BRI

of Field Office (FO)Monitoringofthe SHDP  Sfieaarncang "

FederalHousing Commissioner

Name of Reviewer Field Office Reviewed
Name of Reviewer FOM Attending Review
Date of Review FOM Attending Review

Other FO Staff (and/or FOMs} invotved in the review:

I. GranteeFile Review
A. ReimbursementRecords
Isthe FO file of SF-270s complete foreach grantee? D Yes D No
If not, whatwillthe FO doto complete theirrecords?

Isthere evidencethatthe SF-270s are processedwithinthree days of recelpt(or clarification/correction)? |:| Yes D No
If not, why not?

ifthereis/was aproblemnoted, isthere evidence of problemtracking, andeventualpayment of the SF-270? |:| Yes I:l No
i not, onwhatbasis are incorrect SF-270s beingapproved?

DoallSF-270s track directly from onetothe next (thatis, item 11(h) on current SF-270 equals tem 11(h)
plus 11(i) on the prior form, with all other arithmetic correct)? D Yes D No
Ifnot, onwhatbasis isthe FO controllingthe use of SHDP dollars?

Aretheadvanceandrehab draws approved overtime reasonably consistentwith the approvedbudget? D} Yes |:| No

ifreimbursementsare not consistentwith the budget, isthe FO investigating problem(s), or hasitdone so,
including complete documentation? D Yes D No
Ifnot, how are differencesbeingreconciled?

B. OtherReports
Does each grantfile contain: (1) grantapplication, (2) grantagreement, and (3) any amendmentsthereto? D Yes D No D Not Sure
lfnotsure orno, what is the FO doingto make sureit has allnecessary documents on each grantee?

Does eachfile contain anannualreport,an annual(estimated andfinal) SF-269 andappropriate action

correspondencefromthe RO or HQ? D Yes D No
Do programrepotts containallinformation requiredbythe grantagreementand HQ? D Yes D No
Ifno toeither of the above, what is/willthe FO doto correctdiscrepancies and/or get
copiesof missinginformation?
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Il. On-Site Reviews A .

Whenwas the mostrecenton-site review completed?
(Listforeach grant)

Ifany grantee has had its last visit more than 9 months ago, remindthe FO to getready to schedule the next visitto that site. Attemptto getadate (or
date range) committedby the FO beforeyou leave.

Note: Weencouragethe RCPtoaccompany the FOMon atleastonegrantee’s annualon-site visiteach year (one visitannually per Region)

State any comments relatedtothe above here.

Wasthe SHDP monitoring formutilized, fully filedoutandinthe grantee’s file? D Yes D No

Wasacopy senttoHQ? |:| Yes |:| No
Ifnoto either orboth, please state the proposed resolution

Iil. Other
If FO staff assignedas FOM(s) on the SHDP have changed since the SHDP trainingin Februaty 1988, is
there evidencethatthe current FOM(s) has/haverecelved any SHDP training/orientation, andthe required
GovernmentTechnicalRepresentative (FOM)tralningfromthe Regional ContractingOfficer (RGO)? [Jves [Jno

FFOM(s)has/havenot hadtraining, whoisauthorizedto sign SHDP documents?

Hasthe authorizedindividualbeen approvedby the Director, THDS? |:| Yes D No
Itnot, please contactthe Desk Officerto dealwith needed approval(s).

Iftraining Is needed, please work with the RCO for its provision; the RCP should provide aprogramorientationtothe new FOM(s).
What recommendationswouldyou make tothe FO sothey may improve monitoring/operationsof the project(s)? (Include needfortraining.)

Whatrecommendations woukdyou make toHQ (ifany) concemingthe SHDPfunctionin FieldOffice?
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