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Notices 
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In accordance with the principles of the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552, 
as amended by Public Law 104-231), Office of Inspector General, Office of Audit 
Services reports are made available to members of the public to the extent the 
information is not subject to exemptions in the act. (See 45 CFR Part 5.) 

OAS FINDINGS AND OPINIONS 

The designation of financial or management practices as questionable or a 
recommendation for the disallowance of costs incurred or claimed, as well as other 
conclusions and recommendations in this report, represent the findings and opinions 
of the HHS/OIG/OAS. Authorized officials of the HHS divisions will make final 
determination on these matters. 



   
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) awarded grant no. U17-CCU113278-03, 
entitled “Coordinated Community Response To Prevent Intimate Partner Violence,” to the 
Northeastern University School of Law (University).  To prevent intimate partner violence, the 
primary prevention efforts focused on prevention through outreach and education.  Secondary 
prevention efforts focused on early detection and intervention to break the cycle of abuse and 
reduce the likelihood of reoccurrence.  The grant totaled $2.3 million over a three-year period.  
The University worked on this grant from September 30, 1996 through March 31, 2000.   
 
OBJECTIVE 
 
Our objective was to determine whether the University claimed allowable, allocable, and 
reasonable costs under the terms of the grant and applicable Federal regulations. 
 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS  
 
Our review disclosed that the University claimed $194,890 in consultant and related indirect 
costs that were not adequately supported as required under Federal regulations for the period 
September 30, 1996 through March 31, 2000 (See Appendix A).  We found that the University 
did not have adequate procedures in place for establishing consultant contracts.  
 
In addition, we identified the following internal control weaknesses: 
 

• the University awarded $590,971 to subrecipients without adequate monitoring; and 
 
• submitted untimely financial status reports (FSR) and could not reconcile variances, 

ranging from an overclaim of  $45,041 to an underclaim of $70,515, between financial 
reports submitted to CDC and general ledger.  

 
Without effective monitoring and reporting of accurate and timely results to CDC, there is less 
than adequate assurance that Federal funds are being properly accounted for.  We found that the 
University did not have adequate procedures in place to (i) monitor subrecipient use of Federal 
funds, (ii) report accurate, current, and complete financial results of Federally sponsored 
research, and (iii) ensure that financial reports submitted to CDC reconcile with accounting 
records.  
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
We recommend that the University: 

 
• obtain consultant agreements for all consultants working on Federal grants and monitor 

consultant activity by requiring activity reports, PI certifications, and invoices; 
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• refund $194,971 to CDC for unsupported consultant costs; 

 
• revise its subrecipient monitoring procedures to ensure that subrecipients have met audit 

requirements and costs claimed comply with Federal requirements and subcontract terms 
and conditions; and 

 
• improve procedures to ensure it’s financial management system can provide for accurate, 

current, and complete reporting of the financial results of each Federally sponsored 
project and timely filing of FSRs. 

 
AUDITEE COMMENTS AND OIG RESPONSE 
 
Consultant Costs 
 
The University stated that it was in compliance with Federal guidelines for supporting consultant 
costs and provided additional information to support amounts claimed.  The University also 
referred to Federal requirements for maintaining records three years after the final submission of 
its FSR to CDC, claiming that only $16,319 of the $129,964 required supporting documents. 
 
Our analysis of the additional documentation noted that it supports costs claimed by the 
subrecipient, not costs associated with the eight consultants agreements we reviewed.  In regards 
to the three-year Federal requirements for maintaining records, the rights of access must not be 
limited to the required retention period but shall last as long as records are maintained.  At the 
time of grant selection, we established that the University maintained records for costs claimed 
for the grant period.  Furthermore, the University provided documentation for salaries and 
wages, subrecipients, purchases and financial records for the entire grant period.  Finally, the 
latest FSR for year two of the grant was dated September 30, 2003 and not June 29, 1999 as 
indicated in the University’s comments, falling well within the three-year retention period. 
 
Monitoring Subrecipient Costs 
 
The University emphasized that its current procedures to monitor subrecipients include but are 
not limited to reviewing the A-133 audit of all subrecipients that file, and it created a new full-
time position to monitor subrecipients on April 2, 1999. 
 
While the University has taken corrective action in monitoring subrecipients, improvements need 
to be made in obtain A-133 reports from subrecipients that do not file and perform alternative 
steps for the subrecipients not required to perform an A-133 audit. 
 
Reporting Accurate and Timely Financial Reports  
 
The University agreed to take corrective action to ensure the reporting of accurate and timely 
financial reports. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) awarded grant no. U17-CCU113278-03, 
entitled “Coordinated Community Response To Prevent Intimate Partner Violence,” to the 
Northeastern University School of Law (University).  To prevent intimate partner violence, the 
primary prevention efforts focused on prevention through outreach and education.  Secondary 
prevention efforts focused on early detection and intervention to break the cycle of abuse and 
reduce the likelihood of reoccurrence.  The grant totaled $2.3 million over a three-year period.  
The University worked on this grant from September 30, 1996 through March 31, 2000.   
 
OBJECTIVE, SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 
 
Objective  
  
Our objective was to determine whether the University claimed allowable, allocable, and 
reasonable costs under the terms of the grant and applicable Federal regulations.  

 
Scope 
 
Our review covered the period September 30, 1996 through March 31, 2000.  We limited our 
review of internal controls to the processes used by the University to claim related costs for 
Federal reimbursement.   
 
Methodology 
 
We used applicable Federal regulations and University policies and procedures to determine if 
amounts claimed met reimbursement requirements.  In addition, we obtained supporting expense 
reports, payroll journals, personnel records and supporting documents to perform audit tests of 
various cost categories. 
 
During our review we: 
 

• reviewed grant and budget award documents for pertinent terms and conditions; 
 
• reconciled costs claimed by the University to support accounting records; 
 
• reviewed effort reporting procedures and tracing direct labor and other direct costs     

(i.e., materials, supplies, equipment and travel expenses) to source documents;  
 
• verified that the University applied overhead and fringe benefit rates approved by the 

HHS Division of Cost Allocation;  
 

• evaluated the University’s policies and procedures on consulting costs; and 
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• evaluated the University’s subrecipient monitoring procedures.   

 
We performed our fieldwork between March 2004 and August 2004 at Northeastern University 
in Boston, Massachusetts.  We issued our draft report to the University on October 8, 2004.     
On November 22, 2004, the University provided us with their comments. (See Appendix B). 
 
We conducted our review in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards.  
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Our review disclosed that the University claimed $194,890 in consultant and related indirect 
costs that were not adequately supported as required by Federal regulations for the period from 
September 30, 1996 through March 31, 2000 (See Appendix A).  We found that the University 
did not have adequate procedures in place for establishing consultant contracts.  
  
In addition, we identified the following internal control weaknesses: 
 
      • the University awarded $590,971 to subrecipients without adequate monitoring; and       
 
      • submitted untimely financial status reports (FSR) and could not reconcile variances, 

ranging from an overclaim of  $45,041 to an underclaim of $70,515, between financial 
reports submitted to CDC and general ledger.   

 
Without effective monitoring and reporting of accurate and timely results to CDC, there is less 
than adequate assurance that Federal funds are being properly accounted for.  We found that the 
University did not have adequate procedures in place to (i) monitor subrecipient use of Federal 
funds, (ii) report accurate, current, and complete financial results to Federally sponsored 
research, and (iii) ensure that financial reports submitted to CDC reconcile with accounting 
records.  
 
CONSULTANT COSTS 
 
Federal Criteria 
 
Office of Management and Budget Circular (OMB) A-110, Uniform Administrative 
Requirements for Grants and Agreements With Institutions of Higher Education, Hospitals, and 
Other Non-Profit Organizations, Subpart C, Post Award Requirements, Financial and Program 
Management, Section 21 (b), requires that recipients’ financial management systems shall 
provide for written procedures for determining the reasonableness, allocability and allowability 
of costs in accordance with the provisions of the applicable Federal cost principles and the terms 
and conditions of the award. 
 
PHS policy states that recipients are expected to have policies governing their use of consultants 
and are expected to justify using consultants instead of salaried employees.  Under discretionary 
grants, prior approval from the PHS awarding office is required if the use of consultants 
constitutes a transfer of substantive programmatic work.  Consultation services must be 
documented by: 
  

• an invoice and a written copy of the consultant's written report; 
 

• the nature of the services rendered and their relevance to the grant 
supported activities; 
 

•    the period of service; 
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  • the basis for calculating the fee paid, e.g., rate per day or hour worked or rate per unit of 

service rendered; and  
 

 •    the amount paid.  
 
CDC grant provisions limit consultant charges to a maximum of $500 per day. 
 
University Criteria 
 
The University’s Guide for Principal Investigators, Managing Your Award, states that 
the Office of Sponsored Research will initiate consultant agreements required under grant 
awards.  These procedures further specify that consultants cannot be University employees and 
they may not be spouses or other family members.  
 
The University’s standard independent consultant agreement must be completed and accepted by 
all parties prior to delivery of services by consultants.  As part of this agreement, the principal 
investigator (PI) certifies that: 
 

• the services are essential and cannot be provided by persons receiving salary on the grant;  
 

•   a selection process was employed to secure the most qualified person available;  
 

•   the charge is appropriate; and  
 
•   an activity report with a description of services rendered and the results of those 
     services is to be completed by the consultant and attached to the voucher for 

           payment along with other pertinent support documentation.   
 
Condition 
 
The University could not provide adequate support for any of the consulting charges totaling 
$129,964.  
 
We originally tested the two months with the highest consultant costs totaling $32,333 and could 
not determine whether the University:  
 

• only charged the grant for relevant services;  
 
• paid the consultants in accordance with the consultant agreements with evidence of work 

performed; 
 

• properly certified that no conflict of interest existed;  
 

• justified the lack of competitive bids, and the need for consultant services; and 
 

• demonstrated that its employees could not perform the services. 
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We expanded our review to all eight existing consultant agreements on file for the grant.  Our 
analysis of the eight consultant agreements noted that the University: 
 

• executed five agreements after the consultant started to provide services.  Three of these 
agreements were executed after the performance period ended and two other agreements 
were executed after the consultant started to provide services. Three of the five 
agreements provided for a total of $31,500 in consultant services.  The remaining two 
agreements did not specify an amount.  One of the five agreements did not include 
information to determine if the $500 rate per day had been exceeded; 

 
• did not obtain the required approvals for all eight agreements; 
 
• did not provide activity reports for any of the eight agreements; 

 
• did not follow up with the PI for four uncertified agreements; 

 
• did not identify who the consultant should report to for five agreements; and 

 
• did not include a statement of work nor identify a period of performance for one 

agreement totaling $1,250.  
 

Effect 
 
The absence of required consulting agreements and activity reports prevented us from 
determining whether costs claimed were allowable, reasonable allocable and in compliance with 
terms and conditions of the grant.  As a result, we questioned $129,964 in direct consultant costs 
and an additional $64,926 in related indirect costs claimed by the University.   
 
Cause 
 
The University did not have adequate procedures to authorize, monitor, and claim consultant 
costs.  
 
Recommendations 
 
We recommend that the University: 

 
• obtain consultant agreements for all consultants working on Federal grants.  The 

agreements should include: 
 

o all proper authorizations, 
o a statement of work,  
o the performance period, 
o the individual consultant should report to, and 
o required information supporting the daily rate charged; 
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• monitor consultant activity by requiring activity reports, PI certifications, and invoices; 

and 
 

• refund $194,890 ($129,964 + $64,926) to CDC. 
 
Auditee Comments  
 
The University stated that it was in compliance with Federal guidelines for supporting consultant 
costs and that all times there was appropriate oversight of the Federal funds.  The University 
added that it had adequate procedures to authorize, monitor, and claim consultant costs, and 
invoices authorized by the PI provided sufficient detail to support the nature of the services 
rendered, the period of service, the basis for the fee calculation and support for the amount paid.   
 
The University referred to Federal requirements for record retention, requiring the maintenance  
of records three years after each annual financial submission to the CDC.  Because the three-year 
period expired for financial status reports for the 1998 and 1999 cost reports, the University 
believes that it was only required to support $16,319 of the $129,964 with source documents.   
 
OIG Response  
 
Federal regulations expect recipients to justify using consultants and document services 
provided.  University procedures require consultant agreements certifying that the services are 
essential and cannot be provided by an employee, the most qualified person was hired, the 
charge was appropriate, and an activity report with a description of the services rendered and the 
results of those services was attached to the invoice for payment.     
 
The University subsequently provided one invoice totaling $51,668.38 (dated November 2, 
1998), three undated and unsigned “Appendum to Invoice: Description of Services Provided,” 
and a description of the grant by the PI (dated November 18, 2004).  Our review of the invoice 
and addendum noted that it supports costs claimed by the subrecipient, not costs associated with 
the eight consultants agreements we reviewed.  The PI’s narrative describes the nature of grant 
work and provides some insight into the activities for seven consultants.  However, the document 
was prepared four years after the grant ended, and was prepared by a University official instead 
of the consultant as required by PHS policy and University procedures.  Documentation provided 
by a third party is a more reliable internal control than documentation prepared by less 
independent sources. 
 
In regards to the three-year Federal requirement for maintaining records, the rights of access 
must not be limited to the required retention period but shall last as long as records are 
maintained.  At the time of grant selection, we established that the University maintained records 
for the costs claimed for the period reviewed (September 30, 1996 through March 31, 2000).  
Furthermore, the University provided documentation for salaries and wages, subrecipients, 
financial records (e.g., grant and budget awards, general and subsidiary ledgers), and purchase 
records for the entire grant period.  Finally, the latest FSR for year two of the grant was dated 
September 30, 2003 and not June 29, 1999 as indicated in the University’s comments to our 
report.  The September 2003 date falls well within the three-year retention period. 
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We contend that the University should refund $129,964 in unsupported consultant charges and 
improve related procedures.  
 
INTERNAL CONTROL WEAKNESSES 
 
MONITORING SUBRECIPIENT COSTS 
 
Criteria  
 
Office of Management and Budget Circular (OMB) A-110, Uniform Administrative 
Requirements for Grants and Agreements With Institutions of Higher Education, Hospitals, and 
Other Non-Profit Organizations, Subpart C, Post Award Requirements - Reports and Records, 
Section 51, Monitoring and reporting program performance, states that recipients are responsible 
for managing and monitoring each project, program, sub award, function or activity supported by 
the award.  Recipients shall monitor subawards to ensure subrecipients have met the audit 
requirements in compliance with OMB A-133. 
 
OMB Circular A-133, Audits of States, Local Governments, and Non-Profit organizations, 
requires that non-Federal entities that expend $300,000 or more in Federal awards for a fiscal 
year shall have a single audit conducted.  For those entities with less than $300,000, pass-
through entities shall monitor subrecipient use of Federal awards through site visits, limited 
scope audits, or other means.  Pass-through entities should consider risk factors in developing 
cost effective monitoring procedures that consider relative size, complexity, and other unusual 
circumstances.  
 
Condition 
 
The University awarded $590,971 to subrecipients, but did not:  
 

• obtain and review the A-133 reports for three of 10 subrecipients required to perform an 
A-133 audit.  The Federal Clearinghouse noted that all three subrecipients conducted an 
A-133 audit  

 
• perform a risk analysis or limited scope audit on the costs claimed by the remaining 

seven subrecipients not required to perform an A-133 audit 
 

• provide assurances that it adequately monitored the number of hours worked by the 
subrecipient and required approvals to ensure that a subrecipient official approved 
submitted invoices.  
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Effect 
 
Without adequate monitoring and assurances of approved costs submitted by the subrecipient, 
the University cannot adequately comply with Federal requirements and subcontract terms and 
conditions.    
 
Cause 
 
Our review disclosed that the University did not have adequate procedures in place to monitor 
subrecipient use of Federal funds and to ensure compliance with the Federal regulations and 
subcontract contract terms and conditions.  Specifically, monitoring procedures drafted in 
February 2000 only required voluntary submission of A-133 reports by subrecipients.  If a 
subrecipient did not voluntarily provide a copy of the A-133, the University assumed that an    
A-133 audit was not required.  In addition, the draft procedures did not require a risk analysis or 
limited scope audit for subrecipients that do not perform A-133 audits.  
 
Recommendation 
 
We recommend that the University revise its subrecipient monitoring procedures to ensure that 
subrecipients have met audit requirements and costs claimed comply with Federal requirements 
and subcontract terms and conditions.  
 
Auditee Comments 
 
The University emphasized that its current procedures to monitor subrecipients include but are 
not limited to reviewing the A-133 of all subrecipients that file and oversight was greatly 
improved by the current access to all submitted reports at the Federal clearinghouse.  On April 2, 
1999, the University created a new full-time position dedicated to monitor and oversee the 
subrecipient activity, and will continue to monitor subrecipients in accordance with Federal 
guidelines. 
 
OIG Response  
 
While the University has taken corrective action in monitoring subrecipients, improvements need 
to be made in obtaining A-133 reports from subrecipients that do not file and perform alternative 
steps for the subrecipients not required to perform an A-133 audit. 
 
REPORTING ACCURATE AND TIMELY FINANCIAL REPORTS 
 
Criteria 
 
OMB Circular A-110, Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and Agreements  with 
Institutions of Higher Education, Hospitals, and other Nonprofit Organizations, Subpart C,    
Post-Award Requirements: 
 

 8



   
• Section 21, states that recipient financial management systems shall provide for accurate, 

current, and complete disclosure of the financial results of each Federally sponsored 
project; and 

 
• Section 51, states that the Federal awarding agency shall require recipients to submit the 

FSR (Form SF 269) no later than 90 days after the end of the budget year for annual and 
final reports.  

 
The Grant Award Notice for this cooperative grant agreement contains a provision that requires 
that a FSR (Form SF 269) must be filed no later than 90 days after the end of the budget period. 
 
Condition 
 
The University: 
 

• submitted 4 of the 4 required financial reports between 81 days to 4.4 years after the 
required deadline   

 
• could not reconcile variances, ranging from an overclaim of $45,041 to an underclaim   

of $70,515, between financial reports submitted to CDC and general ledger.   
 
Effect 
 
As a result, there is a risk that CDC could not adequately monitor Federal funds by the 
University, and financial information provided was misleading.  
 
Cause 
 
The University did not have adequate procedures to ensure that its financial management system 
provided for: 
 

• accurate, current, and complete reporting of the financial results of each Federally 
sponsored project  

 
• financial reports submitted to CDC that consistently reconcile with accounting records. 

 
Recommendation 
 
We recommend that the University improve procedures to ensure: 

  
• the accurate and timely filing of FSRs  

 
• its financial management system can provide for accurate, current, and complete 

reporting of the financial results of each Federally sponsored project.  
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Auditee Comments  
 
The University agreed that accurate and timely filing of FSRs is essential to ensure that both 
Northeastern University and the CDC can adequately monitor Federal funds, and will work to 
file more timely FSRs.  The University agreed that FSRs filed for this cooperative agreement 
were late, and the current financial management system provides accurate, current, and complete 
reporting of the financial results of each federally sponsored project.   
 
OIG Response  
 
The University agreed to take corrective action to ensure the reporting of accurate and timely 
financial reports. 
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