MFP COMMITTEE #1

May 6, 2010
Worksession
MEMORANDUM
May 4, 2010
TO: Management and Fiscal Policy Committee
FROM: Essie McGuire, Legislative Analy%w

SUBJECT: Worksession — FY11 Operating Budget, Office of the Inspector General,
continued

Today the Management and Fiscal Policy (MFP) Committee will continue its review of
the County Executive’s recommended FY11 operating budget for the Office of the Inspector
General. The following individuals are expected to attend the worksession:

e Thomas Dagley, Inspector General
s John Cuff, Budget Analyst, Office of Management and Budget

The County Executive’s recommendation for the Office of the Inspector General is
attached on circles 1-2.

The MFP Committee met on April 22 to review the FY11 budget for the Office of
the Inspector General. The Committee expressed concern at the amount of the reduction
recommended by the County Executive. The Committee expressed its intent to return to
review of the FY11 budget after Audit Committee review of the Inspector General’s four
year work plan. The Audit Committee is scheduled to review the work plan at a May 6
worksession, immediately prior to this scheduled MFP Committee worksession.

OVERVIEW

The County Executive recommends a total of $569,000 for the Office of the Inspector
General, a decrease of $65,730 or 10.4 percent from the FY 10 approved level of $634,730. The
position total is unchanged, with 3 full-time and 1 part-time position recommended for FY11.
The table below summarizes the year to year recommended changes.



FY10 FY11 %Change
Approved CE Rec. FY10-FY11

Expenditures:

General Fund 634,730 569,000 -10.4%
Grant Fund 0 0 0
TOTAL Expenditures 634,730 569,000 -10.4%
Positions:

Full-time 3 3 0
Part-time 1 1 0
TOTAL Positions 4 4 0

The FY11 recommendation is an overall decrease. The only increases are related to
personnel and benefit adjustments, and the reductions relate to furloughs and operating expenses.
The table below summarizes the changes from the FY10 approved.

Personnel and benefit cost adjustments $37,980
Reduce operating expenses -$86,510
Furlough Days -$17,200
FY11 EXPENDITURE ISSUES
Operating Reduction

The Executive recommends a reduction in operating expenses of $86,510. The reduction
is unspecified except for -$180 attributed to printing and mail costs. This reduction is a 54%
reduction in operating funds from the FY10 approved level of $159,020.

The Inspector General states that the reduced operating funds will result in specific audits
and reviews that cannot be conducted. Operating expenses ar¢ sometimes used to secure
contractual services in an area of specific expertise or content knowledge, if necessary. Some
examples of areas that might benefit from contractual resources are reviews and audits of
complex information technology contracts and procurement contracts. The IG proposed
activities in these areas to identify and recover improper spending in taxpayer-funded contracts
in his December 11, 2009 budget transmittal (cover letter attached at circles 3-4).

It appears that the operating reduction will have a significant impact on the FY11
work program of the Office of the Inspector General. The Committee may want to further
discuss the impact of this reduction. The IG transmitted his four-year work plan to the Council
on January 22, 2010 (attached beginning at circle 5).

Future Fiscal Impact

Under Code §2-151(f), the Council “must also recommend a projected budget for the
Office of the Inspector General for the 3 following fiscal years.” The IG’s four-year work plan
does not specify budget figures due to the current fiscal environment, and states that the budget
and work plan may need to be modified according to the fiscal conditions.



The IG’s work plan on circle 11 outlines the workyears that would be necessary to meet
the work plan in FY10-13. The IG specifies 3.75 workyears in FY11; the Executive’s
recommended FY11 workyear total is 3.4. The IG specifies an increase to 5 workyears in FY12-
13; the Executive’s recommended future fiscal impact does not show an increase in future years
(circle 2) except for restoration of furlough costs.

Council staff recommends that the Council’s budget resolution specify the percent
reduction for FY11 (-10.4% if approved as recommended by the Executive) and recommend a
0% increase in the next three fiscal years. This would reflect the current fiscal environment.
However, this does not prevent the IG from requesting larger increases in future fiscal years or
the Council from approving them.
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Inspector General

MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of the Office of Inspector General is to promote the effectiveness and efficiency of programs and operations of County
government and independent County agencies; prevent and detect fraud, waste, and abuse in government activities; and propose
ways to increase the legal, fiscal, and ethical accountability of County government and County-funded agencies.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

The total recommended FY11 Operating Budget for the Office of Inspector General is $569,000, a decrease of $65,730 or 10.4
percent from the FY10 Approved Budget of $634,730. Personnel Costs comprise 87.3 percent of the budget for three full-time
positions and one part-time position for 3.4 workyears. Operating Expenses account for the remaining 12.7 percent of the FY11

budget.

LINKAGE TO COUNTY RESULT AREAS

While this program area supports all eight of the County Result Areas, the following are emphasized:
% A Responsive, Accountable County Government

o+ Strong and Vibrant Economy

o Vital Living for All of Our Residents

DEPARTMENT PERFORMANCE MEASURES

Performance measures. for this department are included below. The FY10 estimates incorporate the effect of the FY10 savings plan.
The FY11 and FY 12 targets assume the recommended FY11 budget and FY 12 funding for comparable service levels.

2= £

Actual Actual Estimated Target Target
FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12

£

Percentage of qudit recommendations accepted . 50 50 87 67 67
Counly/taxpayer funds recovered or put to different use as the result of $500 $3.716 $2,000 $2,000 $2,000
audit findings and investigations {$000}

Questioned cosis or potential savings ($000} ) $9,600 $209 $2,000 $3,000 $3,000
Formal responses to fraud, waste, and abuse matters reported to 10 ’ 5 8 10 10
management by the Office of Inspector General ‘

Joint investigations with proseculors 2 3 3 3 3
Credible complainis opened 48 62 45 45 45
Credible complaints closed 59 51 45 45 45
Audiis/reviews reponted to Council/Executive management’ 4 4 3 4 4

! Please see Inspector General's FYO9 Annual Report, with a focus on page 13 for all performance measures listed. The report can be found at
www.monigomerycountymd.gov/ig.

PROGRAM CONTACTS

Contact Thomas J. Dagley of the Office of Inspector General at 240,777.8240 or John Cuff of the Office of Management and Budget
at 240-777-2762 for more information regarding this department's operating budget.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

" Inspector General

The Inspector General conducts independent audits, reviews, and investigations; receives and investigates credible complaints;
reports violations of the law to the State's Attorney for Montgomery County or other appropriate office; notifies the County Council
and Executive of serious problems in programs; reviews legislation and regulations to strengthen conirols and increase
accountability; and submits reports with recommendations to the Council and Executive. The Inspector General conducts projects
jointly with other government agencies and contractors.

Inspector General General Government 18-1



BUDGET SUMMARY

Actual Budget Estimated Recommended % Chg
FY09 FY10 FY10 FYT1 Bud/Rec
COUNTY GENERAL FUND
EXPENDITURES .
Salaries and Wages 359,801 378,630 416,040 400,950 5.9%
Employee Benefits 59,585 97,080 62,140 95,540 -1.6%
County General Fund Personnel Costs 419,386 475,710 478,180 496,490 4.4%
Operating Expenses ) 184,476 159,020 123,670 72,510 -54.4%
Capital Outlay 0 0 : 0 0 e
County General Fund Expenditures 603,862 634,730 601,850 569,000 -10.4%
PERSONNEL
Full-Time 5 3 3 3 —
Part-Time 0 1 1 1 -
Workyears . 5.0 3.5 3.5 3.4 -2.9%
FY11 RECOMMENDED CHANGES
Expenditures WYs
COUNTY GENERAL FUND
FY10 ORIGINAL APPROPRIATION 634,730 3.5
Other Adjustments {with no service impacts)
Increase Cost: Annualization of FY10 Personnel Costs 35,570 0.0
Increase Cost: Group Insurance Adjustment 2,410 0.0
Decrease Cost: Printing and Mail Adjustment -180 0.0
Decrease Cost: Furlough Days -17,200 -0.1
Decrease Cost: Miscellaneous reductions in Operating Expenses -86,330 0.0
FY11 RECOMMENDED: 569,000 3.4
FUTURE FISCAL IMPACTS
CE REC. (5000's)
Title FY11 FY12 FY13 Y14 FY15 FY16
This table is intended to present significant future fiscal impacts of the department's programs.
COUNTY GENERAL FUND
Expenditures
FY11 Recommended 569 569 569 569 549 569
No inflation or compensation change is included in oulyear projections.
Restore Personnel Costs 0 17 17 17 17 17
This represents restoration of funding to remove FY11 furloughs. )
Subtotal Expenditures 569 586 586 586 586 5864

18-2 General Government
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OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Thomas J. Dagley

_ Inspector General MEMORANDUM
December 11, 2009
TO: Nancy Floreen, President | 053149

County Council

Joseph Beach, Director

vOfﬁce of Management V/@udget
FROM: Thomas L. Dagley %
' Inspector General

SUBJECT: FY 2011 Budget Request — Office of Inspector General

The purpose of this memorandum is to transmit the Office of Inspector General (OIG) FY 2011
operating budget request.

While the request matches the MARC provided by the Office of Management and Budget
($584,960), a non-base budget proposal of $90,000 in additional OIG resources (above the
MARC) to conduct audits and investigations resulting in the recovery of improper contractual
spending is described below.

Non-base Budget Proposal for Procurement Auditing and Investications

$90,000 in non-base budget OIG funding is requested for FY 2011 to support OIG procurement
audit and investigative initiatives to help County leaders identify and recover improper spending
in taxpayer-funded contracts. Based on the results of prior OIG audit and investigative projects,
we believe there are significant opportunities to protect taxpayer dollars through a pilot project
that focuses on higher-risk contracts executed by County-funded organizations over the past
three years. I anticipate that such a pilot project will be at least revenue-cost neutral because of
the potential for this work to recover at least $90,000 by the end of FY 2011. Specific objectives
for this proposal will be: A

1) examine laws and phases of the procurement process of County organizations;
2) evaluate the types of contracts awarded;
3) examine selected higher-risk contracts to detect improper spending. Pursue with

management, the County Attorney and others the recovery of improper expendltures and,
?~\_\. AM?@
3y
* 1]“ff *
*fwu‘*\&
51 Monroe Street, Suite 802 ¢ Rockville, Maryland 20850
240/777-8240, FAX 240/777/8254, E-mail: IG@montgomerycountymd.goy
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4) identify procurement process and contract management vulnerabilities and make
recommendations to the Council and management to strengthen legal, fiscal, and ethical
accountability and improve the “bottom line.”

1 would appreciate the opportunity to present this proposal to you in greater detail in early
calendar year 2010.

cc: Council Members
Steve Farber, Director, Council Staff
John Cuff, Budget Analyst, OMB



SBE
L

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

Thomaskj, Dagley MEMORANDUM
Inspector General January 22, 2010 053768 o =
TO: Nancy Floreen, Council President

Isiah Leggett County Xe

oo "//47
FROM: Thomas J. Dagley
Inspector General

SUBJECT:  Office of Inspector General Four-Year Work Plan

. The attached Montgomery County Office of Inspector General (OIG) four-year work plan for fiscal
years 2010-2013 focuses on our fundamental mission to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of
County programs and operations, while preventing and detecting fraud, waste, and abuse, and

increasing ethical, fiscal, and legal accountability.

This work plan meets the requirements of Montgomery County Code §2-151 and conforms to
standards of the Association of Inspectors General and other oversight organizations for the inspector
general community. Distribution of this plan was postponed until January 2010 in order to consider
the impact of fiscal years’ 2010 and 2011 budget reductions by County leaders on the OIG and County

operations overall.

To develop this work plan, we relied on the participation of key stakeholders, including County
employees and contractors, community organizations, and individual residents. In addition, we
considered the measurable performance results for the work plan covering fiscal years 2006, through
2009. These results are summarized in Appendix A of the annual report for fiscal year 2009 which can
be found at www.montgomerycountymd.gov/ig. As we monitor our performance results for fiscal year
2010 and consider the County’s changing economic climate, we may find it necessary to modify the
action plans in this work plan. In this regard, please consider statements in the “Linking Strategic
Work Plans with Budgets” section on page 7 of this work plan regarding County resources that may be
needed to conduct meaningful fraud prevention, detection, and investigation work for federal stimulus
package dollars received by Montgomery County during the fiscal years 2010 through 2013.

We will continue our efforts to strengthen professional relationships with key stakeholders and
coordinate our work with the audit, inspector general, and law enforcement communities. We would
like to acknowledge the invaluable assistance provided to this Office by the County Council, Executive
management, and leaders of the County’s independent organizations with whom we work.

. pAMe,
cc: Council Members 3l
Council Staff Director * i’m’f‘? *
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www.montgomerycountymd.gov/ig

Office of Inspector General Four-Year Work Plan
Fiscal Years 2010-2013

The Planning Process

Major Challenges Facing Montgomery County

Throughout the planning process of this four-year work plan, Montgomery County leaders faced
the significant fiscal challenge of providing needed government services to its residents during an
economic recession. As of December 31, 2009, all Council-funded organizations including the
Office of Inspector General (OIG) had faced significant budget reduction targets for fiscal years
2010 and 2011. These budget reductions and their impact on operating programs and capital
projects funded by the Council were factors in finalizing this four-year work plan.

Although the OIG work plan published in August 2005 for fiscal years 2006-2009 was not
modified throughout its implementation, it is reasonable to assume that this plan covering fiscal
years 2010-2013 may need to be modified in the first half of calendar year 201 1 after reassessing

the County’s budget situation.

}

Other Challenges

In our fiscal year 2009 annual report (accessible at www. montgoniervcountvmd gov/ig), the following
generally accepted principles for inspectors general were identified to emphasize the importance of the
independence of the Inspector General position and other factors that impact the effectiveness of

Montgomery County’s OIG:

*

inspectors general should be appointed without regard to political affiliation;

* bonuses or compensation increases should not be accepted by inspectors general from their

organization to discourage organizations from using monetary incentives to pressure
inspectors general;

inspectors general compensation should be comparable to other senior agency officials;
inspectors general should have dccess to independent legal counsel, avoiding potential
conflicts of interest with agency counsels; '

all public inspectors general reports should be posted on agency Webs1tes within three Worklng

‘days of release;

in the event of an Inspector General Vacancy, an mdependent panel process should be used to
recommend possible replacements; and,

annual funding levels requested by an Inspector General and the funding level approved
should be delineated, allowing interested parties to determine whether funding cuts may be
used to interfere with the work of an Inspector General.

With regard to the standard of independence, according to the Association of Inspectors General,
inspectors general and OIG employees involved in performing or supervising any assignment should
be free from personal or external impairment to independence and should constantly maintain an
independent attitude and appearance. Inspectors general are responsible for establishing and
maintaining independence so that OIG opinions, conclusions, judgments, and recommendations will be


www.montgomerycountymd.gov/ig

impartial and viewed by others as impartial. Personal impairment includes, for example, official,
professional, personal, or financial relationships that might appear to lead the OIG to limit the extent of
work, to limit disclosure, or to alter the outcome of work. Factors external to the OIG that can restrict
efforts or interfere with the OIG’s ability to form independent and objective opinions should be

- avoided, such as interference or undue influence in the selection, appointment, and employment of the

'Inspector General and OIG employees.

Several factors impacting the effectiveness of the Montgomery County OIG were considered during
the preparation and development of this work plan and are likely to be challenges during fiscal yea;rs

2010-2013

. Providing the Inspector General access to independent legal counsel has been a significant
concern for several OIG projects. In early fiscal year 2010, the Council amended County law
to prowde the Inspector General with access to independent legal services.

o  Working with County leadership to be able to routinely access accurate and reliable revenue,
expenditure, personnel, and operational data related to Council-funded programs/activities
continued to be a significant OIG challenge, as was balancing our reporting requirements with
the need to protect sensitive and confidential data. Furthermore, ensuring the confidentiality of
OIG requests to management for information needed to conduct audits, reviews, and
investigations periodically hampered the effectiveness of the OIG. At the same time, however,
a barrier was addressed in May 2009 by Maryland State government leaders when Article 29 of
State law regarding the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSC) was amended,
authorizing the County Council or its duly authorized agents to audit and examine the books

. and records of the WSSC. The amendment, effective October 1, 2009, clarifies the authority of
the OIG to access WSSC information during the work plan period.

¢ In fiscal year 2009 and continuing into fiscal year 2010, the Inspector General continued to

' work with County leaders to increase the independence and effectiveness of the OIG by making
compensation for its employees equitable when compared to other County officials. This work
was controversial at times; however, it led to the resolution of a pay disparity for one OIG
employee in October 2009, incident to the modification of Office of Human Resources policy.

Plan Development

The OIG goals and strategies that were developed in 2005 have been updated in the Matrix below.
This four-year work plan was developed by concentrating on key provisions for an effective County
governance system — accountability for management actions; fiscal accountability; transparency in
operations; and independence in internal and external audits. Our planning process comprised of three
main steps: (1) identifying a universe of Council-funded programs and activities; (2) conducting risk-
assessment of programs, activities, and related management practices; and, (3) developing a plan to

- conduct appropriate audits, reviews, and investigations. The universe consisted primarily of programs
and activities in the Council’s approved fiscal year 2010 operating and capital budgets.

To determine which projects would be included in this plan, we used standardized, and in some cases,
function-specific risk factors to determine those projects having a higher risk. Standard risk factors

. include: materiality; impact on operations; visibility and public sensitivity; public interest; prior’
audit/investigative attention and results; and loss potential, including fraud and other vulnerabilities.



OIG Strategy Matrix

Goals And 1. The OIG provides timely, accurate, and useful information that contributes to the efﬁciency and
Strategies effectiveness of Montgomery County government and mdependent County agencies.
Strategies:
o Identify major management challenges facing Montgomery County
»  Strengthen professional relationships
Conduct:
o  Briefings to increase the awareness and effectiveness of the OIG
»  Audits and reviews with County-wide improvement potential, that provide timely and valuable
feedback to departments on sensitive and higher-risk operations, which result in reports that
maximize value to County taxpayers
o  Fraud, waste, and abuse investigations to detect improper or illegal conduct and report the
results to decision-makers in.a timely manner ‘
2. The OIG maximizes resources and leverages technology in support of our mission.
Strategies:
e  Manage the efficient use of limited OIG resources
o Leverage cutting-edge technology available through, for example, the Department of
Technology Services
3. The OIG obtains and develops the human resources needed in support of our mission.
Strategies:
¢  Maintain an organization that attracts, develops, and retains a talented and diverse workforce
¢ Implement quality assessment and recommendations by oversight organizations such as the
Association of Inspectors General ‘
o  Maintain compliance with educational/professional training requirements per inspector general
community standards
Key Stakeholders' | County citizens

County Council, directors, and staff

County Executive, Chief Administrative Officer, department directors, and division chiefs
Senjor leaders and staff of each independent County agency

County employees

Employee and community organization leaders

The audit and review action plans that follow in Table 1 are categorized according to key success
factors. Specific objectives and the methodology for audits and reviews are not included in this work
plan. For many of the projects listed, this level of detail will not be finalized until the planning phase
of the project is completed. The investigative plans involving the prevention and detection of fraud,

waste, and abuse are also included.

Y Stakeholders are defined as those individuals or groups that are or might be affected by the OIG’s actions and
effectiveness. From July through September 2009, the Inspector General solicited input for this work plan from elected
County officials and other senior leaders. In addition, the Inspectar General received numerous suggestions from County
employees, contractors, and residents after soliciting input via OIG webpacre postings, emails, and oth.er outreach efforts.

4 - ®




Table 1— Key Factors and Action Plans
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Longer-Ter Performance Audif or Review Investigation r Review
Action Plans WSSC: Review the reasonableness of expenditures Investigate selected complaints MCG: Review the adequacy of administrative and legal
(FY 2012-2013) | related to selected water and sewer construction received by the OIG regarding fraud, | protection for whistleblowers
projects and contracts ' ' waste, or abuse in County and ‘
independent agency operations - All Council-funded Organizations: Assess the
MCG: Review the reasonableness of expenditures i effectiveness of management controls regarding
related to selected road or facility construction, Quick Response Letter expenditures for health care services
maintenance, and other infrastructure projects and Issue letters to senior leaders to
contracts , resolve issues without using a formal | All Council-funded Organizations: Use computer-
audit, review or investigative report assisted financial auditing tools to review the
MCG Information Technology: Assess the efficiency appropriateness of payroll and other distributions to
and effectiveness of modernizing selected information employees and/or retirees

or telecommunication systems
MCG: Review Purchasing Card Program expenditures

All Council-funded Organizations: Determine if
controls are adequate to prevent and detect duplicate

vendor and other improper payments to contractors and
vendors

 The types of information we may act upon include the following: Alleged violation of law, rules, or regulations; employee misconduct; mismanagement or waste of
County funds; abuse of authority; improper use of County resources; conflict of interest; bribes or kickbacks; fraudulent travel claims; coniract or procurement fraud;

health care fraud; workers’ compensation fraud. The types of information we do not act upon include: day-to-day management decisions; EEO complaints; employee
benefits; and compensation. '
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Table 1— Key Factors and Action Plans (continued)

Performance Audlt or Review

MCG IT Project Controls: The OIG is currently
evaluating Decemnber 2009 changes to the
Statement(s) of Work for the County
Government’s Enterprise Resource I’lanmng
(ERP) Pm]ect

Short—'l erm
Action Plans
(FY 20106-2011)

MCG and WSSC Procurement Practices:
Ongoing review of expenditures related to
selected County Government and WSSC
contracts: The OIG plans to release a report on
one phase of this review in February 2010

MCG Procurement Practices: Review of
selected Department of Health and Human
Services contracts for housing and other
services

MCG: Review the use of best practices for
preserving accountability and transparency for
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act
funds and other stimulus-related funds )
approved by the Council for County education,
transportation, housing and other projects

All Council-funded Organizations: Review the
appropriateness and/or cost of selected land
development projects and real estate purchases
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Investlgatmn : o
Investigate selected complaints
received by the OIG regarding
fraud, waste, or abuse in County
and independent agency
‘operations

Promote the OIG fraud hotline to
all employees and contractors by
partnering with County
leadership

Investigate potentially fraudulent
payments to contractors and
grantees reported to the OIG

Quick Response Letter

Issue letters to senior leaders to
resolve issues without using a
formal audit, review, or
investigative report

Perfonnance Audlt or Rewew

Payments to MCG Volunteer Fire & Rescue Association
(MCVFRA): The OIG plans to release a report on this review in
February 2010

MCG Disability Retirement Program: Conduct follow-up work
on corrective actions recommended in the September 2008
Interim Report

MCG Tuition Assistance Program: Release an iﬁterim report on
this review in February 2010

MCG Fire and Rescue Services Vehicle Accident and Related
Investigations: Additional field work and reporting on this
review will take place incident to the resolution of Civil
Complaint No. 319082~V and related matters

MCG and Ethics Commission: Review the effectiveness of
ethics laws, management controls and investigation practices
used to prevent and detect fraud, waste, and abuse

Council Audit Committee: Review governance best practices
regarding risk assessment, internal auditing, anti-fraud
initiatives, and the prevention of ethical breaches

Stakeholder requirements

Establish an OIG citizens’ advisory group to ensure adequate
input on accountability issues

Reports with findings, recommendations, and
management response to the County Council
and Executive, and/or leader of affected
department or independent agency -

Communication
of Results

Investigative reports to the Chief
Administrative Officer (or
designee), other appropriate
leaders, and/or prosecutors,
subject to State and County
public information laws

Reports with findings, recommendations, and management
response to the County Council and Executive, and/or leader of
affected department or independent agency




Linking Strategic Work Plans with Budgets

Montgomery County Code §2-151 requires the Inspector General to submit to the County Council and
Executive, within four months of confirmation, a projected budget for the OIG. Throughout the first
half of fiscal year 2010, the Inspector General worked with the Director of Council Staff and

- representatives of the Executive’s Office of Management and Budget to address OIG budget reductmn
targets as part of a County-wide initiative to address fiscal years’ 2010 and 2011 budget deficits.?

A key to OIG effectiveness is to link the strategic work plan with the budget. To address this issue, the
- estimated direct (audit and investigative) and support work years needed to accomplish the short- and
longer-term action plans in Table 1 are described below. These figures do not include operating funds
needed to hire subject matter experts as contractors for certain audits and reviews; this issue was
addressed, in part, in the Inspector General’s December 11, 2009 transmittal memorandum to the
Council President and Director of the Office of Management and Budget for the OIG’s fiscal year

2011 budget.

In addition, the work year figures below do not address an emerging concern of the OIG and several
key stakeholders regarding fraud prevention, detection, and investigation efforts needed to ?rotect
federal stimulus package funds approved for Montgomery County programs and activities.

We recommend that the Council’s Management and Fiscal Policy/Audit Committee address OIG
resource requirements for subject matter experts and the County’s overall anti-fraud efforts during the
Council’s fiscal year 2011 budget deliberations which begin in March 2010.

FY 2010

FY 2011 1.0 1.0 1.0 B 375
FY 2012 15 | 1.0 15 0 50
FY 2013 - 15 1.0 15 1.0 5.0

¥ As of January 2010, approved funding for the OIG for fiscal year 2010 was $601,840. A proposed OIG budget ceiling of
$584,960 for fiscal year 2011 was established by the Executive’s Office of Management and Budget as of January 2010; it
will not be acted upon by the Council before March 2010. These OIG budget figures represent approximately one one--
hundredth percent of the total operating budget approved by the County Council for fiscal year 2010. Authorized filled
positions as of January 2010: Inspector General; Deputy Inspector General; Assistant Inspector General; and Office
Manager (pari-time). A vacant unfunded Assistant Inspector General position also existed. By comparison, authonzed
OIG work years when the August 2005 Four-Year Work Plan was issued totaled 4.6.

* An opinion article in the January 13, 2010 edition of The Wall Street Journal entitled, “How to Guard Against Stimulus
Fraud” by a former assistant Manhattan district attorney recommended that state and local governments should set aside no .
more than 2 percent of federal stimulus money received for meaningful fraud prevention, detection, and investigation ‘
efforts. For example, if a county is to receive $100 million, $2million should be set aside for anti-fraud efforts.
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Performance Measures and Targets

Consistent with the practice over the past four years to quantify the value of OIG audits, reviews, and investigations,
some of the OIG’s key performance measures and targets for fiscal years 2010-2013 are listed below. Performance
results for these or other measures for fiscal years 2006-2009 are summarized in the OIG’s fiscal year 2009 annual

report.
Fiscal Years’ 2010-2013 Performance Measures and Targets
..Outcomes/Results: . . e - 2010 L 2011 et e 2012000 o0 2013
',Perccntagc of audit/review recommendatlons acccpted5 Y - : s S ) 5. ce I8
- County funds recovered or put to different use as the." .+ $1million- e $2million oo+ $2million o o $2 million.
< :result of audit/review fi fndlngs or mvestlgatlons T W e TALae LEon ‘
“Questioned costs or potential savings ~ ' . oo oo $imillion v s o $lmillion.. o = $lmillion: . . $1million;
Resolutions to fraud, waste; and abuse matters- .~ - ** .5 " RO TR S - g8 V 8
‘reported to management by thc OIG . ‘ o o |

Worldoad/Outpats: : o o )
~Joint mvestnganons with prosecutovs c4 23 23 3
Audits/formal reviews reported - w5 4, w4 A4

5 This includes recommendations or other actions carried out by the Council as a result of formal reports issued by the OIG.
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Office of Inspector Genefal Staff
' (January 2010) '

Thomas J. Dagley, Inspector General
Christopher Giusti, Deputy Inspector General
Gary G. Weishaar, Assistant Inspector General
Elsa L. Fridl, Office Manager

Contact us at:

Ins;iector General
51 Monroe Street, Suite 802
Rockville, Maryland 20850
240-777-8240

igt@monteomerveountymd.gov

Confidential OIG Fraud Hptline: 1-800-971-6059

Website: http:/z‘www.montgomervcountvmd.govfig
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