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Preface

The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Office of Inspector General (OIG) was
established by the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (Public Law 107-296) by amendment
to the Inspector General Act of 1978. This is one of a series of audit, inspection, and
special reports prepared as part of our oversight responsibilities to promote economy,
efficiency, and effectiveness within the department.

The attached report presents the results of the audit of the State of Nevada’s management
of State Homeland Security Program and Urban Areas Security Initiative grants awarded
during Fiscal Years 2006 through 2008. We contracted with the independent public
accounting firm Foxx & Company to perform the audit. The contract required that Foxx
& Company perform its audit according to generally accepted government auditing
standards. Foxx & Company’s report identifies three reportable conditions where State
management of the grant funds could be improved, resulting in six recommendations
addressed to the Assistant Administrator, Grant Programs Directorate. Foxx & Company
is responsible for the attached auditor’s report dated January 7, 2011, and the conclusions
expressed in the report.

The recommendations herein have been developed to the best knowledge available to our
office, and have been discussed in draft with those responsible for implementation. We
trust this report will result in more effective, efficient, and economical operations. We
express our appreciation to all of those who contributed to the preparation of this report.

&‘W

Assistant Inspector General for Audits



January 7, 2011

Ms. Anne L. Richards

Assistant Inspector General for Audits
Office of Inspector General

U.S. Department of Homeland Security
245 Murray Drive, S.W. Building 410
Washington, D.C. 20528

Dear Ms. Richards:

Foxx & Company performed an audit of the State of Nevada’s management of the
Department of Homeland Security’s State Homeland Security Program and Urban Areas
Security Initiative grants for Fiscal Years 2006 through 2008. The audit was performed
in accordance with our Task Order No. TPD-FIG-BPA-07-0007 dated September 29,
2009. This report presents the results of the audit and includes recommendations to help
improve the State’s management of the audited State Homeland Security Program and
Urban Areas Security Initiative grants.

Our audit was conducted in accordance with applicable Government Auditing Standards,
2007 revision. The audit was a performance audit as defined by Chapter 1 of the
Standards and included a review and report on program activities with a compliance
element. Although the audit report comments on costs claimed by the State, we did not
perform a financial audit, the purpose of which would be to render an opinion on the
State of Nevada’s financial statements or the funds claimed in the Financial Status
Reports submitted to the Department of Homeland Security.

We appreciate the opportunity to have conducted this audit. Should you have any
questions, or if we can be of any further assistance, please call me at (513) 639-8843.

Sincerely,

Metljl 1)

Foxx & Company
Martin W. O’Neill
Partner
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Executive Summary

Foxx & Company completed an audit of the State of Nevada’s
Management of State Homeland Security Program and Urban
Areas Security Initiative grants awarded during fiscal years 2006
through 2008. The audit objectives were to determine whether the
State distributed and spent Homeland Security Grant Program
funds strategically, effectively, and in compliance with laws,
regulations, and guidance. The audit included a review of
approximately $49.2 million in State Homeland Security Program
and Urban Areas Security Initiative grants awarded by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency to the State of Nevada.

Generally, the State did an efficient and effective job of
administering program requirements in accordance with grant
guidance and regulations. The State’s plans linked funding to all-
hazard capabilities and to goals that were established based on risk
assessments. Also, the State established an effective system for
identifying vulnerabilities and opportunities to improve the State’s
preparedness and response capabilities.

However, some improvements are needed in the State’s
establishment of measurable goals and objectives, identification of
long-term capability sustainment options, and monitoring of
subgrantee activities.

Our six recommendations call for the Federal Emergency
Management Agency to require the State of Nevada to initiate
improvements which, if implemented, should help strengthen
program management, performance, and oversight.

Federal Emergency Management Agency and Nevada officials
verbally concurred with our findings and recommendations.
Nevada officials provided written comments, which are
incorporated as appropriate, and included in their entirety in
Appendix B.

The State of Nevada’s Management of State Homeland Security Program and
Urban Areas Security Initiative Grants Awarded During Fiscal Years 2006 through 2008
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Background

The Homeland Security Grant Program is a federal assistance grant
program administered by the U.S. Department of Homeland
Security (DHS), Grant Programs Directorate within the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The current Grant
Programs Directorate, hereafter referred to as FEMA, began with
the Office of Domestic Preparedness, which was transferred from
the Department of Justice to DHS in March 2003. The Office of
Domestic Preparedness was subsequently consolidated into the
Office of State and Local Government Coordination and
Preparedness which, in part, became the Office of Grants and
Training, and which subsequently became part of FEMA.

Although the grant program was transferred to DHS, applicable
Department of Justice grant regulations and legacy systems still
were used as needed to administer the program. For example,
through fiscal year (FY) 2008 the Office of Justice Programs’
Grants Management System was used to receive grantee
applications and to administer the award and reporting processes.
Also prior to the transfer, the State Administrative Agency entered
payment data into the Office of Justice Programs’ Phone Activated
Paperless Request System, which was a drawdown payment
system for grant funds. That payment system was replaced in
April 2007 by FEMA’s Payment and Reporting System, which
allowed grantees to make payment requests and complete and
transmit their quarterly Financial Status Reports online.

Homeland Security Grant Program

The Homeland Security Grant Program provides federal funding to
help state and local agencies enhance their capabilities to prevent,
deter, respond to, and recover from terrorist attacks, major
disasters, and other emergencies. The Homeland Security Grant
Program encompasses several interrelated federal grant programs
that together fund a range of preparedness activities, including
planning, organization, equipment purchase, training, and
exercises, as well as management and administration costs.
Depending on the fiscal year, the program included some or all of
the programs:

e State Homeland Security Program supports the
implementation of State Homeland Security Strategies to
address the identified planning, organization, equipment,
training, and exercise needs to prevent, protect against, respond
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to, and recover from acts of terrorism and other catastrophic
events.

e Urban Areas Security Initiative Program funds address the
unique planning, organization, equipment, training, and
exercise needs of high-threat, high-density Urban Areas, and
assists them in building an enhanced and sustainable capacity
to prevent, protect against, respond to, and recover from acts of
terrorism.

e Law Enforcement Terrorism Prevention Program provides
resources to law enforcement and public safety communities
(working with their private partners) to support critical
terrorism prevention activities, including: establishing/
enhancing fusion centers and collaborating with non-law
enforcement partners, other government agencies, and the
private sector.

e Citizen Corps Program mission is to bring community and
government leaders together to coordinate the involvement of
community members in emergency preparedness, planning,
mitigation, response, and recovery.

e Metropolitan Medical Response System Program funds
support designated jurisdictions to further enhance and sustain
a regionally integrated, systematic mass casualty incident
preparedness program that enables a response during the first
crucial hours of an incident. The program prepares
jurisdictions for response to all-hazards mass casualty
incidents, including Chemical Biological Radiological Nuclear
Explosive terrorism, epidemic disease outbreaks, natural
disasters, and large-scale hazardous material incidents.

State Administrative Agency

The governors of each state appoint a State Administrative Agency
to administer the Homeland Security Grant Programs. The State
Administrative Agency is responsible for managing these grant
programs in accordance with established federal guidelines. The
State Administrative Agency is also responsible for allocating
funds to local, regional, and other state government agencies.

In 1999, Nevada’s Governor designated the Division of
Emergency Management to be the State Administrative Agency for
the Homeland Security Grant Programs. The Nevada Division of
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Emergency Management administered all of the Homeland
Security Grant Program grants included in our audit scope. The
Division of Emergency Management’s organizational structure is
depicted in Appendix C.

The State of Nevada is not divided into Response Regions, as the
State chose not to regionalize due to the topography and unique
diversity of its jurisdictions. The Nevada Division of Emergency
Management and the Clark County/Las Vegas Urban Areas
Security Initiative area are the major Planning Commissions within
the State of Nevada that determine grant funding priorities within
the State. The Division of Emergency Management’s Homeland
Security Working Group coordinates with the Urban Areas
Security Initiative working group to support their needs,
synchronize strategies, and establish consistent priorities across
Nevada.

Grant Funding

The State of Nevada received approximately $58.8 million from
the Homeland Security Grant Program during FY's 2006 through
2008. As part of this program, the State received $49.2 million in
State Homeland Security Program and Urban Areas Security
Initiatives grants. During that timeframe, the State Administrative
agency awarded subgrants to the following:

e 2006: 10 first responder subawards distributed throughout
2 counties, 1 city, 5 state agencies, 1 state association, and
1 urban area;
e 2007: 24 first responder subawards distributed throughout
12 counties, 4 cities, 5 state agencies, 2 regional commissions,
and 1 urban area; and
e 2008: 12 first responder subawards distributed throughout
3 counties, 1 city, 6 state agencies, 1 state association, and
1 urban area.

Table 1 displays a breakdown of the State Homeland Security
Program and Urban Areas Security Initiative grant funds by year.

The State of Nevada’s Management of State Homeland Security Program and
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Table 1

Nevada
Homeland Security Grant Program Awards

Funded Activity FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 Total
State Homeland
Security $ 8,110,000 | $ 5,610,000 | $ 9,390,000 | $23,110,000
Program
Urban Areas
Security $ 7,750,000 | $ 9,310,000 | $ 9,030,000 | $26,090,000
Initiatives
Law
Enforcement
Terrorism $ 4,180,000 | $ 4,000,000 | $ 0|$ 8,180,000
Prevention
Program
Citizen Corps | ¢ 937000 | § 179,000 | $§ 183,000 | § 599,000
Program
Metropolitan
Medical $ 232,000 [ $ 258,000 | § 322,000 | $ 812,000
Response
System Program

Total $20,509,000 | $19,357,000 | $18,925,000 | $58,791,000

Foxx & Company completed an audit of the State of Nevada’s
management of DHS’ State Homeland Security Program and
Urban Areas Security Initiative grants awarded during FY's 2006
through FY 2008. The objectives of the audit were to determine
whether the State distributed and spent Homeland Security Grant
Program funds strategically, effectively, and in compliance with
laws, regulations, and guidance. Nine researchable questions
provided by the DHS Office of Inspector General (OIG)
established the framework for the audit. The researchable
questions were related to the State Administrative Agency’s
planning, management, and evaluations of grant activities.
Appendix A provides additional details on the purpose, scope, and
methodology of this audit, including the nine researchable
questions.

Results of Audit

Generally, the State did an efficient and effective job of administering
program requirements in accordance with grant guidance and regulations.
The State’s plans linked funding to all-hazard capabilities and to goals that
were established based on risk assessments. Also, the State established an
effective system for identifying vulnerabilities and opportunities to
improve the State’s preparedness and response capabilities.
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However, some improvements are needed in the State’s establishment of
measurable goals and objectives, identification of long-term capability
sustainment options, and monitoring of subgrantee activities.

Measurable Goals and Objectives

The Nevada State Administrative Agency cannot demonstrate
improvement and accomplishments tied to federal grants because strategic
goals and objectives did not provide an adequate basis for measuring
improvements in the State’s preparedness and response capabilities. The
Agency had not developed measurable goals and objectives consistent
with federal requirements and did not have an effective systematic method
for the collection of performance-related data. As a result, the State did
not have a documented evaluation of the effect that grant funds had on the
capability of first responders.

Code of Federal Regulations Title 44 § 13.40 (a), Monitoring and
reporting program performance, requires that grantees must monitor grant
and subgrant supported activities to assure that performance goals are
being achieved. In addition, Department of Homeland Security State and
Urban Area Homeland Security Strategy Guidance on Aligning Strategies
with the National Preparedness Goal, dated July 22, 2005, states that an
objective sets a tangible and measurable target level of performance over
time against which actual achievement can be compared, including a goal

expressed as a quantitative standard, value or rate. Therefore, an objective
should be:

e Specific, detailed, particular, and focused — helping to identify
what is to be achieved and accomplished;

e Measurable — quantifiable, providing a standard for comparison,
and identifying a specific achievable result;

e Achievable — the objective is not beyond a State, region,
jurisdiction, or locality’s ability;

e Results-oriented — identifies a specific outcome; and

e Time-limited — a target date exists to identify when the objective
will be achieved.

The State’s goals, objectives, and implementing steps were broad-based
and did not provide for tracking and objectively measuring the impact of
funds expended for equipment, training, and exercises. The following is
an example of the State’s FY 2006-2008 goals, objectives, and
implementation steps.

e Goal: Equip and train Nevada’s emergency first responders and
support agencies.
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e Objective: Establish equipment needs and continue to equip
emergency first responders as is permissible through available
federal, state, local, and tribal funding.

e Implementation Steps:

o Establish equipment needs to detect, accurately identify and
report radiological or nuclear materials,

o Conduct thorough review of subrecipient applications for
compliance with federal grant guidance and identified
needs within each state agency and local jurisdiction,

o Conduct assessment in conjunction with evaluation of
cumulative year-to-date equipment allocations,

o Authorize award for funding to subrecipient in support of
approved application,

o Develop statewide policies for standardization of
equipment utilized by all emergency first responders to
provide for ease in sharing of resources and mutual aid
assistance, and

o Establish working groups to perform equipment needs
assessments and periodic reevaluations.

Starting with the 2007 State Homeland Security Strategy, the Nevada
State Administrative Agency changed its Evaluation Plan section of the
State Strategy to include a requirement that the State would submit
quarterly progress reports to the Nevada Homeland Security Commission
in order to monitor progress relative to the strategy and ensure compliance
with federal reporting requirements. As a part of the signed certified
assurances accompanying the grant award, the State required the
subgrantees to submit a quarterly progress report. Using these quarterly
progress reports, the State prepared a combined statewide report for
submission to the Commission.

We reviewed subgrantees’ quarterly progress reports and found the reports
lacking in definitive measurements. While the State had made an attempt
to develop a progress measurement tool with the requirement for quarterly
progress reports from subgrantees, the tool was not meeting the
requirements of what constitutes an objective as defined in DHS guidance.

State officials acknowledged that performance measures must be carefully
developed, specifically tied to the State’s strategy, goals, and objectives,
and be consistent with resource availability and allocation. Without
measurable goals and objectives and a mechanism to collect objective,
results-oriented data from local jurisdictions and first responders, the State
did not have a basis to evaluate the effect of grant expenditures on its
preparedness and response capabilities. Also, the State was unable to
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determine progress toward goals and objectives when making funding and
management decisions.

Recommendations

We recommend that the Assistant Administrator, Grant Programs
Directorate, require the Director of the Nevada Division of
Emergency Management to:

Recommendation #1: Develop strategic goals and objectives
applicable to first responder capabilities that are specific,
measurable, achievable, results-oriented, and time limited;

Recommendation #2: Incorporate the goals and objectives into a
statewide system for measuring local jurisdiction first responder
progress toward achieving the goals and objectives; and

Recommendation #3: Use the progress achieved as a basis for
making decisions regarding future first responder grants.

Management Comments and Auditors’ Analysis

FEMA officials verbally concurred with the findings and
recommendations and elected not to provide written comments.

The State provided written comments and concurred with the
finding and the recommendations. The State Administrative
Agency stated that at the end of FY 2008, the Division of
Emergency Management developed and implemented a process
that resulted in a statewide assessment of target capabilities. The
purpose of the assessment was to create a comprehensive picture of
current all-hazards preparedness for the State of Nevada, including
the Las Vegas Urban Area. The process was conducted prior to
the FY 2009 and 2010 grant cycles and will continue to be used in
subsequent years. Nevada officials said that all project managers
are required to submit a project plan based upon the DHS approved
investment justification for each approved project.

The officials also said that project managers, grant managers, and
fiscal agents are required to submit quarterly financial reports and
programmatic summaries. The programmatic summaries must
include: percentage of project completion, tasks accomplishments,
financial status and accountability, and any challenges that would
potentially result in project managers being unable to complete the
project within the grant performance period.

The State of Nevada’s Management of State Homeland Security Program and
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We agree that progress has been made since the 2006, 2007, and
2008 grant years. The State has made a concerted effort to create
and maintain a comprehensive picture of Nevada’s all-hazards
preparedness in terms of target capabilities. If properly
implemented, the actions identified in the State’s response will
resolve the condition identified during the audit. However, the
Assistant Administrator, Grant Programs Directorate, needs to
ensure that the State’s implementation of the process results in
appropriate measurements of progress and that the progress
achieved is reflected in the State’s requests for future first
responder grants.

Within 90 days, the Assistant Administrator, Grant Programs
Directorate, needs to outline corrective actions and a plan for
ensuring that the State’s implementation of the assessment process
is being implemented as intended. These recommendations remain
open and unresolved.

Long-Term Sustainment of Capabilities

The State of Nevada had not prepared contingency plans that address
funding shortfalls if grant funds are reduced or curtailed all together in
subsequent years. Although the Sustainability Section of the Investment
Justifications from the State’s major subgrantees indicated that Nevada
would accept financial responsibility for post-grant funding, the
Sustainability Section offered little substantive support as to how the
investment would address long-term costs—either from an equipment or
salary perspective. This creates an inherent risk to the State’s capability to
prepare for and respond to catastrophic occurrences and to protect its
interest in sizable assets acquired.

The DHS Grant Program Guidance and Application Kits as well as the
Investment Justification Reference Guides for fiscal years 2006, 2007, and
2008 state that grant proposals must clearly describe how projects will be
sustained when the awarded grant funds are expended. Among other
things, sustainability plans must address long-term costs such as
personnel, equipment maintenance, repairs, replacement, and software
licensing. Sustainability plans are not to place reliance upon future grant
awards.

The DHS Grant Guidance Kits and Investment Justification Guides
stipulate that grantees are to describe the long-term approach to sustaining
the capabilities created or enhanced by the investment, or explain why the
investment will not be sustained. DHS notes that the applicant should
describe plans for maintaining the capabilities developed by the
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investment, including any additional sources of funding to be used, or
future plans for sustaining the investment, if any. DHS further advises the
grantees to describe how implementing the investment will continue to fill
capability gaps beyond the grant’s performance period. For sustainment
investments, the grantee is to describe how successful maintenance of the
capabilities has been achieved and provide plans indicating how
capabilities will be sustained in the long-term.

Nevada’s investments in its intelligence collection and analysis Fusion
Centers, as well as other terrorism combating activities, were so large and
the processes so imbedded in the local law enforcement community that
these activities may be considered too important to fail should federal
grant funds be reduced or eliminated. The Las Vegas Metro Police
Department, the Washoe County Sheriff, the Elko County Sheriff, the
state bomb squads, the three intelligence gathering Fusion Centers, and the
associated critical infrastructure protection/Silver Shield programs were
either in the process of or have purchased very high-cost equipment items.
Moreover, the salaries and associated personnel costs necessary to keep
these programs operating could have impact on the quality of the services
delivered.

The Investment Justifications we reviewed for Nevada did not provide
significant details as to how the grantee intended to finance the project
beyond the DHS funding period. For example, in the FY 2007 grant
application for the Las Vegas Fusion Center program, the Sustainability
Justification included, among other things, that:

e “.afeasibility study is currently underway in the Nevada
Legislature, with the intention of providing sustainment funding of
the Fusion program. The costs of building a structure and the
associated costs would be borne by the state, while the various
agencies would contribute personnel.” In June 2010, Nevada
Division of Emergency Management officials told us that the
Nevada Legislature had not completed this feasibility study.

e Improvised Explosive Device/Bomb Squads project managers are
expected to: “...identify opportunities to integrate and leverage
funding sources to provide and continue...Nevada bomb squads.”
However, neither the State nor the subgrantees could provide
documentation supporting that these opportunities had been
identified during the audit.

On November 20, 2009, DHS issued an Information Bulletin stating the
agency will fund maintenance contracts, warranties, upgrades, and user
fees under all active and future grant awards. While the bulletin satisfies
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some out-year grantee funding concerns, it does not cover the significant
outlays that grantees will be expected to fund should DHS reduce future
grant awards for replacement or sustainment purposes.

Nevada has invested heavily in procuring very expensive and elaborate
equipment together with supportive infrastructure for ongoing programs
including the intelligence gathering and dissemination Fusion Centers,
Bomb Squads, critical infrastructure protection/Silver Shield, and
Improvised Explosive Devices/Weapons of Mass Destruction programs.
In this regard, we noted that a budget shortfall of $2 billion or more was
being publicized for the State of Nevada while at the same time the State
and Clark County, Nevada’s most populated county, were furloughing
numerous city, county, and State employees. As a result, the sustainment
of capabilities and the completion of multi-year projects may be in
jeopardy if future federal funding is substantially reduced or not available.
If this occurs, grantees and subgrantees would have to provide support to
retain acquired preparedness and response capabilities. If the required
funds exceeded the financial ability of the grantee and subgrantees, the
acquired capabilities could be reduced or eliminated.

Recommendation

We recommend that the Assistant Administrator, Grant Programs
Directorate, require the Director of the Nevada Division of
Emergency Management to:

Recommendation #4: Identify ongoing and proposed projects
that will need additional funding beyond the grant period; estimate
the timeframe and the amount of money needed to complete
ongoing and proposed projects; and provide options for sustaining
the capabilities being acquired in the absence of federal funds.

Management Comments and Auditors’ Analysis

FEMA officials verbally concurred with the findings and
recommendations and elected to not provide written comments.

The State provided written comments and concurred with the
finding and the recommendation. The State Administrative
Agency recognizes the significance of sustainment. Due to the
current economic situation the State and its municipalities are
facing, the challenge to achieve sustainability independent of
federal funding is a major concern. As the economy improves, the
State will evaluate a shared multi-jurisdictional contribution
method of sustainment. We agree that the current economic
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dilemma poses a real challenge to states and local municipalities.
However, the condition reported from the audit will remain open
until appropriate options are identified concerning project
completions and long-term sustainment of capabilities if future
federal funding is substantially reduced or not available.

Within 90 days, the Assistant Administrator, Grant Programs
Directorate, needs to provide corrective actions for the
recommendations and a plan to implement the actions. This
recommendation remains open and unresolved.

Effective Grant Monitoring

The Nevada State Administrative Agency could enhance the effectiveness of
its subgrantee monitoring by following its newly established site monitoring
procedures. When the FY 2006, 2007, and 2008 Homeland Security Grant
Program awards were made the Agency was not conducting periodic site
visits to observe the progress made by the subgrantees and did not have grant
management and performance monitoring policies and procedures in
place. Although the Agency hired a compliance officer to perform site
visits in January 2009, few had been completed at the time of our audit. In
the absence of site visits, the Agency was not able to be fully aware of the
extent that its subgrantees adhered to federal requirements and grant
guidelines or achieved DHS and Agency programmatic goals and objectives.
The incomplete implementation of an effective periodic, on-site, subgrantee
monitoring program prevented the Agency from obtaining first-hand
knowledge of specific subgrantee administrative problems and issues.

Code of Federal Regulations Title 44 § 13.40 (a), Monitoring and
reporting program performance, establishes requirements for monitoring
grant program performance. The regulations require grantees to

(1) provide day-to-day management of all grant and subgrant supported
activities and (2) assure that subgrantees comply with applicable federal
requirements and achieve program performance goals. The regulations
also specify that the grantees’ monitoring programs cover each program,
function, or activity, and require subgrantees to adhere to the same
performance monitoring and reporting standards as required of grantees.

Office of Management and Budget Circular A-133, Part 3-M also includes
grantee monitoring requirements. Part 3-M states that grantees are
responsible for monitoring subgrantee use of federal awards through
reporting, site visits, regular contact, or other means. Grantee monitoring
should provide reasonable assurance that the subgrantee administers
federal awards in compliance with laws and regulations, as well as the
provisions of contracts or grant agreements. Monitoring should assure
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that performance goals are achieved. In addition, all state and local
governments that expend $500,000 or more of federal awards must obtain
a Single Audit. Single audits include the physical inspection of inventory
items and the follow-up of actions taken as a result of findings from
previous audits.

The Nevada Division of Emergency Management hired a Compliance
Officer to conduct grant monitoring after the State legislature approved
funding for this position in January 2009. The primary monitoring
activities performed by the State prior to January 2009 were desk audits
conducted during quarterly financial status report reviews, periodic
program reports, interactions with subgrantee representatives during
periodic working group meetings, and occasional visits or undocumented
telephone calls with the subgrantees.

Since coming on-board, the Compliance Officer:

e Developed formal policies and procedures for monitoring grant
recipients based upon Code of Federal Regulations
Title 44 § 13.40,

e Created a 7-page compliance protocol document to be used when
making subgrantee reviews, and

e Proposed a schedule for on-site visits during the period July 1,
2009 through June 30, 2010.

A total of 35 subgrantees were identified for monitoring visits by the
Compliance Officer. The proposed schedule assumed each on-site review
would take one week. The schedule included 20 subgrantee visits during
the period July 1, 2009 through June 30, 2010. Nine visits were scheduled
during the first 6 months, but only eight had reports completed.

We reviewed the reports from the eight monitoring visits and found that
six were for Emergency Management Performance Grants. The remaining
two visits were for:

e AFY 2006 $120,000 State Homeland Security Program grant
awarded to a Nevada State Agency that had been closed with
$56,774 de-obligated. The “visit” turned out to be a desk audit and
the report did not identify any observations or nonconformance
situations.

e Two small State Homeland Security Program grants to a local
emergency planning commission totaling $15,150.
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The creation of the Compliance Officer position and the policies and
procedures were important accomplishments in the State’s efforts to
comply with federal monitoring requirements, and overcome the State’s
earlier inadequate monitoring of subgrantee activities. However, based
upon our review of the monitoring that was completed during the first

6 months, the State’s monitoring commitment could be greatly improved.
High-value grants should have been a priority and visits to subgrantees
completed. Also, we question whether one individual can adequately meet
the State’s monitoring requirements. In this regard, the State could
consider other means to monitor the subgrantees such as reviewing Single
Audits, requiring additional procedures to be added to annual audit scopes,
or requesting periodic program progress.

Recommendations

We recommend that the Assistant Administrator, Grant Programs
Directorate, require the Director of the Nevada Division of
Emergency Management to:

Recommendation #5: Fully implement the policies and
procedures for on-site monitoring of subgrantees, with the largest
grant recipients designated the highest priority when scheduling
visits.

Recommendation #6: Ensure adequate resources are provided to
the monitoring efforts to complete scheduled site visits or obtain
subgrantee monitoring information through other sources of visual
verification such as date stamped video, photographs, or internet
based videoconferencing.

Management Comments and Auditors’ Analysis

FEMA officials verbally concurred with the findings and
recommendations and elected to not provide written comments.

The State provided written comments and concurred with the
finding and the recommendation. The State acknowledged the
benefits of on-site review and verification as a preferable method
of monitoring. The State Administrative Agency has worked
within the constraints of limited resources and State officials felt
they had sufficient subgrantee status information from multiple
sources and processes to provide them with adequate monitoring
knowledge. However, the State officials said that when resources
are available the State will continue to strive for effective
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implementation of an on-site monitoring program or a modified
method to achieve similar results.

The State also said that it monitored subgrantees and had
performance monitoring policies and procedures in place when the
FY 2006 through FY 2008 grant awards were made. In this regard,
we noted that a FEMA monitoring review in June 2008 reported a
lack of subgrantee monitoring for the FY 2006 grant by the
Nevada Division of Emergency Management. In addition, a
FEMA monitoring review in 2009 of the Clark County Urban
Areas Security Initiative grant identified that no subgrantee
monitoring policies and procedures existed for the grants awarded
for fiscal years 2004 through 2008.

We believe that if the State effectively implements its proposed
ongoing monitoring including performing on-site visits, the
proposed actions identified in the State’s response will resolve the
condition identified during the audit.

Within 90 days, the Assistant Administrator, Grant Programs
Directorate, needs to provide corrective actions for the
recommendations and a plan to implement the actions. These
recommendations remain open and unresolved.
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Appendix A

Purpose, Scope, and Methodology

The purpose of the audit was to determine whether the State of
Nevada distributed and spent State Homeland Security Program
and Urban Areas Security Initiative grant funds strategically,
effectively, and in compliance with laws, regulations, and
guidance. The goal of the audit was to identify problems and
solutions that can help the State of Nevada better prepare for and
respond to threats, acts of terrorism, and other hazards. The audit
further enabled us to answer the following nine researchable
questions:

Were measurable goals developed from plans?

Do funded plans link all-hazards capabilities to goals?
Were funds and resources distributed based on goals?
Does the State accurately measure risk?

Does the State measure response capabilities?

Can the State demonstrate improved performance?
Were grants administered compliantly?

Did the State monitor grant programs?

What innovative practices can be used by other states?

The scope of the audit included the State Homeland Security
Program and Urban Areas Security Initiative grant awards for
Fiscal Years 2006, 2007, and 2008 as described in the Background
section of this report.

The audit methodology included work at FEMA Headquarters,
State of Nevada Division of Emergency Management office, the
Clark County/Las Vegas urban area, and various subgrantee
locations. To achieve our audit objective we analyzed data,
reviewed documentation, and interviewed the key state and local
officials directly involved in the management and administration of
the State of Nevada’s Homeland Security Grant Programs. We
conducted 21 site visits and held discussions with appropriate
officials from 5 of the 17 counties representing all emergency
management regions within the State, and 5 of the 7 State agencies
awarded State Homeland Security Program and Urban Areas
Security Initiative grants in order to determine if program grant
funds were expended according to grant requirements and State-
established priorities. One State agency was merged into another
agency and one received a FY 2008 grant award where no funds
were spent at the time of our audit.
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Appendix A

Purpose, Scope, and Methodology

We conducted site visits to the following 21 subgrantee
organizations:

State Agencies
e Nevada Department of Agriculture

e Nevada Department of Information Technology

e Nevada Department of Public Safety — Investigations Division

e Nevada Department of Public Safety — Office of Homeland
Security/Division of Emergency Management

e Nevada Department of Transportation

Counties

e Douglas County Local Emergency Planning Commission
Elko County Local Emergency Planning Commission
Lyon County Local Emergency Planning Commission
Washoe County Local Emergency Planning Commission
Washoe County Sheriff

Urban Area

e C(City of Las Vegas

e City of North Las Vegas

e Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department

e Clark County Emergency Management Local Emergency
Planning Commission

e (lark County Coroner

e C(lark County Information Technology

e (lark County Southern Nevada Area Communications Council

First Responders
e Carson City Local Emergency Planning Commission
e Nevada Hospital Association

Regional Activities
e Regional Transportation Commission — Northern Nevada
e Regional Transportation Commission — Southern Nevada

At each location, we interviewed responsible officials, reviewed
documentation supporting State and subgrantee management of the
awarded grant funds (including expenditures for equipment,
training and exercises), and physically inspected some of the
equipment procured with the grant funds.
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Purpose, Scope, and Methodology

We conducted the audit between December 2009 and May 2010, in
accordance with Government Auditing Standards as prescribed by
the Comptroller General of the United States (Yellow Book-2007
Revision). Those standards require that we plan and perform the
audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our
audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our
audit objectives.

Although this audit included a review of costs claimed, we did not
perform a financial audit of those costs. This was a performance
audit as defined by Chapter 1 of the Standards, and included a
review and report of program activities with a compliance element.
Foxx & Company was not engaged to and did not perform a
financial statement audit, the objective of which would be to
express an opinion on specified elements, accounts, or items.
Accordingly, we were neither required to review, nor express an
opinion on, the costs claimed for the grant programs included in
the scope of the audit. Had we been required to perform additional
procedures, or conducted an audit of the financial statements in
accordance with generally accepted auditing standards, other
matters might have come to our attention that would have been
reported. This report relates only to the programs specified and
does not extend to any financial statements of the State of Nevada.

While the audit was being performed and the report prepared under
contract, the audit results are being reported by the DHS Office of
Inspector General to appropriate FEMA and State of Nevada
officials.
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Appendix B
Management Comments to the Draft Report

2
Jim Glblons _.--g,";‘ Jeard Flaien
Ciernor s et
4
.I{*.“x Fronk Strocusa
b Tk
Division of Exvergency Management
24TA Fairview Tlaw:
Caman Ciky, Toevada BO7I1
e phne (75 GFT-UIG0 Fax (775 637-0022 » b/ S d emuseace mvmayd
Seplember 27, 20H0
bir. Diete P. Foomey
Frogram Analyst, Western Division
LDHSFEMA

BOO K Stroet, MW
¥rashington, DC 20472-3023

EE: Offica of Inspector General Audit Bespomes
Dear Mr. Finney:

i hehalf pf the Mevada Department of Pulilic Safcty, Division of Emergency Management (GEM],
thia letter is intgnded to sorve ag tosponse to the ecommendatioa: made by the Departmenl of
Homelond Security (DHS), Gffice of Inspector Gensral relative o their awmdit of the Smte of
Wevada's managoment of the State Homeland Securily Progrom {SHSP) and Uthan Areas Security
Initiative (UAST) proprains deazr wers awanded dunng Federa| Facal Year 2006 (FEY06) fmough
Federal Fiscal Year 2008 (FFY D8}

The DEM woudd fivst like to exprers pur singers appreciation for the efforts of all representatives of
the Department of Homeland Security, its Office of Inspoctor Gencral dnd Foxx & Compony for
their dedication in assisting MNovade with itz efforts fo impeove processes and orocedures foc the
effeclive menagement of the aforsmentioned faderal Frant programs. T has iuly hesh a plassures
worldng with all parties insolved.

Recommendotton # 1: Develop strateple goals and objeetives applicable to first reaponder
capabifities that are spetiflc, measurable, achievahle, results-pricoted, and time lizdted;

Responss:
The seope of work for the O00G andit insluded FFY04 through FFYUS. Tha DEM concers with this

bndiag uhd rerpectfully submaits the following cxplanacion as wcll 45 intended andfor aleeady
implemented cormsstive refion.

Forradee anl el il- a [ e = ¥ Lis ® L SR
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Tha DEM would subnrit that e FFY 06 grant wis not recaived until the end of FTY0T ood hopaise
wilh subsequent vears, This, in combinatior with the fet *hal, beeioning with FFY DG, the
proprums shifled (o a starewids approach, resulied imoa Jeved ol unGemiliatiy eod new challenpes
(&, Bovernment-io-government relations, project management by a single judsdiction, ate)
relanve to programs/pro’ ot implementation. Therefors, prujects wers, in some cases, delayed unlil
such chal'cnges sould be addreseed. Thic to these debays, the DEM did not have the ability fo begn
an accurate and praduchve mcgmurement or asesssment of projocts uotl! an adequale level of
progress was achicved on sich project. Tals was comopoumded by the fact that he sigle project wis
tully fumded in 2 single grant cycle. This practios was implemented due to the necessity of ensucing
that bading applied for and awarded wos done with the kwwledge that the approved peojects ahd
respective milestones would cnly ke approved with considerarion of the Mnding level, prescribed
petloemance pariod and the sbility to complete the established milestones within (hal fime periad

41 the end of FEY0E (which weas acluslly the beginning of the FFY08 grent syele fonding, with
ta years of project Aeading e peopress, (he DR, in panmership with the Erbue: Ares (Clark
Coumty}, developed and icwplemented s proceas thut regulted in 8 sEatowide assessment of tangot
capabilitics. This process, now implomonbed, wag condueted prior to €he FRYOO and FFY' 1) grant
cveles and will continue to bo conducted prior o cach subsequont fumarc grant svela, Furthes, this
was dons o conjunction wita requinng all projects to idendfy how they are relatzd to and achieve
the zoals and objectives established within the Stase Homeland Secereity Steatepy, and the Urhan
Atres Seearepsr (ns applicable).

This assesement reddlis 1noa curvent snapshot depicting the current all-kazands first respondsr and
cupabilities preparedness levels acroas MNevada, inchiding the Loy Yegas Urhan Area, Preparscdness
ievesls ure mewsyred 0 lerma of the 37 Terget Capabilities List (TCLY and rolated activitics as
eatahlished m cach of the Target Capabilities. This data cofection ocoura through A series of
asggasment intervicws with subjest matter expettz (ShEsh Sumiline with the particuiar capability aad
related dieciplineds) being assessed. However, it thould be aoted that there ave raany vorizbles,
which are symptomatic of the nesd for sevolving prepuredness activies thar direcily impact he
megsrement of & capabilily &1 any piven fime  These verebles inclode, b wee oot Teoited o
Employee new hires, renrees, promalions, terrmnutiona, argenixattonst chamges, ete.

The purpyes of the asgessment was fo creats 3 comprehensive picture of mument all-hzzards
preparedness for the Staie of Mevada, The esscssment was used in FFY)S and will continus to be
useel by the State in the memagement of these programs. This assessment i5 conduocted moder the
joint authogicy of the State Administracive Apency (the DER} and the Urban Area Point of Contact,
with peview and approval of the Netvada Comrmission on Homeland Sacurity (5CHS). Torther, this
process has been provided lor in Nevada™s Stata Preparsdnesz Repard (SPRY, ey 13 required atmually
by the DS,

Pogobeae al B il v =
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Fiaally, Movada alzo reqoircs all projoet managers to submit a projece plan based upon the DHS
approved investrent justificatton (U3 for eoch appreved projact, This inforawtion captures the
milestones, tasks and timclines nccessary o complese each peoject  The milesiones mmd tasle amc
meageralls and reaalt oncnted with tione driven deadlines, which are closely menitored by the DEM
and ara prezevted w the NCHS ob 3 quarter]y basis.

Status: Fually Implemeoted

Becommendation ¥ 2: Incorporate the goals and obfeciives Inte a statewide system fur
mersuring local jurisdiction flrst respomder progress toward achisving the goals and

nhjectives; and

Response:

Please rotior (o the DIEM 3 respones to Booonunsndatios it 1. Tle DEM concurs witke this Ooding,

In addiiion, the DEM regeirss the project moanager, gznt managers ang fiscel Agents o mbmit
guurterly  fmampial veports mpd  quartcrly  prograsunatic summaries, which includs a clear
demonsation of projost progrees.  The programmatic swrunaries aust iocluce: pacentoge of
projoet sompletion, tasks accomplishments, fnancial satas md accountability, and any challenges
that would poentially rosult in project manapers et umable W complele the prpsct wilhin [he
grant performancs period.

Statua: fullv Lmplemented

Becommonddation # 3t Tlae the progress achicved a3 a basts for making decisions regarding
Fature first respander ¥raots,

Hespnnse:

Tha TFERM comeurs with thes Gnding and offera che following:

As it would velae b he Stale establishing e hasis e making Jecisions myamling faure fiml
respander grasis, ke DTM unilizes many topls and peneseies. I =eplanation, the DEM warks
clozely with and provides devision-making toals to the Nevada Commitssion on Homooland Security
proior to the beginning of each jrant ¢yele. Thesa toals inchuda, bur are not limited ta, the State
Hotnsland Secunty Stratcgy, [Irban Arca Stratogy, statowide Target Capabiiity Assessment, NS
Compitamecs Tool (NIBMSCAST). SPR, historizal finansial aclivily By peoject, hisoorical projoct
campleUon'o gress repons, Project manager preseqlations/ explanations, sulnerahility assessments,
federal mul =tate finoneizl ael progeam requirernentseeandanes, ol

The State of Nevada’s Management of State Homeland Security Program and
Urban Areas Security Initiative Grants Awarded During Fiscal Years 2006 through 2008

Page 21



Appendix B
Management Comments to the Draft Report

While semme of thess togla meay not apprar to be directly vetared w “progress results,” to be ied ug g
bagiz for maldng decisions tewanding famee fivst responder prants, the DEM, thrauph expericnee,
has observiad that working smowledee of all components are eritieal foe tha decision-makers when
evaluating project perfmianes and propress, and is fucther tecesiary for accouniahility purposes as
i would relate to project menagers, project completion aad fiscal intagrity.

Statusz Folly Tmplemente

Recommendation # 3t Tdentify ongeiog and proposed projects ehat will ored additloeal
funding beyood the grant period; catimate the Hmefrome aud (Re simount of moncy needed Lo
complete ongoing xod proposed projects; and provide optlons for sustaiding the capabilitics
heing acquirod in the abscnce of federal fends.

Hespopac:

As previously stated. miost projects i Mevada have hoen done over the course of oustiple graat
oyeles due o ensuting the abtlily of projeets to achieve tiveely spending of grantad finds ond
compietion pf mileslores. Meny of the projects are rwiti-year a2 a resnlt.  Thess projecls are
revigwed and eomsidersd every year in relation to each prant ewcle, This revigw is sonducted by she
Homelanf Securty Wondng Group (HSWG) and the Finance Comenitiee nf Lhe Movardx
Commissicn on Homeland Security and the fitll Navada Commission on Fomeland Seensity,

The DEM woull mespoctfully submit, howewver, that due te the sutrent state of the esonomy, muny
projects and csteblizhed cepabilitics romatn reliant upon the support of fdesal lunds o pravide for
the maintenanes of some aspeess of dwss capabilities wehievesd wy 15 providay for in Depatment of
Homeland Scourity’a nformaton Buletin 45336 (lasned MWoverber 20, 20093, Further, while ajl
stakehedders have sonsistenfly beet redesrciing snd exploring options for sustainment, that apc
inclusive of multi-level judsdiction parficipation, the corment oconomy is not conducive to
achievamant and implementstion at this time.

Fhe State of Nevada is somently experietring a 33 hillion deficit with ils polificed subdivisions
expericoring similar financizl chellenpes  Notably, Tewwds iz mmked s hawving the highest
foreclogura rate and hiplhest unemployment tule in Lbe countrs [Eis with mueh eoncam, that wa
cleasly vnderstand taat, in the absence of federm)] fiinding 25 well as the cument economic climate,
many of our projects and estebiished capanilitics would be significantily scaled back or completely
thminuled. TEowever, in fhe evont of & nwuch improved econemy, the Stace will apain evaluate a
shared cyubr-jurisdictional contribution method for snssainment

Elaprinl PPedie 15
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Finally, the DEM congwst with thiz Gnding with undemstanding of the challenges noted above and
will actively simive ko achieve sustminahikity independent of foderal funding as soon as [s feasiole

Status: Pariially Tmplemsented — Pendiog sigoificant improve ment in status of econemy

Recommendation # 5: Fully implement the policies and procedures for on-site monitoring of
snbgrantees, with the largeat mrant reciplente desimmated the highest priovity when scheduling
viaits, and

LLESH

The 13HW, 25 explained donng the emmsa of the aodit, Aired 4 Compliance CHTcer in Janary, 2009,
Singe that time, the Complismes Officer developed the DEM's policies and procedures for
complianee moenitoring and began a pilot program for inplementation. This bagan with analler
subgrargs, admindstered by dhe DEM, 1o tesr the polictes and procedurss prive: te full implamenlstion
that would lovalve larger, more conpiex subgants. Swmee e time of the andit, the DBEM's
Coanpliance CHTicer pronnotet o mnather wesrisy and the positdon (& cwmently unifor reemmitment.

The DEM concure with thiz fiding snd ackmowledges the bensfits of on-sbe review and
verificution ar a preferable mcthod of inonitoring,.  Howsver, with sonsteaints of limited resources,
the TIER would respectfully sobmit the followine:

The finding, resuliing m this reommendsiion, stated that “tiee Nevads SA4 did nol adequat=ly
monitor the activities of subgranees, The apency did not conduct periodic site vizits o abserve the
progress oade by subgrontess end did noe beve prmt menagement and perfprmance monitaring
policies and precedores in place when the FEY0S, FFYDT und FEYHS Homeland Security Grant
Fropram awards were made.  Ageordingly, the agency was not awarc of the oxtent that its
scherantees adhered @ fedaral cequirements and grant amidelines or achiesved DES and amency
proprummabic woala and objectives.  Uhe fack of a penodic, cn-sils, subgrantes monitoring prograt
prevenled the ageney from chtaining first-hand kmowladge of apecific subgrankes administrative
problema and issues.” Subsequently referenced as repulamoy and wrlminisirative requirements were
44 CFER 13.400a0 and OMB A-133, Fat 334,

First, ¢he DEG woubd aubmil thal il dul “adeguately wmomitnr™ 6z subgrantees and did have “grant
tnanagetnanl and performance menitoning pelicics and procedures in place when the FFYDE, FEYOT
and FFYOE Homeland Scournsy Grant Program awards were wmade,” The DEM, during this dme
peniodd, otilizsd and contiwes to atilize today the following methods, while swdving towand
implernemation of on-site monkitoning visis:

LR

The State of Nevada’s Management of State Homeland Security Program and
Urban Areas Security Initiative Grants Awarded During Fiscal Years 2006 through 2008

Page 23



Appendix B
Management Comments to the Draft Report

1. Charterly Finanzial Reporms  Beviewed, audited and verified for progmm complimes prior

o processing of reitblrsement payroenis

Cruarrerly Progress Repors - Beview and ven Red for implemenlstiom und sislus of prograss

. Review of annual juried’ctomal aadie repows — Resulting in allow-up amd monitoring, of

CortecTive action

4. Esteblishment of Esderal, sbate (program} and finsncizl assurances — Required to be signed
by ¢ach aubprantes 2 a condition, fbor reecipt of el awerd

5, MNevada Commission on Homelend Security Cuarterly BEeports andfoe Presentations —
FProwiding for public transparensy and accountability

6, Targst Capability Assessments — Utilized [oe the purpose of messuring achizvement af
goals, ohjectives and timelines, 48 well as proereds om uchieying capahilitices

7. Cominued and cepular nfetwcten with subprantoey throwgh worbal and clectronic
cemmunicaion mlilive Lo addibione] grant management angd performanes requirsments (1e.,
ETIP, ITSEEP, Training-relaged approval coguircnsonts, Comstruction approval roquircnients,
Out-nf-Country approval requizements, cte.] as well a3 technical assistance in the
munagemsnl of auberantes awards,

Led pea

Also, beginning with the FEYOR grant cycle, the DEM, with approval of the Nevals Commission
on Homcland Scourity implancwed a policy identilled ws Diveclive 1.1 [ the purpuses of
improving managerisnt of projece change eequests and eatablizhing puidelines o edilrers ragucsts
that inherently result in a change of intent Moo the orgnslly spproved pmpect.

Finally, the DEM would submit that while both provisions voquice movitornng, shey do pot
spei Beelly mendele “an-sile visits™ =5 the resuited] means of seopmplishing adeqate monitoring,
Specifically, Part 3-8 slaies thel grentess are responsibls for monioring subgrantce nse of faderal
awundr through reparting, sits visits, regular contact, or other means, The emphasis is placed on the
“or' in this ianguage allowing for flexibility in the approach utilized by prantess ag it would relate
ta the monitering of subgrantzes, up to and incleding wee of “other mems.” The DEM repmlarly
wiilizes repordng, regular conact and sther means by moniter subgraniess with implementetion o
site wvisits in propress whenever possible.  Hpweover, the DEM would bke cmphasize its
acknowledpament of the bedsdls derived from an-rits monitoring -when soch i= attainable threngh
aveiiahle resolitees and will conlinue fo striva for atfective implementation of an cn-site monitedng
pragram or 4 modified method to achiewe similar results,

Statas: Fully Implemented within established mandztes

Recommendzdon # 6t Ensure ydeguate resqurces are provided tn the monitoring effarts to
complete scheduled sife vivits gr pbiaim sub-grancee monitoring informadion through pther
dources of visual verificating such as date stamped video, photographs, Skype, ele,

) SR N R T T ST RN U TSR AT o .||'||i||_E_ | Fivis1nm
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OIAE:

The DEM concurs with is Inding and s committed to ensmming that resources, within Lhe
constéaints of avalable mecurees, are provided Lo the =fforts of subgrant menitering,  Further, the
LEM will explore various optiats to smplernent ik recommendation whish may include elecoonic,
date-giarped photagruphy andior video, Skype, vides teloennference, seanned correspondenca, .

Status; Partialhy [mplemented — Full Implementation expecied within & months

In closing, the [ER wonld zpain like t0 2xpress our prafimde fir the collective effarts af a1l pattics
in sssiating the Stae of Nevads i iz efforts o impeove and enbunce grant menagement, and
moqkoring practices that help to ensuze effechive snd efficient progrem implementation while
mswining appropriate tesnspatency amd subgramtee eccountanibity. s been a teal ploamuwe
working with the repragensatives of Foxx & Company and [ would farcher liks to ackmowletae he
consistett fevel ol prafessisnalism thui dhey demonstrated and maintsined thronghout this process.

Condidlly,

- Mﬂf@m—-—u—-

Frank Siracusa
Chief

1] rllie
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STATE OF NEVADA
DIVISION OF EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT

Chief
Public Management
Informaton ——F—F— Deputy Chief Py Sug ort
Officer pP
Legal
Counsel Administration
Deputy AG
Grants, Special Projects
Planning, State Office
SERC Train, & Nevada Regional
Exercise Manager
Fiscal Operations Tra'“".‘g’ HSGP Las Vegas Rggovgry/ Fixcal
Exercise Mitigation
. Special Compliance Programs/
Planning Projects Officer Contracts

September 2, 2009
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Department of Homeland Security

Secretary

Deputy Secretary

Chief of Staff

Deputy Chief of Staff

General Counsel

Executive Secretary

Director, GAO/OIG Liaison Office

Assistant Secretary for Office of Policy

Assistant Secretary for Office of Public Affairs
Assistant Secretary for Office of Legislative Affairs

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Administrator

Assistant Administrator, Grant Programs Directorate
Federal Emergency Management Agency Audit Liaison
Grant Programs Directorate Audit Liaison

Office of Management and Budget

Chief, Homeland Security Branch
DHS OIG Budget Examiner

Congress

Congressional Oversight and Appropriations Committees, as
appropriate

The State of Nevada’s Management of State Homeland Security Program and
Urban Areas Security Initiative Grants Awarded During Fiscal Years 2006 through 2008

Page 27



T
™~

:'\
\";k

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION AND COPIES

To obtain additional copies of this report, please call the Office of Inspector General (OIG) at (202) 254-4100,
fax your request to (202) 254-4305, or visit the OIG web site at www.dhs.gov/oig.

OIG HOTLINE

To report alleged fraud, waste, abuse or mismanagement, or any other kind of criminal or noncriminal
misconduct relative to department programs or operations:

+ Call our Hotline at 1-800-323-8603;

 Fax the complaint directly to us at (202) 254-4292;

* Email us at DHSOIGHOTLINE@dhs.gov; or

* Write to us at:
DHS Office of Inspector General/MAIL STOP 2600,
Attention: Office of Investigations - Hotline,

245 Murray Drive, SW, Building 410,
Washington, DC 20528.

The OIG seeks to protect the identity of each writer and caller.




