
United St;ates General Accounting Office 163-6 
GAO Report to the Secretary of the Interior 

August 1987 INTERNAL 
CONTROLS 
Indian Housing 
Controls Improved but 
Need Strengthening 

IllI I Ill II I 
133626 

c..3(%J=232 
GAO,‘RCED-87-148 





t 

GAO United States 
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B-226204 

August 5,1987 

The Honorable Donald P. Hodel 
Secretary of the Interior 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

As part of our continuing effort to determine if agencies are improving 
internal controls pursuant to the Federal Managers’ Financial Integrity 
Act of 1982 (FMFIA), we reviewed the Bureau of Indian Affairs’ (BIA’S) 

actions to correct a material weakness in its Housing Improvement Pro- 
gram (HIP). HIP provides grants to Indian families living in substandard 
or inadequate housing to (1) make repairs, (2) make down payments for 
the purchase of a home, and (3) finance construction of a new home. 

FMFIA requires that agency heads report annually on the adequacy of 
their internal controls and identify areas of material weakness, along 
with their plans to correct them. In your 1983 FMFIA statement to the 
President and the Congress, you reported that BIA had a material inter- 
nal control weakness in HIP in that funds were misspent and assistance 
was not going to the neediest Indian families. For example, funds were 
spent on ineligible people, or they were spent for purposes other than 
the upgrading of substandard housing. In your 1984 statement! you 
reported that BIA had taken corrective action on the material weakness. 
In this regard, BIA developed and implemented a model contract for its 
use with tribes that operate the program for BIA. Among other provi- 
sions, the model contract requires tribes to prioritize their assistance to 
applicants. It also requires BIA to monitor project construction. Our 
objective in t.his review was to assess the effectiveness of the contract in 
correcting the HIP material weakness. 

In summary, we believe that the model contract is a posit,ive st,ep toward 
solving the material internal control weakness. We did, however, find 
examples where tribes are not complying with-and BIA is not monitor- 
ing or enforcing -important provisions of the model contract. There- 
fore, while the model contract sets an appropriate standard, because 
compliance with its provisions has been spotty, BIA does not have ade- 
quate assurance that. the neediest Indian families are being served and 
that funds are being properly spent. 

In obtaining information for this report, we contacted officials and 
reviewed documents and records from BIA’S headquarters in Washing- 
ton, D.C., and BIA area offices in Arlington, Virginia; Albuquerque, New 
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Mexico; Phoenix, Arizona; and Portland, Oregon. U’e reviewed 45 con- 
tract files at the four area offices, with each contract covering one tribe. 
We then selected 7 of these 45 tribes to visit, and we spoke with officials 
from and reviewed records at the seven Indian organizations and their 
respective BIA agency-level offices. A more complete description of our 
objective, scope, and methodology appears as appendix I. Our review 
was conducted in accordance with generally accepted government audit- 
ing standards, 

Background Through HIP, BIA provides grants for Indian families living in substan- 
dard housing who cannot obtain assistance from other sources. HIA can 
manage the program directly or, at the option of the tribes, management 
is contracted out to them. If the tribe is unwilling or incapable of operat- 
ing the program under contract, BIA agency-level staff operate the pro- 
gram directly. Of the 271 tribes in HIP, 175-about 65 percent-operate 
t.he program under contract with BIA. For fiscal year 1986, HIP’S budget 
was about $19 million. 

BIA administers its programs through a network of 12 area offices and 
various types of field offices, the primary type being agency offices, of 
which there are 83. BIA’S central office in Washington, D.C., provides 
general program direction. Contracting officers (cos) at BIA area offices 
execute the tribal contracts. In addition, each area office has a housing 
staff that is responsible for providing technical assistance and program 
oversight. The co is responsible for ensuring that the contractor (tribe or 
tribal organizat.ion) carries out the terms of the contract. The co 
designates the day-to-day responsibility for contract compliance and 
enforcement to a contracting officer’s representative (COR). The COR is 
usually located at a BIA agency office. 

The HIP Material Leading up to reporting the HIP material weakness were several reports 

Weakness and Efforts on HIP deficiencies issued over the years by the Department of the Inte- 
rior’s Inspector General. A summary report was issued in March 1983, 

to Correct It showing that the program was not effectively progressing toward the 
objective of improving the housing of needy Indians. Additionally, the 
report showed that tribal organizations used HIP funds for unauthorized 
purposes or for purposes contrary to HIP requirements and that, in many 
cases, HIP recipients were not selected on the basis of need. 

The Inspector General’s report recommended a number of changes. For 
example, it recommended that BIA formulate requirements that an 
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Indian organization must meet before award of any future HIP contract. 
Consistent with the Inspector General’s recommendation, BIA in August 
1983 issued a model contract to be used by all HIP contracting tribes to 
ensure that the neediest Indian families are selected for assistance. 

Tribal Requirements The cont.ract placed the following requirements on the tribes: 

. Develop and submit to BIA a current inventory of housing needs of all 
tribal members desiring to participate in HIP--in effect, a listing of 
applicants. 

l Develop and provide BIA with a set. of written criteria used to establish a 
priority list of applicants most in need of HIP assistance. 

l Submit to BIA the priority list of applicants for HIP assistance. 
l Prior to construction, submit work plans for each project to the co. Work 

plans should include such items as the name of the applicant, the type of 
assistance, cost estimate, a description of repairs or the new unit to be 
built, the location of the housing unit, and start and completion dates. 

. Furnish quarterly HIP reports on housing starts, housing conditions, and 
housing needs to the co. 

l Submit annual inventories of housing needs to the CO. 

BIA’s Role CORS have a number of responsibilities. Among them is assuring that the 
contractor performs in accordance with the contract’s terms and condi- 
tions. Additionally, the model contract provides for monthly construc- 
tion inspections by t,he CORS. Starting in fiscal year 1987, this 
requirement was modified to allow for inspections at least bimonthly. 
The contract requires the COR to monitor const.ruction progress as well 
as to assure that the construction work performed is consistent with the 
contractor’s work plans. The COR is required to submit the results of 
each inspection to the co and the area office director. If the inspection 
indicates that t,he construction work is not in compliance with work 
plans, BIA gives the contractor an opportunity to correct or replace non- 
conforming construction work or supplies. 

Tribes Not Fully Our review of contract files showed that, to varying degrees, tribes were 

Complying With Model not complying with some requirement.s of the model contract. hlost non- 
compliance centered around three provisions-the inventory of tribal 

Contract members desiring to participate in the program, tribal selection criteria, 

Requirements and construction work plans. These items are important because they 
specifically address the internal control weakness that was identified 
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for this program: namely, that funds continue to be misspent and recipi- 
ents are not priority-ranked. 

Moreover, where tribes do comply with these requirements, we found 
operational problems at some of the tribes we visited. Specifically, we 
found instances where tribes did not properly apply their selection crite- 
ria for establishing priority lists and deviated from these lists without 
justifying it to BIA, as is required. Because of these discrepancies, BIA 

does not have adequate assurance that the neediest Indian families are 
being assisted. Until BIA can make certain that tribes are complying with 
provisions of the model contract, the value of the contract as an effec- 
tive corrective action remains limited. 

Compliance Profile Our review of 45 fiscal year 1986 contract files at four area offices 
resulted in the following profile, showing the extent to which tribes 
complied wit.h provisions of the model contract. The profile is adjusted 
for information received after we had BIA area offices request any miss- 
ing information from BIA agency offices or tribes. 

Table 1: Mode1 Contract Compliance 

Contract requirement 
Inventory of tribal members desiring to 
participate in HIP 

Degree of compliance 
Full Partial 

23 

None 

22a 

Selection criteria 37 8 

Prioritv list 42 3 

Work plans” IO 22 1 

Quarterly HIP reports 36 6 3 

Annual inventorv of housina needs 45 

aEleven of these tribes are in the Phoenix area, where the area office modified the model contract to 
allow the annual inventory of housing needs to satisfy this requirement. 

bWe agreed not to review for work plans at the Portland area office because this office does not retain 
them and area office officials felt that they were too voluminous to request from BIA agency offices. 

Details for each of the four area offices are shown in appendix II. 

Inveritory of Tribal 
Members Desiring to 
Participate in HIP 

BIA requires tribes to compile an annual inventory of tribal members 
who wish to participate in the program. The inventory is, in essence, a 
listing of tribal members by name. It demonstrates that the t,ribe has an 
ongoing process of receiving and reviewing applications, as required by 
the model cont.ract, and that the tribe has a complete file of applications 

Page 4 GAO/RCED-W-148 Indian Housing Controls 



B-226204 

and information from which to objectively determine priority needs. 
Only 23 of the 45 contract files we reviewed had these inventories. BIA 

officials in t.he Albuquerque and Phoenix areas believe that a consoli- 
dated housing inventory form showing aggregate numbers of houses sat- 
isfies the requirement. The form shows the total number of existing 
housing units categorized by physical condition, with no reference to 
individuals or applicants desiring to participate in HIP. This is a misinter- 
pretation of the requirement, since the form does not list individual 
applicants who want to participate in the program. The model contract 
as presently written, requires an inventory of housing needs of all t.ribal 
members desiring to participate in HIP. The use of the term “housing 
needs” rather than “applicants” could have been interpreted as requir- 
ing an inventory of houses. Without an inventory of applicants, BIA does 
not have sufficient assurance that the tribes have the required applica- 
tion process in place. The national director of HIP agrees with our posi- 
tion and has agreed to clarify this model contract requirement. 

Selection Criteria Objective selection criteria help ensure that the neediest Indians get 
served, which is the model contract’s primary objective. Need usually is 
defined by elements such as income, family size, and condition of hous- 
ing. Eight of the 45 contract files we reviewed did not contain a state- 
ment of selection criteria, as required by the model contract. Moreover, 
although the seven tribes we visited had selection criteria, we question 
the proper application of the criteria at four of the tribes. For example, 
one tribe did not use its established crit,eria to select from applications 
on hand. A tribal official said that a former tribal official simply picked 
names for inclusion on the 1986 priorit,y list. Another tribe that has an 
established point system for prioritizing HIP applicants did not use the 
system for its 1986 priority list. According to the tribal HIP coordinator, 
the tribe could not apply the point system because the application form 
did not request, all of the information included in its selection criteria- 
specifically, data were missing on the education level attained and the 
handicap status of applicants. 

While BIA issued national selection criteria in November 1986, it must. 
still monitor how tribal organizations apply these criteria to applica- 
tions. This monitoring is a crucial step in ensuring that. tribes give prior- 
ity to the neediest applicants. 

Priority Lists Priority lists of HIP applicants should result from the tribal application 
of select,ion criteria to applications. Similar to selection criteria, priority 
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lis ts  serve to ensure that the neediest Indian families  get served firs t. 
W hile 42 of the 45 tribal contract files  we reviewed cont.ained priority  
lis ts , five of the seven tribes  we v is ited did not follow their est.ablished 
priority  lis ts  when it came to actual project funding. Tr ibal offic ials  sa id 
that they did not realize they were required to follow the order on their 
priority  lis ts , or they s imply  neglec ted to obtain BIA’S required approval 
when they made changes to their priority  lis ts . 

Our review of se lec ted applications at the tribes  we v is ited did not 
reveal any ins tances where applicants who did not make the priority  
lis ts  were more needy than applicants on the lis ts . However, if tribes  do 
not follow their priority  lis ts  or jus tify  deviations  from the lis ts , BIA does 
not have assurance that the neediest are given priority  on a wide-sca le 
basis . Until tribal compliance with model contract requirements and RIA 
monitoring improve, EIA will continue to lac k  this  assurance. 

W ork Plans  Construction work plans  prepared by the tribes  identify  the houses to be 
repaired or constructed and descr ibe the work to be performed. They 
are also a tool to help BIA ver ify  that planned work was actually carr ied 
out, and that it is  in compliance with program objec tives  and regula- 
tions . As table 1 indicates, we found complete work plans  in only  10 of 
the 33 contract files  where we reviewed for work plans . The two most 
notable mis s ing items  were drawings and specifications and s tart and 
completion dates. See appendix III for details . 

W e reviewed the elements of what we consider a work plan as identified 
in appendix III.’ Most. of the requirements appear to be c lear, with the 
exception of the level of detail required in the drawings and specifica-  
tions  and the descr iption of the repairs to be made. W e asked BIA and 
some tribal offic ials  for their thoughts on noncompliance and received 
var ied replies . BIA offic ials  attributed the incomplete work plans  to the 
tribes  not understanding some of the elements of a work plan. The gen- 
eral manager of a tribal organization that operates HIP said that he 
thought reports on completed work satisfied the requirement for work 
plans . 

‘The model contract does not use the term “work plan.” W e have used it to descr ibe co llectively a 
number of contract requirements for information about the housing work being funded. 
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BIA Oversight and Some BIA area offices are not enforcing tribal compliance with model 

Enforcement of Model 
contract requirements consistently or vigorously. We also found that BIA 

is not monitoring construction, as required by the model contract. 

Contract Not Fully 
Effective 

Model Contract 
Enforcement 

cos and CORS are not properly enforcing provisions of the model con- 
tract. This is borne out by the fact that our review of 45 contracts 
showed items required by the model contract to be missing (see table 1 
and app. II). 

As mentioned, while the co is ultimately responsible for ensuring com- 
pliance with the terms of the contracts he or she awards on behalf of 
HA, the co delegates the day-to-day responsibility for contract compli- 
ance and enforcement to a COR. The CO designates the COR with a memo- 
randum spelling out the COR’S duties and responsibilities. Basically, the 
COR is responsible for assuring that the contractor (1) performs in accor- 
dance with the contract’s terms and conditions, (2) provides services as 
agreed to in the contract, (3) spends funds for the purposes intended, (4) 
properly accounts for funds, and (5) submits contract reports as 
required. The CO can also designate an alternate or subordinate COR. 

Both the Portland and Phoenix area offices review contract applications 
for missing information and follow up by sending letters to the tribes. At 
the other two area offices, we did not find any indication that this type 
of follow-up took place. The lack of aggressive efforts to get tribal orga- 
nizations to comply with contract terms may be contributing to the 
lower model contract compliance rate in the Eastern area. 

Construction Monitoring The model contract requires the COR to inspect const,ruction work at 
least once a month to assess construction progress as well as to assure 
that the construction work is consistent with the contractor’s work 
plans. At the beginning of fiscal year 1987, this requirement was 
changed to bimonthly. As mentioned, the contract also requires the COR 

to furnish the results of each inspection to the CO and the area office 
director. 

Our review of the 45 contract files showed that COR monitoring reports 
were missing for 28 contracts. We could not locate monitoring reports 
for any of the 22 contracts at HA’S Eastern and Albuquerque area 

Page 7 GAO/RCED-87-148 Indian Housing Controls 



B-226204 

offices. However, handwritten notes indicate that BIA had done some 
construction monitoring on four of the eight Albuquerque contracts we 
reviewed. In Phoenix, however, we located COR monitoring reports for 7 
of its 11 contracts and in Portland for 10 of its 12 contracts. 

The CORS and assistant CORS we spoke with generally attributed the 
absence of monitoring to a lack of expertise in assessing construction 
quality. They agreed, however, that they could at least verify that 
planned work had been accomplished (for example, that three houses 
were reroofed and windows replaced on two other houses). Addition- 
ally, according to the national director of HIP, BIA area offices have con- 
struction expertise that the cos and CORS should be drawing on. We were 
also told that the shortage of time and resources sometimes limits 
monitoring. 

Conclusions We believe that the model contract is a positive step toward correcting 
the HIP material weakness. However, we found instances where tribes 
are not complying with a number of important model contract provi- 
sions and BIA is not adequately monitoring and enforcing tribal 
compliance. 

Our review showed inadequate BIA monitoring in two areas. BIA is not 
adequately monitoring to ensure (1) tribal compliance with contract pro- 
visions and (2) that planned construction work is in fact accomplished. 
Insufficient co and COR diligence in requiring tribes to submit all infor- 
mation required by the model contract has resulted in some important 
information not being reported to BIA. Although CORS attribute their 
insufficient. construction monitoring to inadequate expertise, they could 
at least verify that actual construction or repairs are consistent with 
planned projects. If they do not have the proper expertise, they should 
avail themselves of construction expertise at BIA area offices. 

In addition, we found a number of problems in the way some tribes 
apply selection criteria to establish priority lists of HIP recipients. 

Finally, we disagree with how BIA and tribal officials interpret some of 
the model contract requirements. A consolidated inventory of housing 
needs does not satisfy the model contract requirement for an inventory 
of housing needs of all tribal members desiring to participate in HIP, thus 
ensuring that a tribe has an application process in place. This model con- 
tract requirement does not make it clear that the requirement is for a 
listing of individuals rather than a housing inventory. 
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The required elements of a work plan are clear with the exception of the 
level of detail required in drawings and specifications and a description 
of repairs. 

Recommendations In order to improve the effectiveness of the model contract, thereby 
ensuring that HIP funds are properly spent on the neediest Indian appli- 
cants, we ~commend that the Secretary of the Interior direct the Assis- 
tant Secretary for Indian Affairs to 

l require cos and CORS to enforce the model contract provisions requiring 
the submission of documents, such as inventories of applicants, which 
help BIA monitor the operation of the program; 

l require CORS to verify that planned construction is carried out; if they do 
not have the engineering expertise to assess quality, CORS should make 
use of construction expertise at the area office; 

l require BIA to periodically test tribal application of selection criteria; 
l change the model contract requirement from an “inventory of housing 

needs of all tribal members desiring to participate in HIP” to an “inven- 
tory of applicants;” and 

l clarify the level of detail required in drawings and specifications and 
the description of repairs. 

Agency Comments and The Department of the Interior agreed with our recommendations and 

Our Evaluation said that our findings were helpful toward redirecting HIP in order to 
make it more professional, accountable, and cost-effective. One of the 
actions proposed by Interior is not, however, clearly responsive to our 
recommendation. In recommending that BIA be required to periodically 
test tribal application of selection criteria, we sought to ensure that pri- 
ority lists are in fact developed in accordance with established selection 
criteria. Interior does not specifically state that it will require this type 
of test. Since we found a number of problems in the way some tribes 
apply selection criteria, we believe this type of testing is essential to 
ensuring that the neediest Indian families get priority funding. 

As you know, the head of a federal agency is required by 31 USC. 720 
to submit a written statement on actions taken on our recommendations 
to the Senat.e Committee on Governmental Affairs and the House Com- 
mittee on Government Operations not later than 60 days after the date 
of this report, and to the House and Senate Committees on Appropria- 
tions with the agency’s first request for appropriations made more than 
60 days after the date of this report. 
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We are sending copies of this report to the House Committee on Govern- 
ment Operations and the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs; 
the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations; the House Com- 
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs; the Senate Select Committee on 
Indian Affairs; and the Director, Office of Management and Budget. Cop- 
ies will also be made available to others upon request. 

This work was performed under the direction of Sarah P. Frazier, Asso- 
ciate Director. Other major contributors are listed in appendix V. 

Sincerely yours, 

J. Dexter Peach 
Assistant Comptroller General 
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Appendix I 

Objective, Scope, and Methodology 

Our objective was to determine whether BLA was implementing the 
actions cited by the Secretary of the Interior in his FMFIA statements and 
to assess the effectiveness of the model contract in correcting the mate- 
rial weakness that existed in HIP. 

We collected information from BIA’S headquarters and BIA area offices in 
Arlington, Virginia; Albuquerque, New Mexico; Phoenix, Arizona; and 
Portland, Oregon. We selected the Arlington office--BL4’s Eastern area 
office-for review because of its proximity to our staff in Washington. 
We selected the Albuquerque area office because 10 of its 24 tribes oper- 
ated HIP under contract, and because of the tribes’ proximity to the BIA 

area office and the existence of a BIA agency office in Albuquerque. We 
selected Phoenix because it receives one of the largest allocations of HIP 

funds ($2.2 million in fiscal year 1986). We selected Portland on the 
basis of the national director of HIP’S statement to us that HIP should be 
operating optimally at this location since it had a full contingent of 
housing staff at the area office. These four area offices are responsible 
for about 30 percent of all tribal contracts. We also collected information 
from seven Indian tribes within these areas and at their respective &IA 

agency-level offices. We selected the following seven tribes from 45 tri- 
bal contract files we reviewed at the four area offices: St. Regis 
Mohawk, Eastern Band of Cherokee, Tulalip, Southern Ute, San Juan 
Pueblo, Gila River Indian Community, and San Carlos Apache. 

At BIA headquarters we clarified the definition of BIA’S material weak- 
ness and corrective action and obtained information on the causes and 
effects of the material weakness. We also reviewed pertinent Inspector 
General reports. 

In order to determine tribal compliance with model contract provisions, 
we reviewed fiscal year 1986 contract files for 45 tribes covered by the 
four area offices included in our review. Any required information miss- 
ing from the area office contract files was requested from the respective 
BW agency offices or tribes. We discussed model contract enforcement 
and oversight with BIA officials at BIA’S headquarters, area offices, and 
agency offices. We also discussed model contract compliance with tribal 
officials at the seven tribes we visited. In selecting the tribes for our 
detailed review, we attempted to select one tribe at each area office that 
was in full or substantial compliance with the model contract provisions 
and one tribe that was not. We made these selections on the basis of our 
initial review of the contract files at the area offices. Since the Portland 
area office had a high degree of compliance overall, we selected only one 
tribe under its jurisdiction for detailed review. 
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Objective, Scope, and Methodology 

We tested priority list selection to obtain indications of whether the 
neediest Indian applicants were getting on the priority list. We accom- 
plished this by developing need profiles of both priority list and nonpri- 
ority list applicants at the tribes we visited. In doing so we applied 
priority list selection criteria established by each of the tribes. 

Page 16 GAO/RCED437-148 Indian Howdng Contmh 



Model Contract Compliance Schedule 

Degree of compliance by area office 
AUquerque Eastern Phoenix Portland Total 

Full Partial None Full Partial None Full Partial None Full Partial None Full Partial None 
Inventory of tribal members 
desiring to participate in HIP 
Selection criteria 

8 11 3 11 12 23 22 
8 7 7 10 1 12 37 8 

Priority list 8 11 3 11 12 42 3 
Work plans 2 6 3 IO 1 5 6 IO 22 1 
Quarterly HIP reports 8 8 4 28 2 1 12 36 6 3 
Annual inventory of housing 
needs 8 14 11 12 45 
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1 Tribal Compliance With Work Plansa 

Albuquerque Eastern Phoenix Totalb 
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Name of applicant 8 IO 4 11 29 4 
Type of assistance 6 2 13 1 11 30 3 -~ 
Cost estimate 8 11 3 11 30 3 
Description of reDairs 6 2 6 7 9 21 9 
Location of housing unit 6 2 3 11 9 2 18 15 
Sale rxice 3 3 

Down payment required 3 3 
Drawincas and specifications 2 6 3 11 6 5 11 22 
Start and completion dates 3 5 3 11 8 3 14 19 

aNot all Items are required for each type of assistance. For example, sale price and down payment 
requirements are only needed for category C assistance (down payments). 

bWe revrewed 33 contracts at three area offices for work plans. We did not review work plans at the 
Portland area office because lhrs office does not retain them and area office officials felt that they were 
too voluminous for us to request from the BIA agency offices. 
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Comments From the Department of the Interior 

Changed to 
(GAO/RCED-87-148) 

United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 

JUN 3 0 1987. 

Mr. J. Dexter Peach 
Assistant Comptroller General of the 

United States 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Peach: 

This letter is in response to the General Accounting audit report 
entitled Indian Housing--Internal Controls Improved but Needs 
Strengthening (GAO/RCED-87-184). We concur with the 
recommendations contained in the report and provide the following 
comments: 

GAO Recommendation #l 

Require COs and CORs to enforce the model contract provisions 
requiring the submission of documents such as inventories of 
applicants, which help BIA monitor the operation of the program. 

BIA Comment 

ing We will reinforce our instructions to Area Directors by requir 
adherence to the HIP Model Contract provisions calling for all 
HIP contract applications to contain the necessary information 
and documentation before the contract is executed. 

GAO Recommendation #2 

Require CORs to verify that planned construction is carried 
if they do not have the engineering expertise to assess qua1 
they should make use of construction expertise at the area 
office. 

BIA Comment 

Although the model contract contains requirements for 
construction monitoring and inspection by the CORs, where the 
CORs are not the housing officers and are not able to monitor and 
inspect, the CO will ensure that procedures are in place to have 
the Area Housing Officers monitor and inspect. 
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Comments From the Department of 
the Interior 

2 

GAO Recommendation #3 

Require BIA to periodically-test tribal application of selection 
criteria. 

BIA Comment 

As the GAO noted, the uniform HIP Selection Criteria were issued 
in November 1986. Consequently , many FY 1987 HIF contracts 
negotiated prior to this date did not contain the requirement to 
use the HIP Selection Criteria. Towards this end, we will issue 
instructions to all Area Directors that all tribal HIP 
contractors must use the Uniform Selection Criteria to develop 
their FY 1988 and future priority lists. 

Moreover, we will require that the Area/Agency housing staff 
review each contract application to ascertain that the priority 
list is in accordance with 25 CFR Part 256.5 and the HIP 
Selection Criteria . In addition, we will require that during 
the contract period, the Area/Agency housing officer monitor, 
evaluate and inspect the projects to determine that the funds are 
used for purposes intended and to assure compliance with contract 
provis ion8. The results of this monitoring will be submitted to 
the Area Directors and the Contracting Officers for their review 
and action. 

GAO Recommendation 14 

Change the model contract requirement from an “inventory of 
housing needs of all tribal members desiring to participate in 
the HIP” to an “inventory of applicants”. 

BIA Comment 

We will incorporate this language in the model contract. 

GAO Recommendation #5 

Clarify the level of detail required in drawings and 
specifications and the description of repairs. 

BIA Comment 

The following descriptive language will be added to the model 
contract: 

The plan shall also include preliminary drawings, 
specifications and cost estimates and a phased construction 
schedule for each unit to be repaired, renovated or built 
new. Drawings should fix and illustrate what is required to 
repair or build new houses by providing when applicable a 
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the Interior 
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design, elevations, unit and room total square feet, general 
construction, placement of heating, mechanical, electrical, 
and utility systems, site layout for grading and utility 
distribution. The specifications should describe clearly 
the scope of work to repair or build a new house, 
workmanship involved, a statement describing the quality of 
materials, and applicable building standards. Project 
construction costs should be based only on work and 
materials described in the drawings and specification 
documents so that total construction costs may be kept 
within regulation limits. 

Although the redirected WIP effort was not complete during the 
GAO’s review process, we Eind the findings helpful towards 
redirecting the HIP in order to make it more professional, 
accountable, and cost effective. 

We trust this information clarifies the Bureau’s position 
regarding the recommendations contained in the report. 

Sincerely, 

/’ 

*Assistant Secretary - Indian Affairs 
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r Major Contributors to-‘?‘his Report 

Resources, 
Community, and 
Economic 

Sarah P. Frazier, Associate Director, (202) 275-1000 
Stephen L. Keleti, Group Director 
Patrick J. Kalk, Evaluator-in-Charge 
Ronald J. Johnson, Evaluator 

Development Division, Nicholas C. D’Amico, Evaluator 

Washington, DC. 
Michael P. Fruitman, Reports Analyst 
Beverly A. Barber, Typist 

Denver Regional 
Office 

Billie J. North, Regional Assignment Manager 
William P. Brown, Evaluator 
Alan J. Wernz, Evaluator 

fkattle Regional Office 
Walter A. Choruby, Regional Assignment Manager 
Robe& A Higgins Evaluator 
Janet L. George, Evaluator 
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