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Presentation Notes
$44 M Sponsored Program Expenditures FY15
$59 M in Sponsored Awards FY15
Joined FDP in 2008
ONR Cognizant School
Pilot approval in October 2011
Pilot effective July 2011



Pilot Goals 

• Improve oversight over direct salary/wage 
charges to sponsored projects by simplifying the 
salary certification process 

• Enable universities to focus resources toward 
the efficient and effective oversight of federal 
awards 
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Presentation Notes
These goals aligned with the FDP mission and focus of Phase V, which is to improve the productivity of research without compromising its stewardship through pilots that enable the PI to spend more time on research.



 
Project Certification  

Pilot Overview 
 

• By project grant or contract 
• Certified annually by project’s budget period & at 

the end of project 
• Principal Investigator certifies 
• Salary & wage charges including cost share are 

reasonable in relation to the work performed 
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Metrics 
 

STATISTIC 
 

 
EFFORT REPORTING 

 
PROJECT PAYROLL 

CERTIFICATION 

 Certifications distributed 
per year 

 

 
6700 

 
620 

 

 
# NOT returned on time 

per year 

 
3685 

 
1 
 

 
% NOT returned on time 

per year 

 
55% 

 

 
0% 

 
Average not returned on 

time per month 

 
307 

 
0 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Project Payroll Certification stats is based on the last two years of PPCDs. The difference between the amount of Effort Certifications and Project Payroll Certifications in which SPA, Departments and PIs had to spend time locating and attaining signed certifications is substantial. Tracking, phone calls, e-mails, etc..



Audit Objectives 
 

• Determine whether the Payroll Certification 
System provides data that supports labor 
changes to federal awards 

• Determine whether Michigan Tech is certifying, 
reporting, and claiming labor costs that 
accurately reflect the actual work being devoted 
to the federal awards 
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ADDITIONAL AUDIT INFO:

Audit began March 2013
The audit scope encompassed the period beginning January 2, 2010-March 31, 2013.
 Results of the audits for each of the four institutions were to be issued with a capstone report of overall results.
NSF OIG lead Michigan Tech’s
HHS auditor for the IT part of the audit
Data analytics was used to establish transaction pool

  



OIG Audit Summary 
 

• Indicated that Michigan Tech provides 
accountability over federal funds 

• Identified noncompliance with policies for payroll 
transactions 

• Identified weaknesses in controls over the 
Banner information system, specific to the 
security over access 
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Michigan Tech concurred with the findings and has completed its corrective actions. Waiting for final approval of corrective actions.

7 audit requests (data & sample backup) (Feb 22 & 28, 2013 PBC packet; April 2013 PBC packet; June 2013 PBC packet; September 2013 OIG PBC Packet; March 2014 OIG Sample request; June 2015 OIG request; May 2015 request)
OIG site visit – April 2014
OIG Audit Report Issued-September 2015. 
Michigan Tech concurred with audit findings & sent OIG’s resolution letter with some corrective actions to be completed by March 2016 
Michigan Tech’s final corrective actions completed March 2016-Letter sent April 2016. Waiting for final approval



OIG Audit Summary 

• Validated that all certification documents were 
returned within the policy guidelines 

• Concluded that the problems found were not the 
result of inadequate controls over the pilot 
system 

• Noted specific concerns over the shift away from 
certifying 100% of an individual employee’s 
effort  
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Under the effort reporting certification process 5 late efforts found and one not returned.
The problems were the result of Michigan Tech not following their own internal policies & procedures.

Michigan Tech’s response to the OIG’s regarding the 100% is as follows:
We noted that the % of total compensation received for each individual employee during the project year is included on the PPCD. The PI has firsthand knowledge of the nature and scope of work to determine if the salary and wages charged were reasonable in relation to the work performed for each budget year within the project. If the PI is not the supervisor of the employee he or she may not be aware of the nature or scopes of other activities of the individual. Knowledge of the % allocations assigned to other individual projects may not be informative to the PI when certifying the work performed on his or her project is reasonable.
The monthly Salary & Wage by Anniversary sent to the PI & Department also includes the %. The monthly S&W by Anniversary is modeled after the PPCD, but does not require certification. The salary & wages shown on this report shows only the current annual budget period amounts as of the month that ended.



 
 

Alternative Method  
Considerations 

 • Current system Review 
 Internal controls & risk analysis 
 Administrative burden 
 Cost share system 

• Financial impact 
• Policy & procedure revisions 
• Executive level support 
• Personnel capacity  
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
CURRENT SYSTEMS: 
Review of your current system’s strengths and weaknesses will be an integral part of your decision making when determining whether or not Project Payroll Certification model is right for you. 
Asking questions like: 
What are our internal controls?
Are they sufficient? 
What are your audit risks? Michigan Tech did not and does not rely solely on the certification process to ensure the salary & wages charged to sponsored projects are reasonable in relation to the work performed. 
Is your current system confusing and burdensome? We went from sending out 7,000 documents per year to 500-600 per year. The amount of time spent by both Central Admin and Departmental Admin distributing and collecting certifications has been reduced immensely. The focus of Project Payroll Certifications was on the Faculty Burden, but the relief of the administrative and departmental burden at Michigan Tech was big. That reduction of time allowed administrators and department personnel more time to focus on other initiatives.
Is your accounting system set up in such a way that the certification will include required cost sharing?
 Financial Impact:
Since Michigan Tech’s effort reporting system used paper certifications where the information was pulled from our banner system and certifications were sent through campus mail to departments and signed certifications were sent back through campus; our system was very inexpensive. Those who have expensive systems would need to consider whether or not a new system is cost effective. This could be a stumbling block.
Policy & Procedure revisions
Developed a Project Payroll Certification Policy/Procedure
We updated our Payroll Guidelines
May need to revise your DS2
High level support:
Michigan Tech’s President, VP for Research and Chief Information Officer were all faculty/PIs at one point in their careers. They understood the burden of effort reporting. The concept of effort reporting was confusing to them whereas the concept of project payroll certification mad sense.




 
Questions 

  
 

Contact Information 
 

Tammy LaBissoniere 
Associate Director 

Sponsored Programs Accounting 
tklabiss@mtu.edu 
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