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Budgetary Resource Risk
Management




Budgetary Resource Risk Management

Funds are provided to agencies via Appropriation Legislation. Appropriations provide budget authority
which allows organizations to enter into obligations to purchase items such as goods or services (within
the constraints of the appropriation language).

Expired Phase of the
» Appropriation

* Length of the active phase of the » The expired phase of the

appropriation is determined by appropriation lasts for five years
appropriation language. after the active phase.
» Funds are available for new * Funds are only available at this
obligations during this phase of time for certain permitted Funds Returned to
the appropriation. adjustments of existing

obligations and for the Treasury = Lost

disbursement of obligations Opportunities fOI'

made during the active phase of .
the appropriation. Our Clients

* This is the phase of the
appropriation where Deloitte
can help agencies identify
improper Unliquidated
Obligations (ULOs) for At the end of this phase, ULOs
deobligation and reuse. are deobligated and these

funds are returned to Treasury.

As used in this document, “Deloitte” means Deloitte & Touche LLP, a subsidiary of Deloitte LLP. Please see www.deloitte.com/us/about for a detailed description of the legal
structure of Deloitte LLP and its subsidiaries. Certain services may not be available to attest clients under the rules and regulations of public accounting.
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Budgetary Resource Risk Management
Agency Pain Points

Many federal agencies are experiencing significant stress and increased oversight as a result of
improper management of ULO balances. The management of improper ULO balances and contracts

have been a consistent topic in IG reports, reports to Congress, GAO reports, and Management'’s
Discussions in agency financial reports.

“the Department [DOC] needs stronger internal controls, policies, and
procedures to ensure that bureau obligations are adequately monitored and
deobligated when appropriate. Weaknesses include obligation balances that

could not verify, accounting records not accurately reflecting Department
obligations, bureaus unaware of the status of the obligation balances, and
bureaus improperly liquidating contract obligations.”
— Dept. of Commerce (DoC), OIG Report No. OIG-13-026-A, June 2013

“Even the relatively small sample the audit
“DOT had potential misstatements in reviewed had unliquidated balances totaling
undelivered orders as of September 30, 2013 nearly $4.5 million that needed to be

. T L H ”
of approximately $407 million and $111 million deobligated
for grant and non-grant related undelivered -0IG, U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID),
orders respectively ’” Audit Report No. 9-000-12-001-P, January 2012
g .

=Dept. of Transportation (DoT), OIG Report No. QC-2014-015,
December 2013
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Budgetary Resource Risk Management

Federal agencies struggle with a number of factors that contribute to improper ULO balances. Most
organizations have the capability to address some aspects of the management of improper ULOs, but
require assistance to bridge remaining capability gaps.

Personnel / Governance Gaps

Technology and Systems Gaps

- Large and disparate data sets -Understanding and application

- Reactive vs. predictive approach of laws and regulations

- Lack of analytical tools -Limited technical skill sets (i.e., data

- Insufficient systems controls (i.e., analytics, data visualization, and

limited use of required data fields, systems analysis and improvement)

required data formats, basic - Organizational culture

accounting controls within systems) -Reliance on manual vs. automated

- Inadequate system interfaces processes and controls

- Limited reporting capabilities -Insufficient policies and guidance

Resource Limitations
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Budgetary Resource Risk Management

Currently, many federal agencies address ULOs by relying on manual processes that are manpower
intensive and reactive in nature. As a result, these federal agencies returned almost $35B to Treasury in
FY13. Utilizing an integrated risk and data analytics solution, federal agencies can efficiently target and
de-obligate funds for re-use within the unexpired phase of the appropriation.

As Is —_—> Risk-Based Solution —> To Be Key Stakeholders

Predictive Data Analytics

s Budget Office /
= Budget Operations

CFO

Root Cause Analysis

Comptroller

Internal Control
Leads

Advanced Data Visualization

Acquisitions

Systems Assessment Director / Leads

<= Large Program

, : Managers
Continuous Process Improvement =y —‘ 9

— General Counsel
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Budgetary Resource Risk Management

Improving Management of ULOs
A continuous, four-step process will leverage data analytics and visualization techniques to acutely
identify ULO trends for remediation and monitoring.

1. Data Analytics

2. Identify
Root
Causes

3. Remediate
and Recover
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Budgetary Resource Risk Management

Representative analytical tools are outlined below for ULO data analysis— deciding which tool is right
for the situation is key. Note: tools noted are illustrative and not inclusive of all available solutions

o Spread- = Most agencies use a combination of traditional
Productivity / sheets / audit and statistical/analytics tools
Data-
Database

bases

m Visualization and other advanced tools are
deployed in a targeted manner

= Many of these tools have desktop and server
versions — fit and risk considerations need to be
assessed

Traditional Audit

= Many of these tools may be available via existing
Enterprise License Agreements (ELAs) with key
vendors

Statistical /
Analytics

= Engineer and deploy the necessary
infrastructure and accelerators to focus on
analytics vs. routine tasks

Visualization / Self
Organizing Maps

Tableau

= Multiple ways to source the data — feeds, secure
file transfer protocol (ftp), read only access to

. views, etc.
Business
Intelligence = Acknowledge gaps with data — but with some
Platforms diligence it is possible to work through the data

quality issues

Tools infrastructure that accelerates the use of analytics needs to be implemented across the

agency
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Analytics in Action: Case
Study and Visualization




Analytics in Action Locations, Offices and

Amounts are Examples Only

Unliquidated Obligations (ULO) Geographic Distribution

*Hover over the desired contract office to obtain detailed information regarding their respective obligations*

ULoO
$24,940,699.00 i (] ®
40,000,000.00 . .
. ® Final Risk Score
$60,000,000.00 °
$80,000,000.00 . . 20.8076 112.7649
$102,974,111.00 .
About Tableau maps: www.tableausoftware.com/mapdata
Current Obligation Amount Expense Type Activity Scoring
30,352,071 to 135,287,924 All 08
ULo
$0.00 to $102,974,111.00 Appropriation Quality Weight
All 06

Disbursement Amount
010 33,311,125

# of CLINs Oblig. Amount Dish. Amount

208 $135,287,924.00 $32,313,813.00 $102,974,111.00

176 $114,421,778.00 $26,163,439.00 $88,258,339.00

166 $128,116,408.00 $33,311,125.00 $94,805,283.00

Sort by 100 $77,835,963.00 $14,341,264.00 $63,494,699.00

] 85 $44,465,533.00 $12,675,395.00 $31,790,138.00
Clty/ State 61 $31,877,596.00 $6,936,897.00 $24,940,699.00
53 $40,524,299.00 $9,316,973.00 $31,207,326.00

38 $30,352,071.00 $4,104,725.00 $26,247,346.00

62 $52,750,955.00 $13,810,508.00 $38,040,447.00

Grand Total 949 $655,632,527.00 $152,974,139.00 $502,658,388.00
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Analytics in Action Locations, Offices and

Amounts are Examples Only

Unliquidated Obligations (ULO) Geographic Distribution

*Hover over the desired contract office to obtain detailed information regarding their respective obligations*

ULoO
$24,940,699.00 i (] ®
40,000,000.00 . .
. ® Final Risk Score
£60,000:000.00 o [
$80,000,000.00 20.8076 112.7649
$102,974,111.00
About Tableau maps: www.tableausoftware.com/mapdata
Current Obligation Amount Expense Type Activity Scoring
30,352,071 to 135,287,924 All 08
ULo
$0.00 to $102,974,111.00 Appropriation Quality Weight
All 06

Disbursement Amount
010 33,311,125

# of CLINs Oblig. Amount Dish. Amount

208 $135,287,924.00 $32,313,813.00 $102,974,111.00

176 $114,421,778.00 $26,163,439.00 $88,258,339.00

166 $128,116,408.00 $33,311,125.00 $94,805,283.00

Sort by 100 $77,835,963.00 $14,341,264.00 $63,494,699.00

] 85 $44,465,533.00 $12,675,395.00 $31,790,138.00
Clty/ State 61 $31,877,596.00 $6,936,897.00 $24,940,699.00
53 $40,524,299.00 $9,316,973.00 $31,207,326.00

38 $30,352,071.00 $4,104,725.00 $26,247,346.00

62 $52,750,955.00 $13,810,508.00 $38,040,447.00

Grand Total 949 $655,632,527.00 $152,974,139.00 $502,658,388.00

14 Copyright © 2014 Deloitte Development LLC. All rights reserved.



Analytlcs in Action Locations, Offices and
Amounts are Examples Only

Unliquidated Obligations (ULO) Geogra

*Hover over the desired contract office to obtain detailed informa

# of CLINs: 208
# of Contract:

Oblig. Amount: 135 287 924
o Disb. Amount: 32,313,813

- e okt 200 00 ULO: 5102,974,111.00

e petad Risk Scoring: 1127644

Risk Scoring Details »
' Keep Only X Exclude

g

1
s
i
¥

Current Obligation Amount Expense Type Activity Scoring
$30,352,071.00 L [ s135287.924.00 [ - | o8
' : B [<][»
uLo
50.00 | [ s102,974.111.00 Appropriation Quality Weight
[ - [o6 |—a—EE

Disbursement Amount
S0.00 i/ $33,311,125.00

State City # of CLINs Oblig. Amount Disb. Amount
208 $135,287,924.00 $32,313,813.00 $102,974,111.00
Grand Total L $135,287,924.00 $32,313,813.00 $102,974,111.00

15 Copyright © 2014 Deloitte Development LLC. All rights reserved.



Analytlcs in Action Locations, Offices and
Amounts are Examples Only

Unliquidated Obligations (ULO) Geogra

*Hover over the desired contract office to obtain detailed informa

# of CLINs: 208
# of Contract:

1 Oblig. Amount: 135 287 924
Disb. Amount: 32,313,813

ULO: $102,974 111.00

RiskSaoring:

g

m
¥

Current Obligation Amount Expense Type Activity Scoring
$30,352.071.00 $135,267,924.00 [cam - | [o&
o : 0 [<][»
uLo
50.00 5102,974.111.00 Appropriation Quality Weight
[ - [o6 |—a—EE

Disbursement Amount

30.00 $33,311,125.00

# of CLINs Oblig. Amount Disb. Amount

State City
$135,287,924.00 $32,313,813.00 $102,974,111.00

208
$135,287,924.00 $32,313,813.00 $102,974,111.00

Grand Total
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Analytlcs in Action Locations, Offices and
Amounts are Examples Only

Risk Scoring Details

Scroll over each contract to see more details

- Contracts

ULo
$10,250.00 57,033,4385.00

-
=
b
i
=]
=1
=]
o
&
-]
=
[=]

54,000,000.00
52,000,000.00 I I i I I
S0.0 I

Lo

5 LT BT T o
='='s3 =% &£z &% E 5 5E§E 8283582 2 s8ge g zsg's2 ez 288 8888
T e i e G e e (e o S TR s R STt R N e e e (R e o S i i (0 30 el (S TEEE cokea il s T i (o (il Qi s |
TPEEIASFEIESETIANSFERI TR I I TS EE IS LSS RS
ROEE S Eomne 2 miie 8 moimee D oEiEaar o g Sodeie 2 mRe S B o mlames S mlUES B OSSN E Lo osmeale W
'35 3 333 sNF 2R s EeaIhs T iasaszias THIEEETLE S
O 0O 0ODo0oODODOOOODOOODOOOOODODOOOODOOOODODODOOOOOOOO0ODODOOOOO0OO0OO0O0
Materiality # of CLINS Avg. Quality Score AClIH’It!.I' Sconng Quality Weight
[ty - =7 8 0507 1 |08 06
! - ERE 0 [<l[>]
ULO Amount vs. Age (Days Since Last Disbursement)
o ULO Age
86 2905
$6,000,000.00 - = =
g $4,000,000.00-
=
o &
$2,000,000.00-
%O&%Oqﬁa@ @%o d} .= i
5 & B@aioo Heu o® C
) -, - oS0 TR m O@co _________________  o® B pe—

-200 0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000 2200 2400 2600 2800 3000
ULO Age (Days) &

17 Copyright © 2014 Deloitte Development LLC. All rights reserved.



Analytlcs in Action Locations, Offices and
Amounts are Examples Only
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Analytics in Action
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Q & A session
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