that were capable of making unrecorded
changes in the borrower files. Our review is con-
tinuing in the areas of project management, ma-
jor update program conversion, file conversion,
resource requirements, and user workload projec-
tions.

ASCS Agreed to Strengthen its
Cotton Inventory Management System (CIMS)

In November 1982, ASCS awarded a contract for
the design of a cotton inventory system. We
found that this contract needed modifications to
ensure that the contractor provides adequate
security over negotiable instruments, appropriate
clearance for personnel working with CIMS, and
system and manual controls that can prevent or
detect duplicate issuances. The absence of con-
trols resulted in the issuance of over $326,000 in
duplicate payments. As of September 1, 1983, all
but $9,500 of the duplicate payments have been
recovered. ASCS agreed with and implemented
our recommendations to modify the contract and
to strengthen controls. Our review is continuing
in the areas of controls and the adequacy of ac-
ceptance testing by ASCS.

33



Debts Owed to the Department

In accordance with a request in the Senate Committee on Appropriations’ report on the Supplemental
Appropriation and Rescission Bill of 1980, the following chart shows unaudited estimates provided by
the agencies of the Department of the amounts of money owed, overdue, and written-off as uncollectible

during this 6-month reporting period.
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NERTS OWED TO THE NEPARTMENT (F AGRICULTURE
(in Thossands of Dollars)

Estimate
As of March 31, 1993 As of June 30, 1983 As of Septerber 30, 1983
: Written OFF : s Written OFf
: : 101/% - 04/1/R3 -
Agency : Owed verdue 3/31/83 Oundl Ovwerdue Owed Overdue 9/30/83
Farmers Hore Administration S 60,704,863 : 467504 : 2528 : 6,201,82 : 39506 : 60,289,3%0: 4,000,000 : 4,00
Rural Electrification : - : ;ll :
Administration s 32,262,108 : 7,556 -0- + 32,940,886 : 8,210 7% 33,549,466 : 1,48 : -0-
Agricultural Stabilization & : : : :
Consarvation Service/Commdity H : : : H H :
Credit Corporation : 30,655,339 : 491,233 : : 28,703,630 : 401,083 : 26,101,875 : 435,090 sn
Faderal Crop Insurance Corporation: %08 14131 : S S1432 : 13,569 :  138,625: 28,429 : 1%
Foorl & Nitrition Service D A2,%8: 22,11 : 12 27480 1 272,081 :  283,%0: 259,479 : 663
Forest Service : 90,860 : 75,752 : 6,646 133,950 : 97,22 : 98.615: 71,266 : 12,00
Soil Conservation Service : 6,402 : 1,7% : kY 5,670 : 1,609 : 7,137 1,81 : 9
Agricultural Marketing Service 6,654 6087 : O 6,79 : 5,259 : 6,04 ; 4,05 : -0
Federal Grain Inspection Service 3,480 : m: 0 2,975 : a6 : 4,069 : 21 7
Food Safety & Inspection Service : 4,33 : 9 : 0 3,916 : 1,07 : 3,091 : 82 : 2
Office of Intemational : : : : : . :
Cooperation % Development : 5,750 : 578 : - 6,360 : 6,193 : 6,065 : 6,002 : 0
Anim) & Plant Health Inspection : : :
Service H 336 : 185 0- 2718 : 175 1,133 ¢ 08 : 0
Science & Education 659 : 5 1 2,915 : 2,81 : 2 23 : a
Departmental Administration : : : : : ; :
% Office of the Secretary : 9 R : 0- B : 97 ®: 9?2 -0-
Foreign Agriculture Service : 6 : 2. = 8 . 8 51 : g : -0
Statistical Reporting Service  : 9: 5: -0 % : n - 20: 6: o
sorking Capital Fund : 2 : 2 ;0 an m - 156 : M 0
Office of GenarA) Counse) : 2 2a: 0 2 : 7 : o -0 o
Economics Managament Staff : 2 ; B: o 3 2 : o o <
Office of Inspactor General : a: 31: < 4 3 4 4: 2
ToTaL S 128,120,035 : 5,491,686 : 32,663 : 124,426,062 : 4,7%,43) : 120,489,967 : 4,809,501 :  59,6(2

1/ Inchmes FFB Loans of $18,933,904. Also includes Certificate of Beneficial Ouwnership of $3,467,507.



Appendix

LISTING OF AUDIT REPORTS ISSUED
APRIL 1, 1983 THROUGH SEPTEMBER 30, 1983

During the 6-mpnth period from April 1, 1983 through September 30, 1983, the Office of Inspector
General (OIG) issued audit reports, including performed under contract by certified public accountants.

A copy of audits listed may be obtained by contacting the Assistant Inspector General for Administra-

}ion, Office of Inspector General, 12th and Independence Avenue, S.W., Room 8-E, Administration Build-
ing, Washington, D.C. 20250 (telephone: (202) 447-6915).

The following is a listing of these audits:

REA
FNS
FSQS
SCs
APHIS
FmHA
AMS
ASCS
00F
SEA
FCIC
0GC
0IG
MULTI

AGENCY

Rural Electrification Administration
Food and Nutrition Service

Food Safety and Inspec_:tion Service

Soil Conservation Service

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service

Farmers Home Administration

Agricultural Marketing Service

AUDITS
RELEASED

1
141
1

6

4
52
11

Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service 167

Office of Operations and Finance
Science and Education Administration
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation
Office of General Counsel

Office of Inspector General
Multi-Agency/Division Code

Total Completed

- Single Agency Audit
- Multi-Agency/Division

Tota)l Completed Under Contract*

TOTAL RELEASED NATIONWIOE

- = N O W

125

321
125

81

527

*Indicated those audits completed under Certified Public Accountant contracts.
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MHARTOM COUMTY ASCS OFFICE WHARTON TEXAS
ERISCOE COUNTY ASCS OFFICE SILMERTOMN TEXAS
DALLAM COUNTY ASCS OFFICE DALHART TEXAS
ASCS HALE CO ASCS OFFICE PLAIMUIEW TA

ASCS HALL C0 ASCS OFFICE MEMPHIS Tx

ASCS HARDEMAH CO ASCS OFFICE GUAMAH T4

EVALUATION OF UWSE AND RELIAEILITY OF ADP RESOURCES AT MFO

SURLVEY ASCS KCCO TRAFFIC MANMAGEMENT DIVISION

CHESTER COUNTY ASCS REGUEST AUDIT
ASCS SPECIAL REGUEST MADISON CO OFFICE REXBURG ID
SURVEY OF DEMATURED MOMFAT DEY MILE
ASCS, WOOL FRODUCER IN IMPERIAL COUNTYs EL CENTRO
MIMMESOTA ST ASCS HOMEY LOAM AUDIT ST FAUL. MINNESOTA
ASCS. 1922 HOMEY LOAMS IM CALIFORNIA
WISCOMSIN STATE ASCS HOHEY LM AUDIT MADISOMs WISCONSIN
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ASCS PAYMENT IM KIND PROGRAM PHASE IV ILLINOIS ASCS SO
ASCS PAYMENT IM KIND PROGRAM FHARSE IU MINHESOTR SO
RSCS FPIK BOOME CO ASCS OFFICE SURVEY
COUNTY COMMITTEE BANK ACCOUNTS
CAMEBELL COUMTY ASCS OFFICEs GILLETTEs WY
SOUTH DAEOTA HOMEY LOAN ARUDIT
ASCS TEXAS HOHEY LOAN PROGRAM
HEEREASKA HOMEY LOAM AUDIT
ASCS PRYMENT IM EIMD PROGRAM IM ARKANSAS
HORTH DREOTA HOMEY LOAM AUDIT
RSCS PAYMENT IM EIMD PROGRAM IM LOUISIANA
MOMTAMA HOMEY LOAN AUDIT
ASCS PAYMENT IM KIND FROGRAM IM TEXAS

ASCE PAYMEWT IM KINMD PROGRFAM. IOWA STATE OFFICEs DES MOIMES
ASCS PAYMENT IM KINMD PROGRAM » COLORADD STRTE OFFICE, DEMUER

ASCS DISFOSITION OF PARTICIPANT ASSETS TEREEY COUNTY Ts
FIE PEOGEAM: HORTH DAEOTA
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CHASE COUNTY RSCS OFFICES
ASCES PREVENTIVE AUDIT LEE OO ASCS OFFICE AMEOY IL
MADISON COUNTY ASCS OFF ICE
RSCE FPE“EHTI”E HHDIT FIATT CO ASCS OFFICE MOMTICELLD IL
WEST POINTs HE

H=CS PEE“EHTI“E HUDIT WARREH CO RSCS DFFICE MOMMOUTH IL
EUREMELL DISTRICT ASCH OFFICES
ASCS PREVERTIVE AUDIT WASHIMNGTOM CO OFFICE MASHUILLE,
DURHDY COUNTY RASCS OFFICEs
ASCS PREVEHTIVE AUDIT WIMHNEEBRSO CO AS
FRAHELIN COUMTY ASCS OFF ICE.
HORMAM CO ASCS PREVEMTIVE AUDIT ADA HIHHE OTH
ELAIME COUNTY ASCS OFFICEs
.u FEEUEHTIUE AUDIT BAGLEY MINMESOTA
GREEAT FALLZs MT

WEST POLE CO HﬁEZ FPEUEHTI“E AUDIT CRODKSTON MIMMESOTA
DAMIELS COUNTY ASCS

FPHELFS

CUMING COUMTY

CLEARWATER L0 RS
CHSCADE COUMHTY

RED LAKE CO ASCS

DODGE CO ASCE PREVENTIVE RUDIT DODGE CEHTERS
FOMRELL COUMTY RSCS OFFICE.

OFFICE>

DOFFICEs
OFFICEs

SERVICE

TITLE

HASTIMGS

BECKER 0 RSCS PREVENTIVE AUDIT

WILKEN C0O RSCS PREVENHTIVE AUDITS

SHANDERS COUMTY ASCS OFF ICEs
CHIFFEWA CO OFFICEs

R=CZ

DAKOTA CO ASCS PREMEMTIVE AUDIT,

HOBLES ©0 ASCS
STEVEHS CO.

ATCHISOM COUMTY RSCS OFFICE

GOODHUE CD ASCE

FORD COUHTY A3
FAEIEALLT 0O A

GRAMT COUMTY ASCS OFFICE ULYSS

5 OFFICES

FREVEMTIVE ALUDITS
CHASE COUNTY ASCS OFFICE COTTOMMOOD FALLS
FIME CO ASCS PREVEMTIVE RUDITS

JASPER CO ﬂFFICE MHEWTOM.

IMPERIAL»
EATTLE CREEKs HE

ELIRMWELL»

BEEMKELMAM HE
= OFICE ROCKEFORD IL
FRAMKLI H .

CHIMNOOK s

SCOBEYs MT
FREVEMTIVE AUDIT RED LAKE FALLS MINMESOTA
MIMHESOTH
DEEF LODGES
LDETREOIT LAKESS
FOOSEVELT COUMTY ASCS OFFICEs CULBERTSOM. MT
ERECKEHRIDGES
FPLAIMSs MT
MOMTIVEDD MH
FARMIMGTOMS
FEEVEMHTIVE ALUDITs WORTHIMGTOMs MIMHESOTA
LALLEY EDHHT( ASCES OFFICEs GLASGOW,
ASCS PREVENTIVE AUDITs MORRISs MIMMHESOTA

MIHHESOTH
MINHESOTA

MIMHESOTA

FED NIHGa HIHHESDTH

HIHLFLE?- HIHHE 0TH
DODGE CITYS
% PEEVENTIVE RUDIT,

S KX

ELUE EARTH» MIMHESOTA
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AGENCY —= RASCS .

AUDIT RELERSE
HUMEER EEGIDON TATE
H3-E33-A0e5 SER Br-12-23
R3-E93-0858 SER B5—-1e—33
B2-A93-E070 SER HEe—15-23
HI-E99-80871 SER AE—-1353-832
¥ pa-545-a0a1 SER B4-B5-83
B3-S4 5-80a1 SR BS—-15-232
R3-521-E08d SER BZ-30-532

AGRICULTURAL STAEILIZATION AMD CONSERUATION SERUICE

TITLE

RSCS 1982 SUGAR LOAM PROGRAMs HEMDRY CO. OFFICEs CLEWISTON
HT?S 1922 HOMEY LOAHM PROGRAM SELECTED COUNTIESs GRINESUILLE

ASCS PIK PROGRAM GEORGIA
MIZSISSIPPI ASCS PIK PROGRAMs JACKSONs MS

DCAR-DCASHMA AUDITS OF AMERICAN CONTRACT PACKAGERS. INC.
ASCS ELECTROMIC DATA SYSTEMS CONTRACT PRICE FROPOSAL

ASCS PIK FROGRAM PHRSE III - GEORGIA

TOTHL AZCE AGRICULTUREAL STREILIZATION AND COMSERVATION SERVICE - 1e7
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RGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AMD COMSERVATION SERUICE

TITLE

ASCS PREVENTIVE AUDIT STATE OFFICE FARGO NORTH DAKOTA
ASCE PREEVENTIVE AUDIT ASCS STATE OFFICE SPRINGFIELD ILLINOIS
MINHEZOTA ASCS FREVENTIUVE AUDIT ST PAUL MINMESOTA

ASCE—SPECIAL DISASTER PROGRAM COLLEGE STATION T

SCHUYLEILL 0. ASCS OFFICE RAUDIT

BUCKS COLNTY ASCS OFFICE

LYCOMIMG COUMTY ASCS OFFICE

ERIE COUNTY RASCS OFFICE

ASCS PREVENTIVE AUDIT.YOLO COUMTY OFF ICEs WMOODLAMD
RZCZPREVENTIVE AUDIT. FRESHO COUNTY OFFICEsFRESHD

AZCS» FREVENTIUVE AUDITSKINGS COUNTY OFFICEs HAMFORD

ASCSs PFREVENTIVE AUDIT. KERM COUMTY OFFICEs EBAKERSFIELD
ASCESs PREVEMTIVE AUDITS TULARE COUMTY OFF ICE.UISALIA
ASCAs PREVENTIVE AUDIT STAMISLAUS COUMTY OFFICEs MODESTO

ASCS: FREVENTIVE AUDIT TEHAMA COUMTY OFFICE.RED ELUFF
ASCS PREVEMTIVE AUDIT IMPERIAL COUNTY OFFICESEL CEHTRO

SCEs FREVENTIVE AUDIT»SANTA CRUZ COUNTY OFFICEs SALINAS
SCEy PREVENTIVE AUDIT»SONOMA COUNTY OFF ICEs SANTA ROSA

CS PREVENTIVE AUDIT CASS ©O MORTH DAKOTA
: PREVENTIVE AUDIT MILLIAMS CO WILLISTON MORTH DRKOTA
5 PREVENTIVE AUDIT STARK CO KICKINSON MORTH DAKOTA

: PREVENTIVE AUDITs MORTOM CO.» MANDANs NORTH DAKOTA
: PREVENTIVE AUDIT SIOUY CO SELFRIDSE MORTH DAKOTA

S PREVENTIVE AUDIT, STUTSMAN CO.s JAMESTOMMs MORTH DAKOTHA
5 PREMEMTIVE AUDIT, TOMMER CO.s CANDOs MORTH DAKOTA
SCS FREVEMTIVE AUDITs RAMSEY CO.s DEUILS LAKEs MORTH DAKOTA
ASCS PREVENTIVE AUDIT TRAILL CO HILLSEOROs MORTH DAKOTA
DODGE COUNTY ASCS OFFICE FREMONTs MEERFSKA
ASCS PREVENTIVE AUDIT CLARK COUNTY OFFICE MARTINSUILLEs IL
POLE COUNTY ASCS OFFICE OSCEOLAs NEERASKA
ASCS PREVENTIVE AUDIT COLES ©O ASCS OFFICE CHARLESTOM IL
EUTLER COUNTY ASCS OFFICE DAUID CITYs MEERFSKA
ASCS FREVENTIVE AUDIT CUMEERLAND COUMTY OFFICE TOLEDD ILL
MEMAHA COUNTY ASCS OFFICE AUEURN NE
GOSPER COUNTY ASCS OFFICE ELWODD NE
ASCS PREVENTIVE AUDIT FAYETTE ©O ASCS OFFICE UANDALIA IL
DAKWSON COUNTY ASCS OFFICE LEXINGTGN HE
ASCS PREVENTIVE RUDIT HANCOCK ©O ASCS OFFICE CARTHAGE 1L
BUFFALO COUMTY ASCS OFFICE KEARNEYs - NE
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STABILIZATION AMD CONSERVATION =

S0ON CO RSCES PREVEMTIVE AUDITS
ASCS OFFICE MANKATO.
FINGHMAN COUMTY ASCS OFFICE KINGMANs K=
LOGAM COUMTY HCI'
MARTON COUMTY
MORTOM COLMTY
HEMAHA COUNTY
HORTOM COUNTY

JENELL COUHTY

ﬂFFICE DAKLE"Y s
OFFICE MARIONs
23 1 » ELKHARTs K3

'4:3 OFFICE SEMECH

S OFFICE NORETOM.

FRATT COUMTY 'LE; OFFICE FRATTs K

JLGTT LGHHT“ HHI: OFFICE>

SC5 OFFICEs COLEYs

HICHITH CUUHT? HEE? OFFICEs

DICKINSON COUNTY

LAM BUREM COUNTY RSCS O

HUMEOLDT COUMTY ASCS O

WRIGHT COUNTY ASCS OFFICE. CLARION. IA

Y COUMTY ASCS OFFICEs MT. FLERSAMTs IA

WIMHEEAGO COUNTY HCEE OFFICESs

CHICKRSAM COLUMTY

CAPE GIRARIDEAL COUNTY ASCS OFFICEs

CARROLL COUMTY

DADE COUNTY ASCS OFFICEs

DOUGLAS COUNTY ASCE OFFICEs

DUMELIN COLMTY

LIVIMGETON COUMTY ASCS OFFICES

MARIES COUNTY AZCS O
SALIME COUMTY ASCES OFFICES

HHPTH COUNTY RASCS OFFICEs GRAMT CITYs MO

LS PREVENTIVE

= PREVENTILE
: PREVEHTIVE H

» PREVENTIVE AL

. PREVENTIVE H

i FREVENTIVE H

» FREVENTILE H 1

: SAVALA CO OFFICE CRYSTAL CITY TEXAS

: HOWARD C0 OFFICE EIG SPRING TEXAS

v MILBARGER CO ASCS

25 MOORE CO OFFICE DUMAS TESRAS

S FLOYD £ RSCS OFFICE FLOYDADA Ts

% OFFICE FORT LAUACA TEXAS

SCE UFFIIEs-EPIRIT LAKE s
KEQSAUSDLE: IA

HUMECQLDT, IA

=SS OFFICES

WILCON CO.s

MADISOM CO. s
FAYETTE CO.»
FRANMELIM CO. s
ROCKDALE CO.s COMYERSS GA
JEMKINS CO.s MILLEMS
WEESTER CO.»

LERMOM T

;I.II;EIIIIIIIIIICII '_I‘l_jj n

wmmrmmﬁ'W

LAKEF IELT)»
KS

I.-::«.

rl
=

kS

K
SCOTT CITYs KS

o

kS

THOMPSOMNS  IH
SCS OFFICEs MEW HAMPTOMs

JRICESOM

CARROLLTON. MO
GREEMFIELDs MO

H MO

RSCS OFFICEs KENHETT. MO
CﬂILLICDTHEs

Mo

HHF HHLL- 1]

ROCHE! LE»
DAMIELSUILLE. GH
FRYETTEUWILLE: GH
CAEMESUILLEs GH

IA

1A
P

FRESTOM.

MINHESOTH

MO

GH

GH

LA
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FOOD AMD NUTRITION SERUVICE
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TITLE

FHS CHILD CARE PROGEAM ERST NEMW YORK DS SOCIETY IMC

FMS: CCOFPs GIRLS CLUE OF OMAHAs OMAHAs HE

FHS CHILD CARE PROGREAM EORRD DIRECTORS EBUSHWICK HETGHEORHOOD
FHS CHILD CARE PROGRAM LEADERS HIP COUNCIL OPEM COMM EELYH
CCFP=MORRISTOMN HAMELEM DCCs MORRISTOMM. TH

FHS CHILD CARE PROGRAM EAST MY FAMILY DAY CARE PROC CTR IMC
FHS CHILD CARE PROGREAM EOULEVARD HURSERY SCHOOL INC

FHS CHILD CARE PROGRAM EILLY MARTIM CHILD DEL DCC IMC

FHS CHILD CARE PROGRAM AFROD AMERICAN FAMILY DAY CARE HOMES
CCFP-COMMUMITY CHILD CAREs IMC.» FRAMELIM: TH

CCFP-METED ACTION COMMUMITY: MASHUWILLEs TH

CCFP=KHOMUILLE KHOX CO. CARs KHOXUILLEs TH

FHE-CCFF: ERST VANCOUVER CCC» UANCOULER

COFP-COMM DAY CARE CEMTER OF EEDFORD CO.» SHELEYWILLEs TH
FHZ-CCFFs CAMPUS DAY CARE CENTERs IMC.» CORUALLIS

FHS CLAIMS AUDIT OPFORTUNITIES FOR YOUME PERSOHS MNEM YORE

WIC FPREOGRAM FULMONT DEVELOPMEMT FACILITY INHC

WIC FROGEAM BROOME COUMTY HEALTH DEFARTHENT

WIC PROGREAM SULLIVAN COUNTY PUBLIC HEALTH MHURSIMG SERUVICE
EROOEDALE HOSPITAL MEDICAL CEMTER EROOKLYHN HY
EROH: LEEAMOH HOSPITAL CEMTER EROM: MY

CATCH JEWISH HOSPITAL AMD MEDICAL CENTER EROOKLYH I
LIMCOLH MEDICAL CEMTER EROM: MY

HUNTS POINT MULTI SERMICE CENTER EROMY MY

HARLEM HOSPITAL CEMTER HY HNY

CUMBEELAND HOSFITAL EROOKLYM MY

CALEDOHIANM HOSFITAL EBROOKLYH HY

NIC PREOGRAM OSWMEGO COUNTY OFFPORTUMITIES

WIC PEOGRAM ODA PRIMARY CARE CEMTER EROOKLYH MY
WIC PEOGRAM - LYNDOM B JOHMSON HEALTH COMPLEX EROCKLYH Y

L ]

-

FUERTO RICO ELOCKE GRANT NAR SAN JUANs PR

FHZ AFFLICATIONS SUPPORTING ADDITIONAL REIMEBURSEMENT

FHS DEVELOPMENT OF STRTE FSP ADF SYSTEMs MOMTGOMERYs ALA
FHs DEVELOPMENT OF STATE FSP ADP SYSTEM (PAS1s ATLAMTHAs GA
FHS SOUTH CAROLINA WIC COMPUTER SYSTEM

FHS—2HF HUNGER TASEK FORCE-COLUMEUS: OHID
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AGENCY - FH= FOOD AND MUTRITION SERUVICE

AUDIT RELERSE
NUMEER REGION DATE TITLE
27 -HR2-BE03 NAR, B4-26-B3 COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION MASSACHUSETTS DEFT OF EDUCATION
7 B2 -A0E MAR B4-11-53 COMMODITY DISTRIEUTION MAINE DEPT OF EDUCATION
E7-AA2-A61E SER B9-15-83 FOOD DISTRIBUTION PROG.s KY DEFT OF AG.. FRAMKFORTs KY
ST -BRZ-B017 SER B9-19-23 FOOD DISTRIEBUTION PROGRAM. TH DEPT OF AGRIC.: MASHUILLE. TN
2T -AEE-B021 MR HE-22-873 FHS CDF WASHINGTOM DEFT OF GEMERAL ADMINISTRATION - CHEESE
* 27-BAS-BE44 GFR B —EE—-53 UTE MOUMTAIM UTE TRIBE FOOD DIST. PROG.» TOWADC: CO
g7-913-0E82 HAR Bd-E1-E3 FS ROLLOVER RECERTIFICATION DPW BOSTOMs MA
&7-813-He05 NAR E7-11-832 US UIRGIN ISLANDS FOOD STAMP PROGRAM
27 -1 3-BAE7 AR BE—-B3-53 AUDIT OF REFLACEMENT ATFS ISSUED IN ERROR IN MASS
£7—613-Ba32 SR RE—27—E3 FHS TE®AS DEFT HUMAN RESOURCES FOOD STAMP PROGRAM AUSTIN TX
27 —61 2-E042 MWR B4-21-33 FMS FSP OHIO DEPT OF FUBLIC WELFAREs COLUMEUS: OHIO
27 -1 3-Ba52 SER A7-21-83 FHS FOOD STAMF FROGRAM STATE AGEMCYs FRANKFORTs KY
27-a13-887E WF: HE-22-93 FNS PROGRAM - STATE OF ALASKA
&7-313-0877 MER BE-E2—-23 PA STATE FSP
&7 -1 4-A862 MAR B3] -5 RUALITY COMTROL CORRECTIVE ACTION MASSACHUSETTS
E7-614-B083 MAR, B4—61-33 QUALITY COMTROL CORRECTIVE ACTION COMMECTICUT
27 -1 4-0aad AR B3] ~23 QUALITY COMTROL CORRECTIVE ACTION MEW HAMPSHIRE
27 -1 4-AEE3 MAR: B7-15-83 ACCOUMTABILITY AMD CONTROL OF FSP ATF GEMESEE COUMTY MY
S7P-E14-5E10 MAR B7—15-83 ACCOUMTAEILITY AND CONTROL OF FSP ATF HERKIMER COUMTY HY
27 -R14-8012 MAR B7-15-23 ACCOUNTAEILITY AND CONTROL OF FSP ATP MADISON COUNTY NY
£7-B14-8013 MAR A7 —15-53 ACCOUMTAEILITY AMD COMTROL OF FSP ATE ORANGE COUNTY MY
2T-814-0a14 AR A7 - 152 ACCOUMTAEILITY AND CONTROL OF FSP ATE DSWEGD COUNTY MY
27-H14-2015 MAR B7-15-53 ACCOUMTAEILITY AND CONTROL OF FSP ATP OTSEGD COUNTY MY
ST -1 4-B01E NAR B7-15-83 ACCOUMTABILITY AND COWTROL OF FSP ATF ROCKLANMD COUNTY NY
£7-#14-0017 MAR 57— 1553 ACCOUMTAEILITY AMD CONTROL OF FSP ATP SULLIUAN COUNTY HY
27-814-0615 MAR, B7-15-53 ACCOUNTAEILITY AND CONTROL OF FSP ATP WASHINGTON COUNTY MY
B7-m14—E015 MAR B7-15-33 ACCOUMTAEILITY AND COMTROL OF FSP ATP WAYNE COUNTY MY
27 —611 4—BH20 NAR B7-15-83 ACCOUMTABILITY AMD CONTROL OF FSP ATP WESTCHESTER COUNTY NY
27-819-0065 MAR BS-BE—-33 PR FOOD STAMP PROGRAM CLOSEOUT AUDIT
27—619-2843 MWR B -BE~53 FMS» FSFs MICHIGAN DEFT. OF SOCIAL SERVICES: LANSINGs MI
27-819-00851 MR Ad4-28-53 WALIDATION OF ILL FARTICIPATION SOCIAL SECURITY MUMBERS
27-A21-B0A7 SR BS—-18~83  FM3 HSLF MATIONWIDE SPEC IMPACT AUDIT DALLAS & LITTLE ROCK
27 -HEE-Ban MAR: BE-B2-23 FHS MATIOMAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM STATE AGEMCY ALBANY
£7-ERE-AAN3 NAF: G —E2- 53 MEW HAMPSHIRE CHP FISCAL OPERATIONS
27 —H2E-BERE MIIF: HO-29-53 FNS-MSLF STATE AGENCY REVIEW WIS DEFT OF PUELIC IMSTRUCTION
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TITLE

DEV. FLM. RES. ASSOC. PREAWARD AUDITs MAMHATTAN, KS

FHS» REUIEW OF PROPOSAL UNDER RFF- FNS-S3-66LEK

SURLEY OF MULTI FHMS PROGRAMS EOYS HAREBOR INC

DCAAR COST REIMBURSEMEMT AUDIT NTS RESERRCH CORPs RALEIGH
FHS=2HP-GARY NEIGHEORHOOD SERUICES. GARYs INDIANA

FHZ» REVIEW OF FPROPOSAL: UNDERE RFF £2-SeJR

DCAR AUDIT OF CPFF COST PROPOSALs FNSs UA

AUDIT OF MULTI FNS FPROGRAMS GRAMACY EOYS CLUB

FREAWARD AUDIT OF FLANMING RESERRCH: CORP» MCLERNs LA

FHS FOOD STAMP PROGRAM ALTERNATIVE ISSUANCE PROJECT

FREAWARD AUDIT OF WESTAT» INC. ROCKMILLEs MA

FHS CONTRACT AUDIT ELECTRONIC TRAMSFER OF FUMDS PROJECT FS
PREAWARD AUDIT OF APPLIED MGMT. SCIENCES, INC.s SILUER SFRIM
FHS lUHTFHFT AUDIT ALTERNATIVE ISS OF FS EBEN

FHS CONTRACT AUDIT ALTERMATIVE ISS OF FS EEN

FPREAWARD AUDIT: SOCIAL % SCIENTIFIC SYSTEMS. D.C.

FHS CONTRACT AUDIT °LHDOL PROGREAM PARTICIPATION MODEL UPDATE
PREAWARD AUDIT, UREBAM INSTITUTEs WASH.» DC

FNS FOOD STAMP PROGRAM ALTERMATIVE ISSUANCE PROJECT SUBCONT
FEEAWARD AUDITs PROF*L SOFTWARE SOLUTIONS, INC.s DC

FHS CONTRACT AUDIT SCHOOL FOOD PURCHASE STUDY

FNS CONTREACT AUDIT FOOD STAMP PROGRAM: COST AND PARTICIFATION
CAMP GRAMERCY - SUMMER FOOD SERUVICE PROGRAM
GRAMERCY EBOYS CLUE DAY CARE CENTER

PREGWARD AUDITs SCHNITTEER ASSOCIATES. D.C.s

HOLY SPIRIT SCHOOL SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM

FHS MULTI FPREOGRAM — SCHOOL LUNCH AND ERERKFAST EOYS HAREBOR
NATIOMAL SCHOOL LUNCH FROGRAM~MATIONWIDE SPECIAL IMPACT
SCHOOL- LUNCH PROGREAM: HATIONWIDE SPECIAL IMPACT

FHS
FHS HATIONAL
AUDIT OF FHS FINAMNCIAL MANAGEMENT

FHS FSP T DEPT HUMAN RESOURCE: WAGE MATCH HOUSTON T

FHS FSF LA HEALTH HUMAN RESOURCE WAGE MATCH NEW. ORLEANS LA

141
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TITLE
INDIANA FMHA COORDIMATED AUDIT

WORCESTERE COUNMTY (FART! FHHA
ERRNSTABLE COUNTY (PARTI) FMHA
FRAMELIN COUNTY FHMHA
MIDDLESEX COUMTY FHHA

DOVER CO FMHA

SALISEURY CO FMHA

CEMTREUVILLE CO FMHA

CAMERIDGE CO FMHA

HMESTMINSTER CO FMHA
HRAGERSTOMH Co FMHA

FE FMHA OFERATING AMD FARM OWNERSHIF LIMITED RES LOANS
Uz WIRGIN ISLAMDS FMHA RURAL HOUSIMG PROG .

FMHA LOAM APPROUAL POLICY AHD LOANM ACCOUMTING PROCEDURES
s LVIEGIM ISLANDS FMHA REURAL HOUSING PROGRAM: ST CROIX
FMHA BUSINESS AHMD IMDUSTEY LOAM PROGRAM STEUENS FOINT WI
SPECIAL REQUEST AUDIT OF EBZ2I LOAN SERVICIMG-EROWH COUNTY
FMHA EM LOAN PROGEAM MODOC COUMTY ALTURAS

ALEIOM FMHA OFFICE ALEIOMs ILLIMOIS

DEMWEY FMHA COUMTY OFFICEs TIMBER LAKE. SD

Bzl LOAN TO HORTHWEST POLYMERICs INC.s ANACONDAS MT

FrHHA TECHHICAL RSSISTANCE GRANT LEFLORE  CO 0K FOTEAL
FMHA ATARSCOSA CO RED AUDIT OF CLAIM FOR LOAM GUARANTEE
FMHR ECONCHMIC EMERGENCY LOAN LINCOLN COQ CHANMDLER OK

FMHA EM CASE 4955453421938 CULBERSOM CO EL PASO T

FMHA HIDALGO CO QOFFICE EDIMBURG T

FMHA EM LOAM EBORROWER ELIGIBILITY MOREHOUSE PARISH LA
ERAKERE-TOUGHERTY FMHA COUNTY OFFICE

FMHA EMERGENCY LOAN PROGRAM MAMATEE CO. OFFICEs FALMETTO
SPECIAL REGUEST FMHA EZI LOAN ELG INC.s MONTGOMERYs AL
WHISTLE EBLOWER COMPLAIMNTs FMHAs MACON. MS

FRHA EMERGENCY LOAN PROGEAMs LANIER CO. OFFICEs UALDOSTAH
RELVIEW OF FEDERAL EMFLOYEES WITH DELINGUEMT FMHA LOANS
FAMHA EEIDSVILLE. GA. - SPECIAL REGUEST

FHMHA EB&I LIGIIDATIONs ROKER IMDUSTRIES IMC.

REVIEN OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES WITH FMHA LOANS — ALAESAMA
FEUIEW OF FEDERAL EMFLOYEES WITH FMHA LOAMS - FLORIDA
REUIEW OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES WITH FMHA LOAMS - GEORGIA
REVIEW OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES MITH FMHA LOANS - MISSISSIFRI
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AGEHCY — FMHA  FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION

RUDIT
HUMEER
Bd-@9s9-312
B4-@23-a12
B4-Qo9-a12
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FMHA FARMERS HOME ARDMINISTRATION

FELEASE
IATE
BR-2g-22
HR-21-33
| —-2a-23
AS-28-33
B3-25-23
ARI—-Ea2-53
A4-@5-23
Bd—-11-232
HA-13-23
BY-HE—23
HR-Z8-323
RI-E9-53
RE—-221-53

FHHA-FINAL AUDIT,
FMHA-AEC SPECIAL REGQUEST CONTRACT AUDIT
CONTRACT AUDIT DEMS MAPERUVILLES
FREAWARD AUDITs HNCALL RESERRCH INC.» DOUEREs DEL.

FMHA-FARM OWNERSHIF

IMPLEMEHTATION 0QF

TITLE

AUDIT FOLLOWUR FMHA PREVEMTILE.
FrHA SPECIAL PAYMENT ACCOUNTABILITYS

FHHA MADISON COUNTY - SPECIAL REQUEST
GREMADA FMHA DISTRICT OFFICE.

FHMHA SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT-IEM CONUVERSION PROJECT

RURAL COMM.

FMHA FH LOAN PROGREAM ACGUIRED PROPERTY INV WASHINGTON DC
1222 SERVICING POLICY FOR DEL FP EORROMWERES
LOAHM ACCOUMTS WITH QUESTIOMABLE INTEREST RATES

COLUMBIA. S.0C.
CHESTERFIELD CO.s SO

GRENADAs MS

ASST CORP S53-3137-1-1

ILLINOIS

INTEREST RATES

.0
o



VA4

AGENCY - PMULT  HMULTI-AGENCY-DIUVISION CODE

AUDIT RELERSE

NUMEER: REGION DATE TITLE
SE-551-HA22 SWR BS—-BE-53 A-182 ATT P RICHMOND STATE SCHOOL
SE-561-0623 GFPR BE-29-23 A-182s KANSAS DEPT. OF SOCIAL & REHAE. (FY 211, TOPEKAs KS
S@-551-0029 SR BE-HE—23 A-182 ATT P EIG SPRING STATE HOSFITAL
5P-561-BE29 PR Ag-18-33 F-182s DEFT. NAT. RES. & COMSER. (FYS1%82), HELEMAs WT
SA-561-8930 SWR BS—A9—53 F~182 ATT P SAN HHTUHIH STATE CHEST HOSFITAL
SE-561-A03 GFR BE-29-33 F-182s CITY OF FUEBLODs CO
SE-561-0031 SWR BS-A9-23 A-182 ATT P EL PASO STATE CENTER FOR HUMAN DEVELOPMEHT
SE-561-AE31 GFR BE-3A-53 F~182y COLORADO DEFT. OF MATURAL RESOURCES (FY¥E1)
SE-561 2832 SWR BS-BE—23 A-182 ATT P FORT WORTH STATE SCHOOL
SE-561-AE33 SR HS-BE-03 i-182 ATT P AUSTIN STATE SCHOOL
SEH-561 -Ea34 SR BS-E6-53 A-1@2 ATT P SOUTHEARST ARKANSAS ECONOMIC DEY DISTRICT
SH-56 1 -AE35 SR BS—11-53 A~1@2 ATT P CHICKASAW MATION OF OKLAHOMA
S-S5 1 ~AA3E SHR BE-AZ-23 F-182 ATT F HEW MEXICO STATE AGEMCY ON AGING
SE-561 8037 SHR P25 F~182 ATT F TERRELL STATE HOSPITAL
SH-561-9638 SMR B7-18-83 A-182 ATT F ABILENE STATE SCHOOL
SE~561-H939 SWR B7-15-83 A-182 ATT F TRAUIS STATE SCHOOL
SH-561-0046 SHR A7—14-53 F-182 ATT F STATE OF MM DEPT OF FIMANCE AMD ADMINISTRATION
SE-561-0941 SWR 283 F—182 ATT P DENTOW STATE SCHOOL
SE-561-6842 SHR F-1682 ATT P TEXAS DEPARTMENT ON AGING
SE-561 G543 SR F~182 ATT P AUSTIN STATE HOSPITAL
SE—56 1 -84 SR F-182 ATT P TEXAS DEPARTHMENT OF COMMUMITY AFFAIRS
SE-561-B045 SWR F-182 ATT P UERNON CEMTER
SE—56 1 —BE4E SHR : A~182 ATT F CORFUS CHRISTI STATE SCHOOL
SE-561-H047 SR & F-182 ATT F WICHITA FALLS STATE HOSPITAL
SE-56 1 ~AA4S SR a A-182 ATT P NEW MEXICO STATE DEFARTMENT OF EDUCATION
S@-561-@A43 SHR @ F-182 ATT P ARKARSAS DEFARTHMENT OF ENERGY
5E-563-00091 SER A7 -EE-23 F~118-CLEVELAND DAY CARE CEMTERS, IMC.s CLEVELANDs TH (FHS)
SEH-SE62-B061 GPR BF-26-53 A~118» UTAH STATE UNIVERSITYs LOGANs UT
SE—-SE3-A001 MR BE-a2-33 A118 AUDIT OF THE MANIILAG ASSOCIATION 19E2
SH-563-B062 SER B7-13-23 A-11G-UPPER E. TENM HUMAN DEVELOFMEMT AGEMCYs KINGSPORT, TH
SE-S53-RRGS PR B7-27-93 A-118s UNIVERSITY OF MOMTAMAs MISSOULAs MT -
SE—-SE3-BHR3 SER: B7Y-20-23 FA~118~KNOHUILLE-KNOE COUNTY COMMUNITY ACTION COMMITTEE
SE-553-0903 PR B7-27-23 A-11@s MT STATE UMIVERSITYs EOZEMAMs MT
SE-SE3-HEAS SER B7-29-23 F-116-UNITED METHODIST HEIGHEORHOOD CTRS INC. CHATTANOOGA
SE-S63-B004 GPR BE-30-03 A-118, UMIVERSITY OF MISSOURIs COLUMEIAs MO
SE-553-0005 MER HE-A2-23 F~11@ AUDIT UNIY. OF DELAWARE: HEWARK DEL. FOR FY 1982
SE-S63-0005 SER BS-29-23 F-1168 - MID CUMBERLAND COMM ACTION AGEMCYs SMYRNAs TN (CCFPD
SE-SE6.3-A006 SER B9-15-33 F~118-AUDIT OF TEMMESSEE OPF PROGRAMS — SERSOMAL WORKERS
SE-515-8167 NEF: BE—13-83 A-2E- PR STATE UNIU.» UNIW. PARK FA
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A-182 AUDIT OF IL, DEPT OF COMSERVATIONs SPRINGFIELDs IL
A-182s &TH DIST. COUNMCIL OF LOCAL GOUTS.s RAPID CITYs  SD
Alaz AUDIT OF THE HEZ FIERCE TRIEE OF IDAHO

H—IH: ATT FP-BIEE COUNTYs GEORGIR

A-162s TOWN OF MAMZANOLAs MANZANOLAs CO

A- lﬁC AUDIT OF HI DEPT OF SOCIAL SERVICES & HOUSING

A-1@2 ATT P-ALAEAMA OFF. OF STRATE PLANNING AND FEDERAL: PROG.
A-182 AUDIT OF THE CITY OF IMDIAMNAPOLIS, IND

A-162: OFFICE OF STATE AUDITOR - MONTAMNAs HELENAs MT

HlezZ REFORT ON THE IDAHO DEPT OF EDUCATION 1951

A-1682 DHSs DC

A-132s MT DEPT. OF HEALTH % ENUVIROMMENT SCIENCEs HELENAs MT
A182 AUDIT REPORT OF THE "IDAHO DEPT OF HEALTH AND WELFARE
A-182 AUDIT MID-OHIO UALLEY REG. COUNCILs FARKERSEURGs WUR
A-1&82 ATT P-FLORIDA DEFT. OF EDUCATION - FHS

A-1&2Zs FIVE COUNTY ASSN. OF GOUT.» ST. GEORGEs UT

FA-182 CITY OF LONG BEACH MON-USDA COGHIZANT

HA-18z2 AUDIT VA DEPT. OF HOUSING & UREBAN DEV. FYS *2@ £°S2
FA-182s TOWN OF MARENGOs MARENGOs IR

A-1@82 AUDIT D PUBLIC SCHOOLS FOR- FY 1981

A-1@zs S DEFT. OF WATER % HAT. RESOURCESs FIERREs =D
A=-182s COLORADD DEPARTHMENT OF EDUCATIONs DENVERs CO
A-1G2s IR STATE EOARD OF PUELIC INSTRUCTIONs DES MOINESs IR
A-182s MO DEFT. 0OF COMSERUATION: JEFFERSON CITYs MO

A-lggs SOUTHERN UTE INDIAM TRIEE: IGMACIQs O

FA-18gs SOUTH DAKOTA DEFT. OF HEALTHs FIERREs SD

A-182s MT DEFT. OF FISHs WILDLIFEs AMD PARKSs HELENAs MT
A-182s WESTERN MONTANA COLLEGEs DILLONs MT

A-182y IR STATE EOARD OF PUB. INST. FY 1981, DES MOINESs IA
A-182 ATT P AUDIT OF THE LUBEOJCK STATE SCHOOL

A-182s STANDING ROCEK SI0UX TRIEEs FORT YATESs ND

A-182 ATT F RAUDIT OF DEEFP EAST TX COUMCIL OF GOUTS ECON DEU
A-1@2s LOWER BRULE SIOUX TRIEEs LOWER BRULEs SI

A-1a2 ATT P AUDIT OF THE CITY OF EL FASO

A-182s MO STATE BOARD OF EDUCATIONs JEFFERSON CITYs MO
A-182 ATT F AMARILLO ST CTR FOR HUMAN DEL

A- IMd ATT F MUSCOGEE (CREEK) NATION

A-1@a2s CITY OF MULRAME: KAMNSAS

H—l@E ATT F CHERODKEE HATION OF OKLAHOMA

A-182 ATT P BEAUMONT ST CTR FOR HUMAN DEVELOFMENT

A-1@g2s I0WA COMSERUVATION COMMISSIONs DES MOINESs IA
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AGENCY -

AUDIT
HUMEBER

S58-g39-0a11
S9-a99-paliz
Sa-899-0813
56-899-0a14
Sg-a99-a81c
S0-a29-na21
SE-a99-0a24
S@-@99-0027
SQ-339-6030

SR-SeR-a0a1
50-Sen-aRE1

. 898~-Seu-gaee

S8-Soo-nan2
S@-SEa-REa3
SE-S6R—-EA0E3
SE-Sea-a0ad
SQ-Sea-0ead
SA-ScE-naas
Se-Se0-aal4d
S8-Soa-aa15
S9-Sep-aale

SE-561-80a1
SB-561-0001
S8-561-naal
59-561-pa62
59-561-RBGRg
56-561-pa6e
SH-561-aa6z
S8-5c1-an6

© SA-S61-8083

SE-561-AE83
SE-561-R0A3
S8-561-0063
SE-561-00083
S0-561-G584
S@-561-0684
SE-56 1 -B6E4

SE-551-0804 .

S8-561 -H003

MULT

MULTI-AGENCY.-DIVISION CODE

REGION

MR
NER
NER
MNER
NER
NER
HER
GPR-
GFPR

SER
SR
SR
PR
SR
‘GFE
SR
GFPR
MR
WR
WE:
WE:

MHAR
MR
GPR
HAR
SER
MR
GPE
WE

NAR
SER
MR
GFE -
MR

SER
MR
GPE
WF

SER

RELERSE
DATE

B4-31-23
BE—-GE—-53
BE—~Q7~23
BE~G1-53
BE—~26-22
fd—15-83
BS—-23-23
BE-20-53
B9-B2-53

Bg-A1-23
B4-a5-23
Gd—-a4-23
BS-31-82
B5-85-83
BE-12-82
(St = it
B7Y-15-532
B —E1 -3
5 P & by
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~-83
S-[5-32
B4-as-532
as—-17-83
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RI-E2-a82
B4-11-23
BS—-12-82
B5-31-83
As—-az-23
=2-23
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TITLE

VALIDATION OF USDA EMPLOYEE S0OCIAL SECURITY MUMEBERS
GOVERENMENT-0OWNED PROPERTY AT GRAMTEESs WISC. LINIU,

GOUT. OWNED PROPERTY AT GRANTEESs WASH. UNILU.

GOUERNMENT OWNED PROPERTY AT GRANMTEESs MINN. UNIU
GOVERMMENT OWHED PROPERTY AT GRANTEESs FH. UMILU.

SURVEY OF RESEARRCH AND DEVELOFPMENT ~

OFM SUMMARY OF USDA ACCOUNTING STATION RESULTSs DC

SURVEY OF IMPLEMENTATION OF THE FROMPT PRY ACT .
SURLEY OF EQUIPHMEMT MAMAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEMs NOs LA

A-1@2 ATT P-GA DEPT OF AG - AMS: APHISs FSISs SRS EPAs HHE
RELEASE 0OF A-18z AUDIT REFPORT TEXAS DEPT AGRICULTURE FY 191
RELERSE OF A-182 AUDIT REFORT NEW MEXICO LIVESTOCK EBOARRD
A-182s COLORADD DEPT. OF SOCIAL SERVICES. DENVER. CO
FRELEASE OF A-182 AUDIT REFORT Tx DEFT AGRICULTURE FY 1932
A-162s COLORADD DEFT. OF AGRICULTURE. DENUERs CO

A-182 CITY OF LUEEBOCK TEXAS FOR YERR ENDED SEFT 26 1932
A-182s IA DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE. DES MOIMNES: IA

A-1682 ATT P AUDIT - OHIO DEPT OF AGRICULTURE

A-1@2 AUDIT OF DOMATED COMMODITIES FUMD-/NEVADA STATE GSA LEF
Alez AUDIT OF THE IDAHD DEPT OF LANDS

A-162 OREGOM DEPT OF EDUCATION SALEM

FHS CPA AUDIT CITY OF STAMPFORD SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM

A-182 AUDIT-COUNCIL FOR ECON OPPORTUNITIES IN GR CLEUVELAND
A-182s CONF. SALISH & KOOTEMAI TRIEBESs FLATHEADs PABLOs MT
FMHA CPA AUDIT ANMDRUSCOGGIN UALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION AUEN
A-182 ATT P-TOP OF - ALABAMA REGIONAL COUMCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
A-182 AUDIT OF W MICHIGAN REG FLAMNING COM  GREAND RAFPIDS MI
A-182» DEPT. OF HEALTH & SOCIAL SERVICESs CHEYENNEs WY
A-152 AUDIT OF FAPAGO TRIEE OF ARIZ-INT. (COG. AUDIT AGI

SER CPA AUDIT FEDERARL AMARDS TO TUFTS UNIVERSITY

A-182 ATT P-CITY OF GREEHUILLE ALABAMA FY 1921 (FMHA)

A-162 AUDIT OF WHITE EARTH RESERUATION - WHITE EARTHs KN
A=-182s SHOSHOME % ARAPAHOE TRIEBESs JT VENTURE FT WASHAKIEs WY
A-182s AUDIT OF CLARK COUNTY HEUVRDAs EPR(CAZ-AE&)s LAS VEGARS
A-182 ATT P-LEE CO. FLORIDA FEDERAL GRANTS AUDIT REPORT
FA-1682 ATT P WISCONSIM DEFT OF NATURAL RESQURCES

A-1682s DEVILS LAKE SI0WY TREIEBE. FORT TOTTEMs MDD

A-1/z2 HOWSING AUTHORITY AMD COMM SUC AGEMCY OF LAME COUNRTY
A-18z2 ATT P-HOREY COUNTYs SOUTH CREOLINA
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AGERCY -  FZEs FOOD SAFETY AMD QUALITY SERVICE

AUDIT RELERSE
MUMEER: REGION TFATE TITLE
% HE-S45-0eE1 SER BE—E4 -5 DCAA PREAWARD AUDIT OF F. E. DAVIS COMPANYs INC.
TOTAL FSOS  FOOD SAFETY AMD GUALITY SERVICE - @1

AGEMCY - APHIS AMIMAL AMD PLAMT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE

AUDIT FELEARSE
HUMEEF REGIOH DATE TITLE
S-S E-0E0g NAF: Hd—-E1-22 AFHIS PRICING PROFPOSAL AMERICAN CYAMAMID WAYNE
SE-545-000d SR Ao—-B2-22 APHIS CONTRACT WITH THE AMERICAM SCHOOL FOUNDATION MEXICO
33—5 S—EEa3 MAF: a4-a1-53 APHIS PRICING PROPOSAL AMDRED AMERICAN CYANAMID WAYHE
At s iy X151 HAR: QR-23-23 AFHIS PRICING PROPOSAL ISOMEDIX INC WHIFPANY
TOTHL AFHIS ANIMAL AMD PLANT HEALTH IMSPECTION SERVICE - B4

AGEMCY - FS FOREST SERWVICE

AUDIT _ RELEASE
HUMEER: REGION TATE TITLE
A S S — AR HAR AS-26-53 FOREST SERVICE COMTRACT AUDIT COMCORD MASS
” %ﬂ j —Agué SR AS-EE—5i FS.AUDIT OF COMTRACT PRICING PROPOSAL 0J0 CALIENTE MM
= E45-GEES LR AS-2@—-53 FS-POST AMARD AUDIT OF CONTRACT OREGON DUNES OUERLOOK
¥ B3 ~ 545 —RARES5 LR AE—@A9—23 FS» AUDIT OF FRICING PROFOSAL» ESTACADA ) )
oo S45-AAAT LR AS—AS—53 FS - THE AEROSPACE CORPORATION EL SEGUNDOs CALIFORMIA
# é§ S45-ERET LR B9—14-23 FS EVALUATION OF PREAWARD FRICE PROPOSAL SRG PARTNERSHIF PC
TOTAL Fs FOREST SERUICE - BE



1]
(]
!

FITEIS HO0ILENE3SH0D I0S

ZH SHOSONL ~AHMIONTS TOMH CATI0M LOHHEIHOD 40 LION--S33
HMOZTAH "OHT SE0LOHALH0D SNOMIN-LIONE SNIITHEd LIHEL0I-3

e AT TH T CHILEHMTW "Wt SLIONY SWIHTD THHMELS0d
Fodd HOTLHIEIES @82 3115 A3340 AMNIQHASSH LIONY LOHELH0D 535
MOILHWHTOTE 3HIE S35 A3NENS £a-11-58
O573H—00 ZLITMOD SHETD LHOW TIHSHIALEM SHITIH LHIES " LW-S05 EE-EI-5E
ILIL JLHI
ISHITI

32IMH3S HOILHNA3ISHOD I0s

26 - 4400 FORHANSMT J0H0 HA3T34 0104
LOH LN3WAHS LdWOEd 40 MOILHLMAWIIHWI 2104 CE-BE—EE R
S3AIDII04 A0 HIASHEEL IHL KO SFANIII0E4 II104 EE-BT—58 2D
ILIL 31H0 MOIS3A
35H3713

J400 IOINGANSNI 403D HY3I34

M
b= 1§
H3H
dHH
43H
M

HOID34

HLOL

oo

l.’IJ oJ

|'h I'T\
D)

m.
15

l'_{' |".'|

2104

MOl

1ea-5+5-01 =
A1aa-5+5-01
60aE-SFS-81
CRRR-St5-01

A3THNH
1rond

Ll = }uzuUm.

l:l [
|

s b
Pl

A3TMNM
A TN

R8a Vi bl -N

51



AGENCY - 0GC OFFICE OF THE GEMERAL COUMSEL

AUDIT RELERSE :
NUMEER: REGION DATE TITLE
16 —E9S—EEE 1 GFFR B2 9-83 OGC DEBT MANAGEMEMTs MASHINGTONs D.C.

TOTAL MGC  OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL -

AGEMCY - OIG  OFFICE OF INSFECTOR GEMERAL
AUDIT RELERSE
MUMEER: REGION DATE TITLE

42— HII-BHES SER BS-R5—53 DIG-I FOOD COUPOM ACCOUNTAEILITY
TOTAL 0IG  OFFICE OF INSFECTOR GENERAL

AGENCY - Q0OF OFFICE OF OPERATIONS AMD FINAMCE

AUDIT FELERSE
NUMEEF REGION DRTE TITLE
43-033-0a62 MHER BE-2e—53 o0 IMPFREST FUNDs WASH. DC
4Z3-E99-08A3 MER @5—-17-232 AUDIT OF A-F& COST ESTIMATEs 0O0s WASH. DC
43~-a99-0aa7 GPE Bd~-13-33 SECURITY QUER TELENET COMMUNICATIONS
TOTAL QoF OFFICE OF OPERATIONS AND FINANCE -

>~
L

=
0
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RELERASE

AUDIT

HUMEBER REGION DATE TITLE
48-8@1-a8a1 GFE Q2-a3-23 ARS ADP MAMAGEMENT
4@—@82—39@3 SER 89-a7-33 CSES KENTUCKY STATE UMIVERSITYs FRANKFORT, K
4E-083-0EvS SER a9-15-83 CES KENTUCKY STRTE UNIVERSITYs FRANKFORTs KY
43-339-08a1 NER a/-11-283 MAL ASSESSMENT & COLLECTION OF USER FEES WITHIN UéDH
43-545~-0@84 MAR B4-A4-53 SEA AYE AUDIT ASSIST PLUM ISLAND ANIMAL DISEASE CENTER
48-345-08835 NAR: Bd-15-53 SEA COMSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT SERVICES PLUM ISLAND SUFFOLK

TOTAL SEA SCIENCE AND EDUCATION ADMINISTRATION - e

ﬁGEHCV - REA RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION

AUDIT RELERSE
NUMEBER: REGION TATE TITLE
B9-513—-2061 MR B5—2a-82 REA ELECTRIC LOAN MAKING FOLICIES WASHINGTOMs IC
TOTAL- FER RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ADMIMISTRATION &1
RGENCY - MULT MULTI-AGENCY-DIVISION CODE
AUDIT RELERSE
NUMEER REGION IATE TITLE
SB-615-8163 NER A7 -28-23 MEW YORK COOF EXTENSION SERVICE CORMNELL UNIMs ITHACAs NY
50-615-0169 NER @8-82-83 - DIST. OF SALARY COSTS AT THE UNIV OF ALAEARMA T
SE-£15-@178 MER: B9-12-53 COOF STATE RESERRCH SERVICE CORMELL UNIVERSITY ITHACA NY
SE-547-008 1 GPR BP-RAS—53 OVERTIME MAMAGEMEMT NEW ORLEANS: LA
SA-548-0081 SER B4—-25-873 LUSDA FUNDIMG OF MOM-FEDERAL COMPUTER SYSTEMS
50-B04-8091 GPR B7-12-53 MULT ADF SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES



