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DATE:   04/18/2016 

TO:  The Citizens of Jefferson Parish  

FROM: David McClintock, Inspector General 

REF: Review #2014-0027 Rickey Jackson Community Hope Center (“RJCHC”) 

 
The Jefferson Parish Office of Inspector General (JPOIG) performed an audit of expenditures of 
public funds to the Rickey Jackson Community Hope Center – Courage House (“RJCHC”) 
pursuant to a cooperative endeavor agreement (CEA) entered into with Jefferson Parish 
(hereinafter “the Parish”). The sources of the public funds audited were (1) grant money secured 
under the federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program, and (2) certain 
Parish district funds. The CEA and associated expenditures were administered by the Jefferson 
Parish Community Development Department. 
 
The audit results identify several areas where the Parish can improve upon its obligation to 
provide effective controls, monitoring, and oversight concerning the expenditure of public funds. 
The findings, recommendations, and observations concern the process of grant management as it 
pertains to the specific subrecipient, as well as, the broad issues of grant administration. The 
audit resulted in: 

• the questioning of $158,238.73, or 78%, of the $203,133.04 funds reimbursed, and 

• the determination that $7,194.15 in costs were avoidable based upon Parish overpayment 
to the RJCHC. 

The audit relates to matters which fall under the supervision of the Parish President, as well as, 
matters which fall under the control of the Parish Council whether via resolution, ordinance or 
funding. The RJCHC grant was administered by the Community Development Department, a 
department under the direct supervision of the Parish President, and involved the Accounting 
Department by way of the reimbursement processes. However, the terms and conditions by 
which the funds are expended is in large measure defined by the CEA, a contract which is 
customarily prepared by the Parish Attorney and presented to the Council Chairman for 
execution post adoption of an authorizing resolution by the Council.  
 
A Confidential Draft Audit Report was provided on 02/03/2016, to both the Parish Council and 
Administration for response and comment. The period for response concluded on 03/17/2016, 
with a single response being submitted by Community Development Director Tamithia P. Shaw 
on behalf of the Michael S. Yenni Administration.   
 
The response acknowledges the issues raised in the audit and agrees to “follow the 
recommendations of the JPOIG and implement the corrective measures.” A synopsis of the 
response is attached to this letter and the full response is attached to the following report. In 
outlining their corrective plan, the Yenni Administration and the Community Development 
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Department have set forth a policy-based solution that, if fully implemented, will address long 
standing grant administration concerns.  
 
In doing so, they have committed to instill policy and procedure where none existed and to 
modify and enforce others. The JPOIG recognizes that well-founded policy and procedure is 
essential to assuring and demonstrating compliance with state and federal grant requirements, as 
well as, demonstrating that parish funds provided to non-governmental organizations are 
administered in a fiscally prudent manner and utilized for the intended outcome.  
  
The JPOIG appreciates the commitment to meaningful solutions made by the Administration and 
the Community Development Department.  
 

 
 
 
 



SYNOPSIS OF RESPONSE RECEIVED  

2014-0027 

 RICKEY JACKSON COMMUNITY HOPE CENTER (RJCHC)  
 

FINDING #1:  Three (3) Parish payment requests totaling $45,043.25 were not properly 
approved.  

 Parish Response: Payment requests will be reviewed for accuracy and signed 
by the responsible departments, such as Finance, and reimbursements will only 
be issued when the Request for Payment form includes all required approvals. 

FINDING #2:  Descriptions on two (2) purchase orders generated by Community Development 
totaling $41,691 did not match the description on the invoice or change order 
provided by the RJCHC. 

 Parish Response: As of 06/13/2014, the feature for copying previous 
requisition numbers was removed or disabled. 

FINDING #3:  The effective dates for insurance coverages were prior to the effective date of 
the CEA. (Community Development reimbursed an extra $2,144.06 in 
insurance expenses.) 

 Parish Response: CD will ensure that reimbursements for insurance are not 
paid for periods outside the CEA. The Parish will seek reimbursement for funds 
paid outside of the terms of the agreement. 

FINDING #4:  Failure to perform a physical inspection of the RJCHC inventory to ensure 
existence and completeness. 

 Parish Response: There was no Parish policy on this. The Administration is 
requiring department take an inventory of items purchased with public funds. 
Inventory is to be labeled as assets of the Parish.   

 The Administration will consult with the Parish Attorney’s Office and include a 
clause in all CEAs that any movable property of sufficient value purchased with 
public money is Parish property and cannot be alienated at the end of its use. 
The property must be treated as surplus. 

FINDING #5:  The Parish system of grant management fails to address the ownership and 
disposition of the RJCHC inventory purchased with public funds, including 
grant funds, at termination of the CEA. 

 Parish Response: Refer to Corrective Action for FINDING #4. 

FINDING #6:  Failure to comply with CEA Section 11 - Narrative Reports. 
 Parish Response: The Parish will advise the subrecipient of the requirement to 

send narrative reports to the Internal Auditor. The Administration will put a 
policy in place to ensure that the Internal Auditor is included in the process. 



 
FINDING #7:  Failure to provide timely proof of vendor payments to the Parish for expense 

reimbursements totaling $158,238.73.   
 Parish Response: Invoices and proof of vendor payments will be independently 

verified and approved by the Parish staff. The Yenni Administration will make 
policy that any CEAs that include reimbursement payments will include strict 
timelines. 

FINDING #8:  The Parish reimbursed the RJCHC for a cash payment of $1,478.52 for the 
purchase of limestone without adequate supporting documentation. 

 Parish Response: The Administration agrees that any reimbursement by the 
Parish will be for monies expended by check or other negotiable instrument 
along with verified supporting documentation. 

FINDING #9:  Failure to comply with CDBG funding rules 24 CFR 85.36 and 84.44, the 
competitive bid process. 

 Parish Response: Community Development (CD) will implement training for 
all subrecipients pertaining to bid processes, quotes, and estimates to ensure 
public funds are expended in a cost effective manner. CD will monitor RJCHC 
and other grantees to ensure compliance with CDBG funding regulations 24 
CFR 85.36 and 84.44 when federal funds are involved. 

FINDING #10: The Parish reimbursed the RJCHC for contracting, insurance, utilities, and lawn 
service expenses totaling $49,304.79. However, the RJCHC paid its vendors 
$42,110.64 resulting in the Parish overpaying the RJCHC expenses in the 
amount of $7,194.15. 

 Parish Response: CD will monitor all expense documentation to ensure that 
expenses are accurate and valid prior to reimbursement with public funds. CD 
has withheld funds in the amount of $3,125.63 ($400 is being disputed by 
Rickey Jackson). CD will work to reconcile the RJCHC payments, resolve any 
differences, and collect any and all overpayments. 

FINDING #11: Failure to comply with CEA Section 3 – Payment (i). 
 Parish Response: CD will implement training for all subrecipients pertaining to 

bid processes, quotes, and estimates. CD will monitor compliance with the CEA 
with RJCHC as it relates to Section 3-Payment as well as other terms and 
conditions in the CEA. 

FINDING #12: RJCHC commingled Parish funds with a non-RJCHC account. 
 Parish Response: The Parish will require all grantees that have entered into a 

CEA with the Parish to sign an attestation which states that grant funds will not 
be commingled with any other public or private funds. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Jefferson Parish Office of Inspector General (“JPOIG”) completed an audit of public funds 
paid to the Rickey Jackson Community Hope Center – Courage House (“RJCHC”). The audit 
period was 02/18/2013, through 07/31/2015. The Parish entered into a Cooperative Endeavor 
Agreement (“CEA”) with the RJCHC, Jefferson Parish contract #550013249, which set forth the 
terms for the funding of the RJCHC.  
Maximum authorized reimbursement under this CEA was $215,000 consisting of $115,000 in 
Council funds and $100,000 in federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds.1 
One of the challenges of mixed fund grants is that the Parish does not place qualitatively similar 
restrictions on the expenditure of Parish funds as does the federal government. Therefore, both 
the requirements of the Parish CEA and those placed on CDBG funds, portions of which are set 
forth in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), must be adhered to by the Parish and RJCHC as 
the subrecipient. Monitoring and management of this grant was assigned to the Parish’s 
Community Development Department (Community Development).  

Objectives 
The objectives of this audit were to provide assurance:  

• financial information was accurate and reliable;  
• of compliance with contracts, policies, procedures, and rules and regulations;  
• of transaction monitoring and oversight;  
• assets are safeguarded; and,  
• operations were performed in an effective and efficient manner.  

Audit Results 
Based upon the audit, the following conclusions were reached:  
The JPOIG found that the absence of comprehensive, written procedures regarding oversight and 
monitoring led to ineffective management of the process by the Community Development 
Department. The failure to manage the grant in accordance with applicable terms was observed 
in several areas, including that of reimbursement processes. The auditor questioned $158,238.73 
or 78% of the total funds reimbursed, $203,133.04, was reimbursed before adequate proof of 
payment was received from the RJCHC. Further, the auditor determined $7,194.15 were 
avoidable costs as the Parish over paid the RJCHC by $7,194.15, as evidenced by the following: 

• The Parish reimbursed the RJCHC $29,625.63 for renovations totaling only $29,000. 

• The Parish reimbursed the RJCHC $10,000 when the RJCHC only paid $9,600. 

• The Parish reimbursed the RJCHC $2,500 for air conditioning repair when the RJCHC 
did not pay the air conditioning company. 

                                                 
1 CDBG funds originate from the U.S Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). 
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• The Parish reimbursed the RJCHC $2,190 for lawn services without adequate supporting 
documentation. 

• The Parish reimbursed the RJCHC $1,478.52 for limestone. First, this payment was made 
in cash. Cash is not an acceptable form of payment and allows no audit trail. Second, 
from interviews conducted and an on-site inspection, the JPOIG determined that the 
RJCHC did not receive the amount of limestone that they claimed reimbursement for. 

In addition the Parish reimbursed the RJCHC for insurance coverage during periods not covered 
by the CEA.  
Community Development failed to monitor the grantee’s compliance with terms of the CEA. 
Specifically, CEA Section 3 - Payment. The CEA states that the organization will be reimbursed 
for “those amount actually incurred, without increase or mark-up, and supported by 
documentation to the reasonable satisfaction of the Parish…” The JPOIG noted apparent non-
compliance with CDBG funding rules 24 CFR 85.36 and 84.44 dealing with the bids or 
quotations procedures applicable to the reimbursed renovations to its facility. Further, the 
RJCHC was not in compliance with CEA Section 11 – Narrative Reports. The RJCHC was 
supposed to submit narrative reports to the Parish’s Internal Auditor who would have to 
independently review the expenditures to ensure the accuracy and validity of the RJCHC’s 
expenses.  
The auditor found that the Community Development Department did not seek to utilize an 
inventory process to assist in the management of the grant or to assist the sub recipient in their 
compliance as it pertained to the acquisition of computer and musical equipment. It was also 
noted that no policy or procedure was implemented to address asset ownership of the computers 
and musical equipment after the expiration of the CEA.  
The RJCHC commingled its funds with those from another entity. To provide a proper audit 
trail, all funds, either being paid out by the grantee or being reimbursed to the grantee, should use 
one of the organization’s bank accounts.  
The JPOIG recommends that the Parish conduct a comprehensive review of the grant monitoring 
process that focuses on providing training and awareness of Parish and federal grant 
requirements and guidance on compliance as it pertains to recordkeeping, purchasing, 
accounting, etc. Additionally, the JPOIG recommends that the Parish require performance 
measurements for all sub recipients to permit the assessment of outcomes realized via the funds 
distributed. Benchmarks and other measures also serve as early warning indicators of fraud, 
waste and abuse, as well as, demonstrating programs that are achieving desired or better results.  
Items are discussed more fully in the Findings, Observations, and Recommendations section of 
this report. Any detected instances of fraud, waste, abuse, or contractual noncompliance were 
identified and investigated as necessary.  
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OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, METHODOLOGY  
Pursuant to JPCO §2-155.10(11) (a), the Jefferson Parish Office of Inspector General (“JPOIG”) 
conducted an audit of public funds paid to the Rickey Jackson Community Hope Center – Courage 
House (“RJCHC”) pursuant to a cooperative endeavor agreement (hereinafter “CEA”) entered into 
with Jefferson Parish (hereinafter “the Parish”).   
 
Objectives 
The objectives of this audit were to provide assurance:  

• financial information was accurate and reliable;  

• of compliance with contracts, policies, procedures, and rules and regulations;  

• of transaction monitoring and oversight;  

• assets are safeguarded; and,  

• operations were performed in an effective and efficient manner.  
 
Scope and Methodology 
The audit period was from 02/18/2013, through 07/31/2015. To accomplish our objectives, we 
utilized the following audit procedures: 

1. Reviewed internal controls;  
2. Determined compliance with contracts, policies, procedures, and rules and regulations;  
3. Reviewed the approval process;  
4. Reviewed the procurement process;  
5. Reviewed supporting documents;  
6. Reviewed the reimbursement process;  

 
Date of Report: 
04/18/2016      

PUBLIC AUDIT  
Case # 2014-0027   

 
Timeframe:  02/18/2013 -
07/31/2015 

 
Report By: David Owen 

 
Status: Final Public 
 

Subject of Audit 

• Rickey Jackson Community Hope Center-Courage 
House 

• Financial/Compliance  
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7. Reviewed budget vs. actual amounts;  
8. Reviewed expenditures for compliance with the CEA;   
9. Reviewed the inventory list; and, 
10. Reviewed transaction coding and general ledger classifications. 

Documents Reviewed 
Source documents analyzed include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1. Purchase requisitions;  
2. Purchase orders; receiving reports;  
3. Invoices;  
4. Receipts;  
5. Correspondence;  
6. Disbursements;  
7. Contracts, grants, agreements, and resolutions;  
8. Budget and actual figures;   
9. Policies, procedures, and rules and regulations; and,  
10. General ledger expense account amounts and classifications. 

Professional Standards  
The audit was conducted in accordance with the Institute of Internal Auditor’s Standards for the 
Professional Practice of Internal Auditing (the Red Book).   

Acronyms 
The following acronyms are used in this document: 
AG Attorney General JPCO Jefferson Parish Code of Ordinances 
CEA Cooperative Endeavor 

Agreement 
JPOIG Jefferson Parish Office of Inspector 

General 
CDBG Community Development Block 

Grant 
RJCHC Rickey Jackson Community Hope 

Center – Courage House 
Council 
Funds 

Jefferson Parish Council Funds  OMB Office of Management & Budget 

FMT  FMT Aggregates, LLC HUD Housing and Urban Development 
Parish Jefferson Parish    
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BACKGROUND  
The RJCHC is registered as a non-profit corporation.1 Rickey Jackson, on behalf of RJCHC, executed 
a CEA with Jefferson Parish on 02/18/2013 which provided funding of $125,000. See Attachment 1. 
On 12/04/2013, the CEA was amended, Amendment No.1, to increase funding from $125,000 to 
$175,000. See Attachment 2. The CEA and the amended CEA were authorized by the Parish Council 
via Resolutions #120307 and #121804. On 11/05/2014, via Resolution #123835, the Parish Council 
added $40,000, bringing the total contract amount to $215,000. See Attachment 3. The RJCHC 
funding sources are as follows: CDBG # B-11-UC-22-0001, $100,000 (See Attachment 4), Council 
District 2, $25,000, and Council District 3, West Bank Riverboat Gaming $90,000.   
The Parish enters into CEAs with non-profit entities and provides funding to those entities to serve a 
public purpose. The Louisiana Constitution, Article 7, § 14 generally prohibits the donation of public 
funds to or for any person, association, or corporation, public or private. However, the state and its 
political subdivisions may engage in cooperative endeavors with each other and with any public or 
private associations for a public purpose.2 The Louisiana Attorney General (hereinafter “AG”) has 
provided guidance regarding cooperative endeavor agreements in the form of a three prong test. The 
public entity executing a CEA under which public funds will be expended must have legal authority 
to make the expenditure and must be able to show the following: 

1. A public purpose for the expenditure or transfer that comports with the governmental purpose 
for which the public entity has legal authority to pursue; 

2. That the expenditure or transfer, taken as a whole, does not appear to be gratuitous; and 
3. That the public entity has a demonstrable, objective, and reasonable expectation of receiving 

at least equivalent value in exchange for the expenditure or transfer of public funds.3 
In 2010, the Parish was audited by the Louisiana Legislative Auditor (hereinafter “LLA”). During 
that review, a specific examination was conducted of CEA’s.4 At that time, the LLA examined 
whether funds were spent in accordance with the terms of the CEA at issue and whether it was 
expended for a designated public purpose. Based upon those findings, the LLA made 
recommendations as it relates to CEAs generally, that the Parish: 

1. provide funding on a reimbursement basis upon receipt of supporting documentation;  
2. identify specific deliverables to be provided under CEA; 
3. require proof of insurance or document exceptions before providing funding; and  
4. ensure all narratives are submitted for review.  

  

                                                 
1 Louisiana Secretary of State Charter Number 35693630N; registered 4/27/2004. 
2 Louisiana Constitution, Article 7, Section 14. (C): Cooperative Endeavors. For a public purpose, the state and its 

political subdivisions or political corporations may engage in cooperative endeavors with each other, with the United 
States or its agencies, or with any public or private association, corporation, or individual. 

3 Louisiana A.G. opinion 09-0018. 
4 Louisiana Legislative Auditor, Jefferson Parish Compliance Audit, 10/06/2010. The compliance audit was performed at 

the request of Jefferson Parish. 
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In response to the audit, the Parish agreed to: 
1. adopt a “Standard Cooperative Endeavor Agreement” format which requires specific 

deliverables be identified, program goals be outlined, and an itemized budget be included;  
2. ensure all required narratives are submitted for review; and  
3. implement other accountability measures.   

Subsequently, the Parish adopted JPCO 2-925.1, Cooperative Endeavor Agreements with Non-
Governmental Organizations, which incorporated a uniform cooperative endeavor agreement format.  
The scope and objective of this audit includes an evaluation of the Parish’s compliance with JPCO 2-
925.1 as it relates to the RJCHC.  
 
The RJCHC CEA identifies the public purpose as “…mentoring, academic enrichment, leadership 
development, and career path development assistance...” The RJCHC was to be reimbursed for 
expenses incurred provided that expenses were sufficiently documented to the satisfaction of 
Jefferson Parish. The Department of Community Development was tasked by the Parish Council with 
monitoring and oversight of the CEA.5 Community Development is a department within the Parish 
Government that has “direct administrative supervision over community development program 
functions of the Parish.”6  
 
Non-Governmental CEA Reimbursement Practices of Jefferson Parish 
In CEAs of this nature, the reimbursement process begins with an invoice being submitted to the 
managing department, in this case Community Development, along with supporting documentation 
from the grantee, which in this case is the RJCHC. Community Development then reviews the 
invoice and supporting material against the specific requirements of the CEA and/or any conditions 
placed upon federal, state or other pass–through funds. If approved, Community Development then 
routes the approved payment request to the Finance Department who assesses the invoice and the 
supporting material for red flags, such as conflicting amounts. If the Finance Department approves 
the payment request, it is forwarded to accounting for payment. The Payment Request Form must be 
signed by Community Development, the Finance Department, and the Subrecipient before payment is 
authorized.  
 
DATA REVIEW  
RJCHC CEA  
Under the terms of the CEA, the RJCHC was to “…establish and operate the Rickey Jackson 
Community Hope Center…to serve as a refugee (sic) for abuse (sic) and at-risk youth from the 
Greater New Orleans area.”7 RJCHC activities were funded under the CEA by Parish funds, as well 
as federal grant money through the Community Development Block Grant (“CDBG”). The Parish 
Council, through Council District 2 and Council District 3, respectively, provided funding of $25,000 
and $90,000. An additional $100,000 came from a federal CDBG. Total authorized funding was 
$215,000.   

                                                 
5 Jefferson Parish Resolutions #121804 and #120307.  
6 JPCO §2-431. 
7 02/18/2013, CEA. 
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subsequent reviews were conducted on the department or entity responsible for general oversight of 
the funds in question, in this case Community Development. Lastly, the tasking to Internal Audit 
came via a CEA as opposed to through the Governmental Ethics and Compliance and Audit 
Committee responsible for assigning tasks to that office.   

RJCHC Expense Reimbursements  

• During the period from 03/07/2013, through 06/04/2015, the Parish reimbursed the RJCHC 
for expenses totaling $203,133.04. The RJCHC used these funds to pay its vendors for 
insurance, salaries, equipment, and renovations to its facility. It was noted that the RJCHC 
had not yet submitted adequate proof of vendor payment prior to Parish reimbursement for 
funds totaling $158,238.73. Further, the auditor found no policy or procedure that addresses 
proof of vendor payment criteria in the Community Development Department.  

• On 07/05/2013, the Parish reimbursed the RJCHC $29,625.63 for subcontractor Kent & 
Associates invoice # 002 for renovation expenses. On 07/05/2013, the RJCHC paid 
subcontractor Kent & Associates $29,000 resulting in the Parish overpaying the RJCHC 
$625.63.   

• On 07/18/2013, the Parish reimbursed the RJCHC $10,000 for subcontractor Kent & 
Associates invoice #003 to renovate its facility. On 09/23/2013, the RJCHC paid 
subcontractor Kent & Associates $9,600 resulting in the Parish overpaying the RJCHC $400.   

• Bryans United Air Conditioning Services (Bryans United) re-installed three (3) air 
conditioning units at the RJCHC facility with copper, Freon, and disconnected the box and 
control board for a price of $2,500. On 07/10/13, the Parish reimbursed the RJCHC $2,500 for 
the work performed by Bryans United. Bryans United stated in an e-mail dated 06/16/2015, 
that they were never paid for this work and had to write off the $2,500 as a bad debt resulting 
in the Parish overpaying the RJCHC $2,500.  

• On 04/30/2015, the Parish reimbursed the RJCHC $2,190 for lawn services performed by 
Lagniappe Lawn Services, Inc. These expenses were not supported by copies of the RJCHC 
checks payable to Lagniappe Lawn Services, Inc. 

• On 03/20/2014, the Parish “reimbursed” the RJCHC $1,478.52 for the purported cash 
purchase of limestone from FMT. The limestone was delivered on 01/30/2013; however, the 
CEA was not signed until 02/18/2013. In addition, no documentation was located to support 
that the RJCHC ever paid FMT. Interviews conducted during the audit reflected incongruent 
information regarding the date of the cash payment, however, the Parish paid for this expense 
before the RJCHC did. 

• Community Development, in order to correct some of the unsupported vendor payments, 
reduced future reimbursements to the RJCHC (documentation provided on invoices # 216 & 
217) in the amount of $3,125.63 ($625.63 + $2,500.00 = $3,125.63). The $400.00 shortage to 
Kent & Associates is disputed by the RJCHC. Community Development states that they will 
withhold $400 from future reimbursements to the RJCHC.     

Inadequate oversight and monitoring procedures over the RJCHC expenses resulted in the Parish 
overpaying RJCHC expenses in the amount of $7,194.15. See Table # 4. 
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RJCHC FMT Cash Payment  
During January of 2013, FMT purchased $1,478.52 of limestone from Wood Materials to be spread at 
the RJCHC facility in Marrero, La. On 03/20/2014, the Parish reimbursed the RJCHC $1,478.52 for 
the purchase of the limestone. The RJCHC purportedly paid FMT in cash for the limestone in late 
2014 or early 2015. This cash transaction was not adequately documented with either a receipt or an 
invoice. In addition, inconsistencies surrounding the transaction were identified via interviews 
including reports that only 15 tons of limestone were delivered to the facility instead of the purchased 
amount of 46.82 tons. The Parish reimbursed the RJCHC $1,478.52 for the purchase of limestone 
without obtaining and reviewing adequate documentation.   

Parish Funding Commingled With Rickey Jackson’s Whitney Bank Business Funds 
On 04/15/2015, the RJCHC paid two (2) employee salaries in the amount of $1,375.50 from Mr. 
Jackson’s Whitney Bank business account instead of the RJCHC First NBC Bank account. The 
JPOIG requested a copy of the Parish funding reimbursement deposit documentation to Mr. Jackson’s 
business bank account; however, no documents have been provided by the RJCHC. The memo 
section of the checks stated “loan RJCHF.”9 On 06/04/2015, the Parish reimbursed the RJCHC for 
these expenses. Ms. Hebert, the Director of Community Development, spoke with Mr. Jackson 
regarding the word “loan” in the memo section of payroll checks to staff members. The following 
explanation was given by Ms. Hebert via email: 

He is not loaning or advancing his staff Parish funds. Because the account used 
for the Courage House does not have adequate monies to pay salaries, Mr. 
Jackson sometimes pays the staff from the account of his other business entity. He 
marks the memo as “loan” to indicate his business is loaning the funds to the 
Courage House to pay salaries. When the funds are received from the Parish, he 
then repays his business with those funds.10  

The JPOIG auditor spoke with REDACTED, the owner of Lagniappe Lawn Services who said that 
the last three check payments received from the RJCHC in the amount of $1,440 were from Mr. 
Jackson’s Whitney Bank business account instead of the RJCHC First NBC Bank account. 
REDACTED was able to produce a copy of one of these payments made on 07/09/2015, for lawn 
maintenance in the amount of $450. Inadequate oversight and monitoring procedures over the 
RJCHC expenses resulted in Parish funds being commingled with Rickey Jackson’s Whitney Bank 
business account.  

Parish CDBG Grant Funding  
The JPOIG could not find evidence that CDBG funds were expended in accordance with 24 CFR 
85.36 and 84.44 as required. “Small purchases are made through the use of purchase orders. 
Competition is sought through oral or written price quotations.” Based on the aforementioned, the 
JPOIG was not able to determine if the Parish’s reimbursements to the RJCHC represented a fair 
price for these renovations as would have been established via competitive, multiple bids. The lack of 

                                                 
9 RJCHF stands for “Rickey Jackson and Friends Community Hope Foundation.” According to the IRS website, the 
organization’s exempt status was automatically revoked by the IRS on 05/15/2015, for failure to file a Form 990-series 
return or notice for 3 consecutive years. 

10 Email received on 08/05/2015, from Dietrich D. Hebert, Director, Department of Community Development. 
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oversight over the RJCHC bid process can result in the Parish overpaying the RJCHC expenses as 
well as HUD audit issues.   
It was noted that the RJCHC subcontracted renovations to Roubion Shoring, Co. (“Roubion 
Shoring”) for contract amounts of $35,190. The RJCHC paid Roubion Shoring $32,040.52. Roubion 
Shoring subcontracted their work to Ameritrust Construction, LLC (“Ameritrust”) for $24,880. 
Roubion’s profit was $7,160.52 ($32,040.52 - $24,880.00 = $7,160.52), or 22%. Without a 
competitive bid process, as is required by the applicable grant regulations, the parish has no method 
of verifying that the vendor secured competitive pricing.    

RJCHC CEA Section 3 - Payment (i)  
On 03/20/2014, subcontractor Kent & Associates submitted a change order to the RJCHC for 
renovation costs in the amount of $9,651.25. The JPOIG reviewed the change order and noted that 
subcontractor Kent & Associates charged a 21% mark-up on their construction costs of $7,961 in the 
amount of $1,690.25. The CEA with the RJCHC states in Section 3 - Payment (i), “Payment by the 
Parish to the ORGANIZATION those amounts actually incurred, without increase of mark-up…”11 A 
lack of monitoring procedures over the CEA resulted in the Parish overpaying the RJCHC expenses 
in the amount of $1,690.25. In an e-mail dated 08/20/2015, the Director of Community Development 
stated that they will withhold this amount from future RJCHC reimbursements.   

RJCHC Performance Measurements 
The JPOIG did not find evidence that the Parish had established performance measurements to 
analyze the benefits of their investments, track the progression of the RJCHC project, or evaluate the 
overall program effectiveness. The lack of performance measurement controls in place can result in 
program goals not being achieved resulting in a potential waste of public funds.  

RJCHC Training  
The JPOIG did not find evidence showing that the Parish provided training and guidance to the 
RJCHC regarding requirements of the CEA and CDBG funding requirements. Training is essential to 
ensure that the CEA and CDBG requirements are followed. A lack of training can result in 
compliance issues and misunderstandings.   

INTERVIEWS 
Vice President & Management Counsel - FMT Aggregates, LLC (FMT)  
A recorded interview was conducted on 07/23/2015, at 10:20 a.m. with FMT’s Vice President & 
Management Counsel. The subject of the interview was the actions of FMT regarding the acquisition 
of 46 tons of limestone for the RJCHC. The circumstances discussed involved two additional 
companies, Wood Materials, LLC (Wood Materials), and Roubion Shoring, and occurred between 
01/2013 and 06/2015.     
The FMT’s Vice President stated that Rickey Jackson is an old football teammate of a sales 
representative for FMT Aggregates, LLC (FMT),12 and that it was his understanding that Rickey 
Jackson came to his old teammate REDACTED knowing that he sold rocks and said, “I would like to 

                                                 
11 CEA between the Parish and Rickey Jackson and Friends D/B/A Rickey Jackson Community Hope Center dated 

02/18/2013. 
12 Recorded interview of 07/23/2015, 2:50-3:05. 
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spruce up the parking lot of the school because I am having some NFL visitors…over Superbowl 
weekend.”13   
Based upon that conversation, FMT’s Vice President stated that, the sales representative said “let me 
see what I can do.”14 FMT then contacted Wood Materials, a vendor who deals in the specific 
aggregate, and purchased 46 tons of limestone. The purchase was made on FMT’s account for 
$1,478.52, invoice # 947941 dated 01/31/2013. FMT’s Vice President also stated that Wood 
Materials “charged us freight,” which means they (Wood Materials) were “responsible for 
delivery.”15  
FMT’s Vice President indicated that his understanding is that Rickey Jackson came to the FMT sales 
representative in late 01/2013 to get the rock to put at his school (RJCHC) and indicated that Roubion 
Construction was going to spread it and would also take care of paying FMT. FMT’s Vice President 
further indicated that he understood the FMT sales representative had been informed by Rickey 
Jackson in 01/2013 that FMT would find and arrange for the rock, but not deliver it, and that Roubion 
Construction apparently would be spreading it at the school and taking care of payment to us (FMT). 
Additionally, the FMT’s Vice President stated that this was basically a trust agreement of friendship 
so no invoice was generated by (FMT) at that time. 
Concerning the idea that the limestone may have been a donation to the RJCHC, the FMT’s Vice 
President stated that it was a “real transaction, we really had to go and pay for the limestone that was 
then delivered to, as far as we know, all delivered to the school” (meaning the RJCHC). The FMT’s 
Vice President then said, “We paid our supplier and we were actually paid in cash in about the 
12/2014 area.”16 Further, that “[t]his wasn’t a donation by Wood Materials certainly and we paid 
Wood Materials.”17   
Clarification was sought on the issue of payment based on inconsistencies in FMT’s internal 
accounting process, a claimed cash payment by Mr. Jackson in 12/2014 for the limestone delivered in 
02/2013, and notes referencing a donation on paperwork prepared by the FMT sales representative.  
Referring to an e-mail previously received by the JPOIG, FMT’s Vice President stated that the FMT 
sales representative forwarded an e-mail dated 08/18/2014, to the FMT Accounts Payable Department 
referencing Wood Materials invoice #947941 for $1,478.52 and reading that “these invoices are good 
to pay.” Further, the FMT Vice President indicated that he believes the source of the confusion about 
donations came from the following language also contained in the e-mail: “invoice #947941 was a 
donation to Roubion Construction for Rickey Jackson’s child development school.” See Attachment 
6. Additionally, he stated that as far as he can tell, the e-mail language “was a bit of sarcasm because 
at that point we (FMT) had not been paid in more than a year and a half.”18   
FMT’s Vice President reiterated that he did not see it as a donation since they had to pay Wood 
Materials and that the FMT sales representative was trying to collect the money from Roubion 
Shoring. Although no invoice had been generated to Roubion, FMT’s Vice President stated that there 
was a period where the FMT sales representative tried to get paid; where he is calling Roubion 

                                                 
13 Id. at 3:25-3:54. 
14 Id. at 3:48-3:51. 
15 Id. at 4:10–4:32. 
16 Id. at 1:22-1:55. 
17 Id. at 4:45-4:51. 
18 Id. at 10:30-11:43. 
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Construction, but getting no response; so he is asking Rickey Jackson about payment with the 
understanding that Roubion Construction was supposed to pay us.19 
In 12/2014, FMT stated that Rickey Jackson paid FMT $1,478.52 in cash. The cash payment of 
$1,478.52 was not deposited into the bank system, we did not have any record of it.20 Based upon 
inquiries from the JPOIG in 2015, the FMT Vice President indicated that they had requested 
information from within FMT during 06/2015 that was supplied with the FMT sales representatives 
08/2014 e-mail that created the confusion about this being a donation.21  
The FMT Vice President further stated that “the reason is . . . we finally got paid in 12/2014 by 
Rickey Jackson to our sales representative and that he took an envelope containing the cash payment 
“to his house and just leaves it there . . . and forgets about it.”22 Then in 07/2015, the FMT sales 
representative received an e-mail from Ms. Hebert of the Jefferson Parish Community Development 
Department asking “for confirmation that the limestone was donated” or in the alternative if it was 
not, “requesting a copy of the invoice that was given to Mr. Jackson.” Based upon this 
correspondence, the FMT sales representative asked “if FMT could generate an invoice to document 
this transaction?”23 
The FMT Vice President indicated that during June or July of 2015 when this matter came up, they 
were “trying to generate an invoice so the [FMT sales representative] is going oh, ah, we got paid for 
that . . . so he gives (the envelope with the cash) to  . . . our manager of FMT Aggregates. That person 
then “gave the cash to [an FMT accountant] at the FMT office, to lock up.” The FMT Vice President 
then stated that “because they didn’t deal with cash very much it stayed locked up until 
07/22/2015.”24 
The FMT Vice President indicated that FMT “did not deposit it (the cash) so it was not shown as 
being received. The proof of (payment) receipt we have is the invoice that was generated at the 
request of (Ms.) D. D. Hebert to document the transaction.”25  
The FMT Vice President also produced and discussed the FMT sales representatives e-mail response 
to Ms. Hebert of Community Development that sought clarification on the donation issue or in the 
alternative requesting a copy of the invoice. The initial response, written by the FMT sales 
representative, is an e-mail dated 07/15/2015, providing a copy of the requested invoice to which Ms. 
Hebert responds stating “Got it!” The FMT Vice President indicated that “(Ms. Hebert) responded 
again just two minutes later with “Oops its dated 2015, can you change the date to 2013?” The FMT 
Vice President stated that “we did not do that . . . we didn’t do it because you got the invoice showing 
it was paid – we’re documenting the transaction. Can we just leave it at that?”26 

Mr. Rickey Jackson - RJCHC 

                                                 
19 Id. at 8:50-9:10. 
20 Id. at 1:54-1:58, 18:18-18:22. 
21 Id. at 14:10-14:27. 
22 Id. at 19:34-19:48. 
23 Id. at 16:55-17:43. 
24 Id. at 22:30-22:42. 
25 Id. at 24:18-24:31. 
26 Id. at 31:35-32:20. 
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A recorded interview was conducted on 07/20/2015, at 11:05 a.m. with Rickey Jackson - RJCHC. 
The subject of the interview was actions taken by Rickey Jackson of the RJCHC regarding the 
acquisition of 46.82 tons of limestone to be spread at the RJCHC facility.  
Mr. Jackson said that he paid cash to the FMT sales representative for the limestone “about four, five, 
or six months ago.” Mr. Jackson said, “I don’t know what [the FMT sales representative] did with the 
cash.” Further Mr. Jackson said, “I paid him at Florida Marine,” (the office on Peters Road in Harvey, 
La.). Mr. Jackson thought FMT had been paid, but after finding out they hadn’t is when he paid them. 
Mr. Jackson said he didn’t have a check so he paid (FMT) in cash. Mr. Jackson said that he got a 
receipt from FMT and gave it to Ms. Hebert of the Jefferson Parish Community Development 
Department.27 Mr. Jackson said he paid for the limestone, FMT did not donate it. Mr. Jackson said 
when Roubion Shoring put the limestone down, it looked like it (the load) had been shorted.28 

FMT Sales Representative 

A recorded interview was conducted on 07/29/2015, at approximately 10:00 a.m. with the FMT sales 
representative. The subject of the interview was the receipt of a cash payment from Rickey Jackson in 
the amount of $1,478.52 for the purchase of 46.82 tons of limestone to be spread at the RJCHC 
facility in Marrero, La.  
The FMT sales representative said, “Rickey (Jackson) called me right before the Superbowl to see if 
he could get a couple of truckloads of stone out to his facility to clean up the parking lot.” The FMT 
sales representative said FMT purchased the stone from Wood Materials. He further indicated that 
Mr. Jackson paid cash for the stone in 2014, “well after the original transaction took place.”  
The FMT sales representative said the e-mail stating the transaction was a donation was a bit of 
sarcasm or a tongue-and-cheek deal in he had done a favor for an old teammate and hadn’t gotten 
paid for it in a year and a half. The FMT sales representative said Mr. Jackson paid him in cash at a 
restaurant, but couldn’t remember exactly where. Later in the interview he related that he received the 
money from Mr. Jackson at Smilie’s restaurant (on Jefferson Hwy).29 The FMT sales representative 
said he put the money in a filing cabinet at his office on the Northshore in Mandeville, La., and he 
could not remember how long the cash stayed there. Further, that “We (FMT) don’t have a traditional 
setup like most companies do.” “I work for the Dry Cargo division and our parent company is 
FMT…predominantly a liquids hauler.” He also indicated that at a point in time he dealt with bank 
wire transfers as the general rule and was not involved in small collections. “I basically worked out of 
my truck and had an office on the Northshore in Mandeville, but didn’t always go there.”  
When asked to describe the transaction with RJCHC, the FMT sales representative related that Mr. 
Jackson “paid me cash towards the end of November, December ’14, 2014” and that the money was 
in a filing cabinet in the FMT Dry Cargo office on 675 N. Causeway Blvd.” in Mandeville. 30 Further, 
that he does not how long it stayed there until he gave it to his boss . . ., nor did he know how the 
FMT Vice President got the money, but suspected he got it from his boss.31 32  The FMT sales 

                                                 
27 Recorded interview of Mr. Rickey Jackson – RJCHC conducted on 07/20/2015. Interview time 0:01-3:09. 
28 Recorded interview of the FMT Sales Representative conducted on 07/29/2015. Interview time 5:36-6:22. 
29 Id. at 7:40-8:05. 
30 Id. at 8:21-8:27. 
31 Id. at 6:48-7:02. 
32 Id. at 8:27-8:47. 
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representative said that at the time the invoice was prepared, the cash was with his boss.33 
Additionally, he said an invoice was prepared because “D. D. Hebert (of Jefferson Parish Community 
Development) asked for an invoice that stated it had been paid.”34 The FMT sales representative said 
Ms. Hebert asked for an invoice two different times. Regarding the invoice, he indicated that “she 
(Ms. Hebert) asked, can you show this was paid? In another instance she said it has come to my 
attention this was a donation can you confirm or not.”35  
When asked why Mr. Jackson gave him cash, he said, “I do not know that, to be honest with you, I 
expected a check.”36 Further, he did not know why the receipt was dated February 2, 2015. Even 
though the cash payment was made in November or December 2014.37 The FMT sales representative 
said that if he received cash at that time, he would “take it to the main (FMT) office, or take it to the 
Dry Cargo and the main office.”38 He indicated, “There’s no set way of how we do it.” Continuing, 
he said, “The basic walk through would be we get the cash; we would take it to the main office. We 
got the cash, I took it to my office; I work out of my car, I work out of my vehicle I wasn’t going 
over, I guess, at the time.”39 When asked if a receipt was normally issued when they received cash, he 
said that “In general, there is usually a receipt [and] I usually don’t get paid like that” in cash.”40 
Normally, he would give the money “to someone at that office or at the main office (FMT office). 
Lastly, he reiterated that he did not know why that did not happen in this instance. The cash was in 
the drawer of the filing cabinet and he forgot about it.41 

Accounts Receivable - Wood Materials, LLC  
A recorded interview was conducted on 07/29/2015, at approximately 2:30 p.m. with the accounts 
receivable clerk for Wood Materials, LLC. The subject of the interview was actions taken by Wood 
Materials regarding the delivery of 46.82 tons of limestone to be spread at the RJCHC facility in 
Marrero, La.  
The Wood Materials accounts receivable clerk stated, that Wood Materials “sold 610 limestone to 
FMT Aggregates, for this job. Evidently, it was put in as an order for FMT (inaudible)…1120 
Barataria Blvd.”42 Further, the accounts receivable clerk said that normally Wood Materials does not 
receive any documentation from the recipient verifying that the goods were received”43 It was laso 
stated that, “When they pick it up, we get a ticket signed.”44 Continuing the accounts receivable clerk 
said, “As far as the delivery, the general contractor has somebody on site that signs off on that saying 
that they received the material.”45  The procedure is whoever is paying for the material would receive 

                                                 
33 Id. at 10:04-10:20. 
34 Id. at 10:20-10:45. 
35 Id. at 10:45-11:24. 
36 Id. at 14:04-17:46. 
37 Id. at 17:46-19:01. 
38 Id. at 21:10-21:20. 
39 Id. at 20:50-21:30. 
40 Id. at 21:30-22:07. 
41 Id. at 22:07-23:14. 
42 Recorded interview with the Accounts Receivable Clerk – Wood Materials conducted on 07/29/2015. Interview time 
0:01-0:56.    
43 Id. at 1:48-2:07. 
44 Id. at 2:07-2:15. 
45 Id. at 2:15-2:26. 
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verification from the general contractor; “FMT might have got that.”46 Lastly, the accounts receivable 
clerk said, “FMT was the sub [contractor], they hired us [Wood Materials] just to deliver it, but they 
would either have had somebody or the general contractor at the site to sign off on it.”47  

Representative - Roubion Shoring  
A recorded interview was conducted on 07/30/2015, at approximately 2:55 p.m. with a representative 
of Roubion Shoring. The subject of the interview was actions taken by Roubion Shoring regarding 
the delivery of 46.82 tons of limestone to be spread at the RJCHC facility in Marrero, La.  
The Roubion Shoring representative said, “I was never part of any transaction as far as Woods (sic) 
Materials and Rickey Jackson was concerned, my understanding was the project was a time and 
materials.”48 It was explained further that “Rickey Jackson supplied the material, the limestone. I got 
a call from one of the owners, one of the Roubions the day before the reveal to go out and spread the 
stone for the property to fill in the holes in the driveway and the parking lot area.”49  
When the Roubion Shoring representative arrived at the RJCHC “there was one truckload, 
approximately 15 tons of limestone.”50 He was confident in the amount stating that “I know that 
because I’ve hauled it before and I have spread thousands of tons over my lifetime.”51 “When I got 
there, the material was wet so I spread it out as best I could [and] did some cleanup around the 
property with a piece of equipment that I had with me.”52 Additionally, he “[c]ontacted the owners of 
the company, told them that the stone needs to dry out because it’s spread in clumps; so I had to go 
back the next morning, early the next morning, to finish spreading the stone to give it a good 
appearance.”53 
Roubion Shoring’s representative also stated that when he “worked for Roubion that it was a policy 
in place to take pictures prior to, during, and after the jobs. So I’m sure on their records that they have 
pictures of the stone out there.”54 When asked if he mentioned to Roubion that there was only 15 tons 
of limestone delivered, the representative answered, “No, I did not.”55 He stated that he did not see 
the Wood Materials truck and further that “You can tell by a truckload because it’s all in one pile. If 
there were two or three truckloads, there would be individual piles. There was one pile of limestone 
there approximately, like I said, 15 - 17 tons.”56 When asked how Roubion would know that the right 
amount of material was delivered, he said, “There’s a ticket system. So, if Roubion or Rickey Jackson 
were to order the material, say I need three truckloads. When it comes to limestone, Wood Materials 
goes on the weight scale, as opposed to river sand, they go by cubic yards. Wood Materials and most 
stone companies go by the tonnage. The truck is weighed-in when it’s empty and it’s weighed-out 

                                                 
46 Id. at 1:48-2:35. 
47 Id. at 2:33-2:50. 
48 Recorded interview with a representative of Roubion Shoring on 07/30/2015. Interview time 0:01-0:59. 
49 Id. at 0:59-1:20. 
50 Id. at 1:20-1:27. 
51 Id. at 1:27-1:31. 
52 Id. at 1:31-1:45. 
53 Id. at 1:45-2:01. 
54 Id. at 2:17-2:39. 
55 Id. at 2:13-2:18. 
56 Id. at 3:08-3:34. 
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when it’s full. That’s how they can determine the weight and they charge the customer for that 
amount.”57 

Manager - Roubion Shoring  
A recorded interview was conducted on 07/31/2015, at approximately 2:50 p.m. with a manager of 
Roubion Construction (Roubion Shoring) Company. The subject of the interview was actions taken 
by Roubion Shoring regarding the delivery of 46.82 tons of limestone to be spread at the RJCHC 
facility in Marrero, La.  
During this interview, the Roubion Shoring manager stated that his representative “had said that there 
was only one truck (load) that was delivered, 15 tons, and that’s what he spread and he was our 
representative on the (RJCHC) job. Continuing, he indicated that his representative “says 15 tons is 
what was delivered, then 15 tons is what was delivered.”58 The Roubion manager said, “I don’t 
remember seeing anything to that nature signed delivery ticket verifying the quantity of limestone 
delivered.”59 Further, that “These signatures that are on these tickets are not our…anybody from 
Roubion’s signature.”60 Additionally, he added that “I don’t know exactly when he (the 
representative) was there, I know [he] could tell you if this was the morning of the, I guess the big 
hoopla with the NFL and everything like that, it would have been early in morning that he would 
have been out there. I kind of have some kind of recollection that he went out very early to start 
spreading, but I don’t know if that’s the day or it was the day before.”61 When asked if the Roubion 
representative was the only one spreading at the site, Mr. Roubion said, “Yes, without a doubt, yeah. 
He’s the only one who would have been on the machine.”62 When asked if he believed the statement 
from his representative about receiving only 15 tons of limestone was correct, he stated “I would 
stand behind what [he] said 100%. If he said it was one truck, it was one truck.”63  

FINDINGS, OBSERVATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
A finding indicates a material or significant weakness in controls or compliance that was not detected 
or corrected by an entity in the normal course of performing its duties. Findings can be any one or a 
combination of the following: (1) significant deficiencies in internal controls; (2) fraud and illegal 
acts; (3) violations of contracts and grant agreements; (4) abuse in relation to taxpayer monies.   
 
  

                                                 
57 Id. at 3:34-5:00. 
58 Recorded interview of Mr. Dennis Roubion – Roubion Shoring on 07/31/2015. Interview time 0:01-1:40. 
59 Id. at 1:40-2:05. 
60 Id. at 2:05-2:10. 
61 Id. at 4:15-4:25. 
62 Id. at 4:25-4:51. 
63 Id. at 4:51-5:09. 
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The JPOIG noted deficiencies in the Community Development Department’s and the Parish’s overall 
internal control system regarding the monitoring of the RJCHC and believe those same concerns exist 
across the monitoring efforts for non-governmental entities with Parish CEAs.  
While there are various systems used to monitor grant funds, there are some commonalities that are 
easily adaptable to most circumstances and which fit well within the Parish structure. An effective 
grant monitoring system should address administering entities’ roles and responsibilities and an 
effective monitoring effort across the full spectrum of grant sources. Purposefully addressing each 
grant recipient will ensure that the funds are adequately administered and overseen, that the 
subrecipient project or purpose stays on an acceptable progression toward the intended outcome, and 
that the subrecipient produces the appropriate measurables at specific check points and upon 
completion. Below we set forth some of the components that should be addressed and in doing so 
borrow liberally from federal guidance on grant administration.64 

Roles and Responsibilities 
The JPOIG auditor recommends the following improvements to the overall internal control system. It 
is the responsibility of the department administering the funds to ensure compliance through 
subrecipient monitoring. This typically includes the following: 

• Determine the frequency and scope for monitoring programmatic activities of each 
subrecipient to include regular contact with the subrecipient based upon the specific project’s 
complexities. 

• Ensure that department personnel involved in financial administration of sponsored projects 
are familiar with the policy for subrecipient monitoring. 

• Ensure that the grant award process includes a training or orientation aspect so that awardees 
fully understand their obligations under the specific fund guidelines. Ensure subrecipients 
comply with the technical provisions of the grant. 

• Ensure that both the department personnel involved in monitoring and the subrecipient are 
aware of all applicable procurement and reimbursement criteria. 

• Ensure that the grantee does not commingle grant funds with non-grant funding. 

• Ensure that subrecipient costs are appropriate, approved, and entered into the applicable 
monitoring and accounting systems(s). 

• Ensure all required subrecipient programmatic reporting is current. 

• Keep detailed records of communications regarding performance by the subrecipient. 

• Ensure the monitoring process addresses when consideration should be given to amending the 
subrecipient’s award and how to initiate the amendment.  

Monitoring Effectively   
The CDBG program requires that “reimbursements to subrecipients reflect timely performance in 
accomplishing measurable objectives (such as numbers of housing units inspected, buildings 

                                                 
64 ARRA Guidelines for Sub-Recipient Monitoring-Addendum 1- 2009 OMB Compliance Supplement, OMB A-133 and 110. 
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rehabilitated, or clients assisted).”65 The Parish should ensure that managing departments have policy 
and procedure in place that documents subrecipients’ awareness and understanding of grant 
requirements and obligations. The CDBG guidebook recognizes that “[i]t is not uncommon for 
grantees to hear subrecipient staff excuse their failure to comply with program requirements by 
saying they did not understand the terms and conditions of the written Agreement; . . . [h]owever, 
lack of understanding excuses neither you nor your subrecipients from the consequences of a 
mistake.”66   
In order to meet its obligations of grant management under the CDBG and other similarly regulated 
funding sources, the Parish must develop a system of oversight that can be applied across the sub- 
recipient spectrum. The benefits of this approach are:  

1. internal consistency and accuracy of monitoring efforts; 
2. efficiency due to staff’s ability to track a greater number of subrecipients on larger or more 

complex activities;  
3. comprehensive reports covering multiple subrecipients operating under the same funding 

source; and  
4. the development of individualized monitoring procedures to address individual subrecipients.  

 
 
 
 

                                                 
65 Managing CDBG A Guidebook for CDBG Grantees on Subrecipient Oversight chapter 3-7. 
66 Id.  
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