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Agenda

@ Fxpanded Clearinghouse Workgroup

e Goal / Purpose

e Background

e Current Subrecipient Monitoring “standards”
 Oh, how forms have expanded and multiplied!
e Forms inventory & analysis

 Phased Process to Expanded Clearinghouse

* FDP Demonstration

e Next steps & discussion



Goal / Purpose

e To support Subrecipient Monitoring
e Uniform Guidance
 From best practices to requirements
 Thanks to our friend “The Compliance Supplement”

e Long term goal — Safe Harbor
e Admin burden relief & focus efforts on high risk subs

* In the meantime — we need relief now!
e Reduce administrative burden
e Demonstrate the benefits of “one-stop shopping”

e Demonstrate low risk of majority of Single Audit
institutions — supports request for Safe Harbor



Some background —

FDP Steps towards Clearinghouse

2013 Expanded Clearinghouse
Workgroup

- Institution Profile
- F&A Rate
- Audit / Financial
- Questionnaire
- Risk Assessment

Federal Audit
Clearinghouse

(FAC) ??af) — FDP FCOI Clearinghouse
(Harvestor)
& & &

FDP EXPANDED CLEARINGHOUSE
2015

\ 4

A

System for Award
Management
(SAM)

FDP A-133 Information
System/Database




Original Expanded Clearinghouse

Efforts - 2013

 Working Paper #1 — Goal:

Prepare a proposal for approval by the FDP Executive
Committee that would create an Expanded FDP
Clearinghouse.

As approved by the Executive Committee, design and
implement the Expanded Clearinghouse, including its
functional and technical design, testing, and rollout.

Create instructions for it’s use, monitor the quality and
qguantity of its data, and evaluate its effectiveness at reducing
administrative burden.

Refine or expand the Clearinghouse as needed.

Recommend that the Clearinghouse be sun-setted if it is no
longer needed or if it is not successful in streamlining
administration



Original Expanded Clearinghouse

Efforts - 2013

e Subgroups
e |nstitutional Profile (Carlos Romero & Dan Salvati)
e F&A Rates (Amanda Hamaker)
e Audit& Financial Questionnaire (Jennifer Barron)
e Risk Assessment (RAQ — Steve Carter)

e OQutcomes
e Mocked up Clearinghouse concept
e Risk Assessment Questionnaire
e Expanded Clearinghouse Field Listing
 Work began to collect and understand forms (Audit & FQ)



Original Expanded Clearinghouse

Mocked up Webpage & RAQ

| FDP Clearinghouse

Step 1- Please enter the donnation for your mstibtion’s mstihational profile belowr and click
the ““Subenit tatton. Voumay either select ““Submnit”to end your session or ““ Submit and
Cordiroze™to cordirole completing the exdry for each area of derest as outlined i ghores tohe

Step 2 - Verify the fonmation you exdered when you receive the email from Step
be required to click on 4 link in the email received to complete your FDP Clearingh

Institution Legal Name:

Street and Mailing Address:

Coundry:

Congressional District:

DUNS:

EIN:

Organinaation Type:

Human Subjects Federal Wide Assurance Number:

Animal Welfare Assurance Number:

~

w

rs

w

-

-

-

12.
12
.

15,

. Is the Subrecipient Institution presently debarred or suspended?
. Is the Subrecipient Institution's Pl presently debarred or suspended?] O
. Does the Subrecipient show “delinquent federal debt” in SAM?

. Does the Subrecipient have an acceptable accounting system?
. Does the Subrecipient have an acceptable procurement system? [
. If required, has the Subrecipient completed audit under A-133 or

Risk Assessment Questionnaire

Note: Entitics Wking L0 Darticionts i pilot Drograt Must ¥5¢ IONT 3545,
Subrecipient Institution
Internal Project Identifier
Prime Sponsor
Project Title
DUNS
FACEIN

Threshold Questions [Not Scored) Y N

Hyestal L or & cansider aNermatives (Cimtising aareement:
oo

0o

Hnotad & & o 5} oOnsicer slernstives (e imlishing s eerment:

. If required by the sponsor, does the Subrecipient have a compliant (0

conflict of interest policy?

oo
oo

Uniform Guidance for the most recent fiscal year?

Other Considerations (Not Scored)

. Has there been a PTE-issued management decision on audit findindJ [

that may affect this award?

. Does the Subrecipient have a negotiated indirect cost rate oo
[or experience setting up such a rate)?

Does the project include work covered by ITAR or EAR oo
(at Subrecipient, or Subrecipient accessing at PTE?)

. Is there a potential or identified conflict of interest? oo
Is cost-share required or included? oo
Is participant support included in the Subrecipient’s budget? oo
Does the Subrecipient have adequate experience receiving same oo
or similar federal awards?

Have other risks been identified? #yes explatn snVates below: oo

Rlasem

Institution Questions (Scored)

1. | the Subrecipient institution foreign or domestic?

17. What is the Subrecipient Organization type?
I =l

1¢. Does the Subrecipient have a Negotiated Indirect Cost Rate Agreement?

1. Were the results of the most recent audit under A-133/Uniform Guidance

or similar] satisfactory? =
H—-—I——“‘ -

20. |s the Subrecipient Institution mature? =
-

21. Does the Subrecipient Institution have experience with determining
conflicts of interest [evidence of an acceptable Conflict of Interest Policy)?
b4

Project Questions [Scored)

2z. What is the Prime Sponsor type?
' 1SOr typ:

=l
23 ,th.ax.is.lh:.Eﬂm&w.ﬂ.&m"
=l
2d. i 2
I =l

5. What is the percentage of the Prime Award being subcontracted
[specific to this Subrecipient—not total]?
|

=l
2¢. Does the work include Human Subjects, Animal Subjects,
or Embryonic stem cells?

| =l
F1 ipient" i 2

I =
2. Mhsrei th Place of Performance?

=l
1 Farhormad A d Risk Score
[ tnitiolr | Dare | Institution 0
I (— Project 0
Total 0



10

Original Expanded Clearinghouse

Institutional Profile Field Listing

Description

Legal Name

Streetand Mailing Address

Office of Sponsored Programs

Current Federally Negotiated Rate Agreement

Current Fringe Benefit Rates

Audit Report - Current Reportand Contact

Audit Report - Previous Three Years

Escalation - Invoices (90 days from invoice date
payment not receved)

Escalation - Subcontracts (90 days from budget start
date; rew orrenewal not received)

FFATA Contact

Example

The General Hospital
Corporation

doingbusiness as
Massachusetts General Hospital

55 Fruit Street
Boston, Massachusetts
02114-2696

OSP Link

Rate Agreement

Fringe Benefits Rates

A-133 phsal33@partners.org
A-133
Daniel Salvati;

dsalvati@partners.org 617-954-
9775

Daniel Salvati;
dsalvati@partners.org, 617-954-
9775

Daniel Salvati;
dsalvati@partners.org 617-954-
9775

Incdlude Exclude

Reason

Clarify if thisisthe physical address, mailing address,
and/or performance site. Including all addresses?

Several folks suggestedwe include alink tothe Sponsor
Programs Office

Pending outcomne from F&A subgroup. Some members
voiced concerns about confidentially

Pending outcome from fringe benefits subgroup

Includeyes/no check box on profile page iffinding.

Currently the Financial Contact. Theidea behindthisis
to name apersonorlistaspecific email addressto assist
the sub-recipientif anyinvoiceisoutstandingforXx
number of days since submission.

Administrative Contact. Same as above.



And then....

While these various activities were being
discussed and developed...

e Uniform Guidance begins E 6 g \l’

rolling out
e Additional subrecipient monitoring requwements
brought in from Compliance Supplement

e Expanded Clearinghouse activities go
on hold to divert resources to Uniform
Guidance activities

 And the forms proliferate!




Current Subrecipient Monitoring

 The backbone of many institutions SRM Programs
include forms, forms and more forms:
e Entity based info to perform risk assessment of entity

* Project based information to perform non fiscal/audit
compliance and risk assessment reviews per project

Collected at various times, sometimes multiple times
e Information not maintained centrally typically
Process and form overkill

 Forms require completion by multiple individuals

 Some have gone electronic, but only allow one person to
complete form



Forms Are Us!

e Entities that didn’t have forms, started to create them

e Wide variety of forms and questions being used (1-10
pages)

 Started potentially with a Stanford form years ago

e Things have branched off since then

 Many took Stanford’s lead

e Looks a little something like this....



Example SRC Form
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The Beauty of a Clearinghouse

* Online resource to house entity based information
e Entity based forms would no longer be needed

* Institutions enter their information once, and update
annually or as needed

e Entity information available at all times
e Real time
* Does not hold up proposal, subaward or invoicing
e Allows for entity risk assessment for new & annual
e Streamline entity review and assessment process
* Reduce resource needs at institutions

¢



Ok Cool! How do we get there?

e #1 — Inventory & analyze what we are all doing
* Inventory and analyze as many forms in use as possible
 What are institutions asking for on their forms?
e Commonalities ? Differences?

Should “standard questions” stay standard?

e Should some differences be adopted by all?

 What is really needed to support requirements/RAQ

e #2 - Pilot “standard” questions via a Standard Form
e Achieve consensus on form content/data elements



Ok Cool! How do we get there?

e #3 — Data elements become requirements for
online system

e #4 — Develop online system

e #5 — Develop support structure
e Users group to maintain and review changes needed
e Users manual

e #6 — Roll out of Expanded Clearinghouse



Type & timing of forms

e Remember — forms come in many shapes and sizes

e Typical categories of information being collected:
e Entity Profile & Certifications
e Audit related / includes Financial Questionnaire
e Project specific

e Form information collected at various times:

e Proposal
e Award
e Subaward
 Annual

e Expanded Clearinghouse would include “Entity Information”



Forms Gathering

* Process utilized:
 We researched on our own — entity websites

e Also utilized information known by UW and other
Workgroup member schools

e Contacted entity contacts, as needed

e Looking for:
e Some type of form (“Commitment Form”)
e Collected at any time during lifecycle
e Required to be completed and signed by entity



Analysis of FDP Institution Forms

128 Research Institutions 100%

84 Some form of SRC 66%
14 Evidence or confirmation of no SRC  11%
30 Still researching 23%
26| Emerging Research nstitutions | 100%.
15 Some form of SRC 58%
3 Evidence or confirmation of no SRC 12%
8 Still researching 30%

e SRC = “Subrecipient Commitment Form”

* These go by many names

e A form thatis sent to, completed and signed by a Subrecipient
Entity



Content of Forms

e Categories of information

e Entity related information
e General / Profile
e Certifications
e Audit
e Entity certification signature
e Entity Attachments

e Financial or “Mini-Audit” Questionnaire
e Project related information
e General

* Proposal information
* Project Specific Compliance



Entity Profile

e Entity Name and Address
e Parent or Audit Entity Name and Address
e Contacts (Entity, Parent Entity, Audit, OSP, etc.)

e Entity Type (Domestic/Foreign, Non-Profit/For Profit,
Institute of Higher Education, State/Local govt, Small
Bus)

e Registration #'s (EIN, SAM, CAGE Code, etc)
e Assurances (Human and Animal)
e Systems review approvals (Procurement, Property, etc.)



@ Entity Certifications

e Conflict of Interest

e Debarment and Suspension
e Lobbying
e Affirmative Action



Audit

e Audit
e Entity audit requirements (Single audit or not)

* |f not Single audit covered — why? Type of entity
e Financial Questionnaire required

e Audit questions (findings, relation to prime funds, etc.)
e Audit report or link — most recent FY



Entity Signature/Certification
Attachments

e Entity Authorized Signature/Certification

e Entity Attachments
 F & A/ Fringe Benefit Rate Agreement
e Single Audit report/Financial Statements



Financial Questionnaire /

“Mini-Audit™

e Fiscal responsibilities

e F & A Costs

e Cost Sharing

e Cash Management
 Payroll

* Procurement

* Property Management
e Cost Transfers

e Compliance



Phased Process to Clearinghouse

e Status of request for Safe Harbor
e Should we wait for this?

 Would we benefit from feed from FAC?

e Began testing download capabilities (I swear | had nothing
to do with the hack!)

 \Would we benefit from feed from SAM?
e What information is duplicated?

* Partnership with eRA Committee
* Expanded Clearinghouse Workgroup — content development
e eRA Committee/subgroup — support system development



Phased process to Clearinghouse

e Phase 1

e Demonstration to be developed for membership and
Executive Committee Approval

e Develop standard FDP Form/Data set

e “FDP Subrecipient Certification Form”
* To be used for new entities only
* One time only! Or at minimum, annually
* Ensure information intake supports use of RAQ

e Develop Best Practices for use of these forms

Pilot group of FDP Institutions use for pilot period

e Evaluate use of standard form and questions
Specifications then created based on this pilot phase



Phased process to Clearinghouse

e Phase 2

e Convert form to online database system
 Working closely with FDP eRA Committee

e Options for development
e Request for Proposals to develop system
e 31 Party Vendor
e Partner with an FDP Institution
e Others

Assessing cost and feasibility for FDP
Feasibility of FDP hosting and maintaining



Phased process to Clearinghouse

e Phase 3

e Development & Testing

* Phase 4 — Roll out

e Users group to maintain and update as needed
e Users manual developed to support use

15t - Working Group member institutions

2"d — Other FDP Institutions — volunteers

3d — All FDP Institutions — Required ?

4th — Non FDP Institutions — Subject to Executive
Committee Approval



Estimated Timeline

* Sept 2015 Meeting
e Obtain consensus on approach
e Executive Committee support to continue moving forward
e Develop partnership with eRA Committee

e Sept 2015 —Jan 2016

e Standard FDP Subrecipient Certification Form developed

e Obtain feedback on wording/content of standard
questions/areas

e Submit formal Request for Demonstration

e Jan 2016 Meeting
e Roll out Standard Form/Data set
 Workgroup meeting used for in person discussion of form



Estimated Timeline

e Jan—May 2016

e Group of FDP Institutions pilot use of form
e Gather feedback during last month of pilot
 Make any necessary changes to final version

e May 2016 Meeting

e Roll out for use by all FDP Institutions



Expanded Clearinghouse

e Other Workgroup Activities

e Develop other standard FDP Forms/Data set

e “Project Specific Form”
e “Annual Audit Certification Form”

e Develop Best Practices for use of these forms
e Develop Subrecipient Monitoring Best Practices overall



 Merging several sections of FDP Webpage
e Research Administration Committee

e Subrecipient Monitoring Subcommittee becomes Expanded
Clearinghouse Workgroup

e Content being updated — summary of charge, initiatives, etc.
e Current Initiatives

e Subrecipient Monitoring

e A-133 Information System / Database

e FCOI Clearinghouse

e These will all be merged together under the Expanded
Clearinghouse webpage above



Discussion

e Does approach seem viable?
e Concerns?
e Additional ideas or areas to focus on?

e Entities experiences with current forms and
processes?



@ Wrap up

e Final questions?

 Thanks to workgroup members and all institutions
that are helping provide forms and process
information

e Other volunteers welcome!

e Go Hawks!!

e Go Packers!!
e #vindicated

PAGKERS



Contact Info

e Pamela Webb

e University of Minnesota
e pwebb@umn.edu

* Lynette Arias
e University of Washington
e ariasl@uw.edu

e Jennifer Barron

e Johns Hopkins University
e Ib@jhu.edu




