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Executive Summary

Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Awards to the Research Foundation of
the City University of New York

Objectives

The Office of Justice Programs (OJP) awarded the
Research Foundation of the City University of New York
(RFCUNY), on behalf of John Jay College of Criminal
Justice (John Jay), three awards totaling $7,449,929 for
various programs through the Bureau of Justice
Assistance, Office of Juvenile Justice Delinquency
Programs, and National Institute of Justice. The
objectives of this audit were to determine whether costs
claimed under the awards were allowable, supported,
and in accordance with applicable laws, regulations,
guidelines, and terms and conditions of the award; and
to determine whether John Jay demonstrated adequate
progress towards achieving program goals and
objectives.

Results in Brief

As a result of our audit, we concluded that John Jay
demonstrated adequate progress toward achieving the
awards’ stated goals and objectives. This audit did not
identify significant concerns regarding RFCUNY and
John Jay’s financial management, financial reporting,
progress reports, subrecipient monitoring, indirect
costs, and management of award budgets. However,
we identified issues related to expenditures made with
award funds, including: (1) personnel and fringe
benefits, (2) contractual, (3) supplies, and

(4) conferences. We also identified $146,575 in
questioned costs related to consultant fees that we
were unable to determine were reasonable.

Recommendations

Our report contains 10 recommendations to OJP to
assist RFCUNY and John Jay in improving its award
management and administration. We requested a
response to our draft audit report from the OJP and
RFCUNY, which can be found in Appendices 3 and 4,
respectively. Our analysis of those responses is
included in Appendix 5.

Audit Results

The purposes of the three awards we reviewed were to
conduct research related to group violence and drug
market intervention strategies, procedural justice,
implicit bias, racial reconciliation, and school shootings.
The project period for the awards was from October
2012 through March 2019, and $4,356,546 had been
drawn down as of December 2017.

Program Goals and Accomplishments - We
concluded that John Jay achieved the goals and
objectives of Award Number 2012-MU-MU-K014 and
demonstrated adequate progress for Award Numbers
2014-MU-MU-K051 and 2016-CK-BX-0013.

Personnel Expenditures — We found that the Principal
Investigator informally delegated timesheet approval
authority to subordinates without following John Jay
policies for such delegations. John Jay officials
explained that the delegated employees were best
positioned to verify the time of other employees.

Supply Expenditures - We determined that the
property management records for equipment purchased
with award funds were inaccurate, and a physical
inventory of award-funded equipment had not been
completed or was only conducted when documentation
for this audit was requested.

Contracts - We found that required conflict of interest
forms were not completed, and consultants performed
work prior to all parties signing a written contract.
While consultants were selected through
noncompetitive (“sole source”) procurement, John Jay’s
required written sole source justification did not include
a required determination that the consultant fees were
reasonable. Also, the consultant invoices lacked
sufficient detail and supporting documentation to
determine the hourly or daily rate paid by John Jay.
Consequently, we question $146,575 in consultant costs
that we were unable to determine were reasonable.

Conference Expenditures — We determined that John
Jay did not request required prior approval to conduct
conferences and did not submit required post event
reports timely. Additionally, we were unable to
determine if the actual costs reported on required post
event reports were accurate.
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AUDIT OF THE OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS
AWARDS TO THE RESEARCH FOUNDATION OF
THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK
NEW YORK, NEW YORK

INTRODUCTION

The U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of the Inspector General (OIG)
completed an audit of two cooperative agreements and one grant awarded by the
Office of Justice Programs’ (OJP) Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA), Office of
Juvenile Justice Delinquency Programs (OJJDP), and National Institute of Justice
(NIJ) to the Research Foundation of the City University of New York (RFCUNY) in
New York, New York. The awards to RFCUNY totaled $7,449,929, as shown in
Table 1.

Table 1
Research Foundation of the City University of New York Awards
Program Award Project Period Project Period Award
Award Number Office Date Start Date End Date Amount
2012-MU-MU-K014 BJA 9/6/2012 10/1/2012 10/31/2017 $1,000,000 I
2014-MU-MU-K051 0JIDP 9/16/2014 9/1/2014 3/31/2019 5,750,000
2016-CK-BX-0013 NIJ 9/14/2016 1/1/2017 12/31/2018 699,929 [
Total: $7,449,929

Source: OJP Grant Management System (GMS)

The BJA Law Enforcement Program provided funding through Award Number
2012-MU-MU-K014 to support jurisdictions around the country that implemented
either the group violence reduction strategy known as “Operation Ceasefire” or the
Drug Market Intervention (DMI) strategy.!?

The OJJDP National Center for Building Community Trust and Justice:
Improving the Justice System by Enhancing Procedural Fairness, Reducing Bias,
and Supporting Racial Reconciliation Program provided funding through Award
Number 2014-MU-MU-K051. This award was provided to explore, advance, assess,
and disseminate information about strategies intended to enhance procedural
justice, reduce implicit bias, and support racial reconciliation.

The NIJ Causes and Consequences of School Violence Program provided
funding through Award Number 2016-CK-BX-0013. This award was to create a
national, open-source database that includes all publicly known shootings that
resulted in at least one injury occurring on school grounds, Kindergarten through
12t grade, since 1990.

1 The DMI strategy identifies drug markets and street drug dealers, as well as arrests violent
offenders. DMI works to bring together law enforcement, dealers, and their families in order to make
it clear that selling drugs openly must stop and the drug market is closed in the community. This
strategy works to improve life for the residents of the community.



The Grantee

RFCUNY was established as a not-for-profit educational corporation to
provide support to CUNY faculty in identifying and obtaining external funding
opportunities from government and private sponsors. RFCUNY is responsible for
the administration of all external funded programs and works with the Grants
Offices and Principal Investigators on all CUNY campuses to provide accounting,
audit, purchasing, human resources, and reporting services. As of May 2018,
RFCUNY was responsible for managing approximately 4,000 sponsored projects for
CUNY colleges and professional schools.

The three projects in our audit were awarded to RFCUNY on behalf of John
Jay College of Criminal Justice (John Jay), a senior college of CUNY. As of May
2018, over 15,000 attended John Jay, supported by about 1,100 faculty members.
The Office of Sponsored Programs at John Jay works to obtain external public and
private funding for research, training, curriculum, and program development. It
also assists faculty with the development, submission, and management of
proposals, and interacts and serves as the liaison with RFCUNY. According to John
Jay’s most recent Annual Report, it received approximately $6.5 million in Federal
funding through 15 awards during fiscal year (FY) 2017.2

OIG Audit Approach

The objectives of this audit were to determine whether costs claimed under
the awards were allowable, supported, and in accordance with applicable laws,
regulations, guidelines, and terms and conditions of the award; and to determine
whether John Jay demonstrated adequate progress towards achieving program
goals and objectives. To accomplish these objectives, we assessed performance in
the following areas of award management: program performance, financial
management, expenditures, budget management and control, drawdowns, and
federal financial reports.

We tested compliance with what we consider to be the most important
conditions of the awards. We utilized the 2011 and 2014 OJP Financial Guides,
2015 DOJ Grants Financial Guide, and the award documents as the primary criteria
we applied during the audit.3

The results of our analysis are discussed in detail later in this report.
Appendix 1 contains additional information on this audit’s objective, scope, and
methodology. The Schedule of Dollar-Related Findings appears in Appendix 2.

2 RFCUNY and John Jay'’s fiscal year begins July 15t and ends June 30t",

3 The OJP Financial Guide was replaced by the DOJ Grants Financial Guide for awards made
after December 26, 2014. The OJP Financial Guides apply to the two cooperative agreements in our
audit, while the DOJ Grants Financial Guide applies to the grant. We refer to the OJP Financial Guides
and the DOJ Grants Financial Guide as the Financial Guide throughout this report.



AUDIT RESULTS
Program Performance and Accomplishments

We reviewed required performance reports, award solicitations and award
documentation, and interviewed officials from John Jay and OJP to determine
whether John Jay demonstrated adequate progress towards achieving the program
goals and objectives for Award Numbers 2014-MU-MU-K051 and 2016-CK-BX-0013,
and achieved the program goals and objectives for Award Number 2012-MU-MU-K014.
We also reviewed a sample of the progress reports to determine if the required
reports were accurate.

Program Goals and Objectives

The goals and objectives for Award Number 2012-MU-MU-K014 were to
support jurisdictions around the country that were implementing two strategies to
reduce gang violence and eliminate drug markets. To accomplish the goals and
objectives of the award, John Jay developed curriculum known as Ceasefire
University, and provided training calls for the Group Violence Intervention approach
to violence reduction to assist jurisdictions with implementation. Additionally, John
Jay project staff held multiple workshops and calls with police chiefs to discuss
ongoing issues that were incorporated into the Ceasefire University curriculum.
Also, the staff produced a software package available for jurisdictions to perform
social network analysis, which assists in analyzing gang networks and members
within the network. John Jay also produced guidebooks and other tools for
jurisdictions related to Ceasefire University, Group Violence Intervention, and the
social network analysis software. Based on our review, we found that John Jay met
the goals and objectives of the award.

There are five main goals and objectives for Award Number 2014-MU-MU-K051.
These included: (1) establishing pilot sites and test strategies around procedural
justice, implicit bias, and racial reconciliation; (2) establishing an information
clearinghouse to distribute research findings, policies and practices, and training
curricula for building community trust; (3) developing publications and resources to
translate evidence for policymakers, practitioners, and public audiences; (4) conducting
research to gauge and expand knowledge about procedural justice, implicit bias,
and racial reconciliation; and (5) promoting public discourse about the three areas
through national meetings and media partnerships. John Jay established six pilot
sites that received training related to procedural justice and implicit bias and
implemented the Group Violence Intervention approach. The six sites also
implemented the reconciliation process developed through this award by John Jay.
Additionally, John Jay developed a website that includes materials related to the
various areas of the award. Based on our review, we found John Jay demonstrated
adequate progress toward achieving the stated goals and objectives of the award.

The goals and objectives for Award Number 2016-CK-BX-0013 were to create
a national, open-source database that includes publically known shootings that
resulted in at least one injury on school grounds (Kindergarten through 12t grade)
since 1990. The data collected will be used to accomplish the following three
objectives: (1) document the nature of the problem and clarify the types of
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shooting incidents occurring in schools, (2) provide comprehensive understanding
of the perpetrator involved in the school shootings, and (3) compare fatal shootings
to events where only injuries resulted to identify intervention points that can be
exploited to reduce harm caused by shootings. John Jay created the required
database and identified school shooting incidents and the perpetrators of the
events. Based on our review, we found John Jay demonstrated adequate progress
towards achieving the stated goals and objectives of the award.

Required Performance Reports

According to the Financial Guide, the funding recipient should ensure that
valid and auditable source documentation is available to support all data collected
for each performance measure specified in the program solicitation. In order to
verify the information in the progress reports, we reviewed 13 performance
measures from the 3 awards. We then verified the information reported to
supporting documentation maintained by John Jay and did not identify any
instances where the accomplishments described in the required reports did not
match the supporting documentation.

Compliance with Special Conditions

Special conditions are the terms and conditions that are included with the
awards. Given that the awards in our audit were research related, we selected the
special conditions that required Privacy Certificates and Institutional Review Board
(IRB) approvals.

Recipients of NIJ funding are subject to statutory and regulatory
confidentiality requirements that state research identifiable to a private person is
immune from legal process and may only be used for research purposes.
Recipients of NIJ funding must submit a Privacy Certificate demonstrating that the
recipient understands the responsibilities related to protecting the confidentiality of
research information.

Additionally, regulations protect human subjects of federally-funded
research. The regulations require federally-funded research projects that involve
human subjects receive IRB approval. Recipients must submit to OJP
documentation of IRB approval that sufficiently demonstrates compliance with the
regulations.

Based on our review, we did not identify any instances of John Jay violating
the special conditions we reviewed.

Award Financial Management

According to the Financial Guide, all award recipients, and subrecipients, are
required to establish and maintain adequate accounting systems and financial
records, and to accurately account for funds awarded to them. To assess the
RFCUNY'’s financial management of the awards covered by this audit, we conducted
interviews with financial staff, examined policy and procedures, and inspected
award documents to determine whether RFCUNY adequately safeguarded the award
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funds we audited. We also reviewed RFCUNY’s Single Audit Reports for FY 2016
and 2017 to identify internal control weaknesses and significant non-compliance
issues related to federal awards. Finally, we performed testing in the areas that
were relevant for the management of these awards, as discussed throughout this
report. Based on our review, we did not identify significant concerns related to
award financial management.

Single Audit

Non-federal entities that receive federal financial assistance are required to

comply with the Single Audit Act of 1984, as amended. The Single Audit Act

requires that recipients of federal funding above a certain threshold receive an

annual audit of their financial statements and federal expenditures. Under

2 C.F.R. 200, Uniform Administrative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit
Requirements for Federal Awards (Uniform Guidance), such entities that expend
$750,000 or more in federal funds within the entity’s fiscal year must have a “single
audit” performed annually covering all federal funds expended that year.*

We reviewed RFCUNY’s two most recent Single Audit Reports and found that
the amounts reported for each award were accurate and the reports did not contain
any audit findings. We also found that the Single Audit Reports were submitted

timely.

Award Expenditures

For the three awards, RFCUNY’s approved budget included the following

categories: personnel, fringe, travel, supplies, contractual (consultants and

subawards), and indirect charges. Between October 1, 2012, and December 31,
2017, RFCUNY spent $4,738,426 as shown in Table 2.

Table 2
Total Award Expenditures

Award Number

Award Number

Award Number

Budget Category 2012-MU-MU-K014 | 2014-MU-MU-KO51 | 2016-BK-CX-0013 Total

Personnel $497,355 $596,696 $48,718 $1,142,769
Fringe 188,862 226,056 12,066 426,984
Travel 35,730 281,544 - 317,274
Supplies 32,339 21,463 - 53,802
Contractual 72,275 1,494,528 72,493 1,639,296
Indirect 170,762 571,813 42,244 784,819
Non-Federal Share? - 373,482 = 373,482
Total $997,323 $3,565,582 $175,521 | $4,738,426

@ Non-Federal Share refers to the portion of project costs not paid by Federal funds. For Award
Number 2014-MU-MU-K051, the Non-Federal share is cost sharing not a required matching of funds.

Source: RFCUNY accounting records

4 On December 26, 2014, the Uniform Guidance superseded OMB Circular A-133, Audits of
States, Local Governments, and Non-Profit Organization. Under OMB Circular A-133, which affected
all audits of fiscal years beginning before December 26, 2014, the audit threshold was $500,000.




To determine whether costs charged to the awards were allowable,
supported, and properly allocated in compliance with award requirements, we
tested a sample of transactions. We reviewed documentation, accounting records,
and performed verification testing related to award expenditures. Based on this
testing, we recommend that OJP remedy $146,575 in questioned costs as described
in the following sections.

Personnel and Fringe Costs

To complete our review of personnel and fringe costs, we tested $51,647 in
payroll transactions that included salaries and fringe costs paid in 2 judgmentally
selected non-consecutive pay periods to John Jay employees. We found that the
costs were allowable and properly allocated to the awards.

However, during our review of payroll costs, we found that the process John
Jay used for delegating the approval of timekeeping records did not adhere to its
policies. Specifically, the timekeeping records of award-funded employees indicated
that they were created, certified, and approved by the Principal Investigator
responsible for each award, but we determined that they were actually created,
certified, and approved by an informally delegated project staff member who
accessed the system using the Principal Investigator’s user ID and password. We
found that the Principal Investigators did not follow the proper procedures for
formally delegating the timekeeping duties as required in the RFCUNY Time and
Leave User’s Guide, which also prohibits sharing system user IDs and passwords.
Additionally, we were told that these employees also created, certified, and
approved their own timekeeping records.

John Jay officials told us during the audit that the Principal Investigator s
informally delegated their timekeeping duties and shared their system user IDs and
passwords with project staff not designated in the system as delegated approvers
due to large workloads and to save time. Officials explained that these informally
delegated employees were best positioned to verify the time that the Principal
Investigator’s subordinates worked as they worked directly with those subordinates.
Also, RFCUNY and John Jay officials told us they were unaware that the proper
delegation process was not followed. During our fieldwork, John Jay officials told us
that the Principal Investigators changed their passwords and completed the proper
procedures to formally delegate timekeeping responsibilities to project staff and the
Principal Investigators are now approving the delegated project staff timekeeping
records, eliminating the issue of approving their own timekeeping records.
Additionally, we were told all staff were provided timekeeping system reminders
and training on the proper timekeeping procedures.

We recommend that OJP ensure that John Jay is adhering to the timekeeping
system requirements that have been implemented for proper authorization and
documentation of timekeeping records for award-funded staff.

Travel

Travel expenses are allowable costs when conducting award-related business
as long as the expenses are reasonable and in accordance with a recipient’s
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established travel policy. If no travel policy exists, a recipient must comply with
Federal Travel Regulations. As of December 31, 2017, John Jay charged $317,325
in travel costs to Award Numbers 2012-MU-MU-K014 and 2014-MU-MU-K051.> The
travel costs were for conference attendance and site visits to the jurisdictions that
implemented the various strategies described in the Program Goals and Objectives
section of this report. During our audit, we tested a sample of 35 transactions
totaling $98,992 and determined the costs were allowable, supported, calculated
accurately, properly allocated, and necessary to the awards.

Supplies

John Jay included costs for supplies, which included computer equipment, in
each of the award budgets. As of December 31, 2017, John Jay charged $27,259
categorized as supplies to two awards.® During our audit, we tested a sample of
three transactions for printing of implementation guides and guidebooks provided
to jurisdictions totaling $21,586 from Award Number 2012-MU-MU-K014. We
determined the costs were allowable, supported, calculated accurately, and
properly allocated to the award.

Additionally, John Jay charged $26,543 categorized as equipment to the
same two awards, as of December 31, 2017.” RFCUNY requires any equipment
valued over $5,000 or any item classified as sensitive, such as laptops and iPads, to
be tagged and maintained in the property management system. Also, the policy
required a physical inventory to be completed annually of these items. We
identified 24 items purchased with award funds totaling $25,193 that were required
to be tagged and maintained in the property management system.

In addition to internal policies, the Financial Guide requires that property
records be maintained accurately and include information such as a description of
the property; source of property, including award number and acquisition date;
location and use of property; and serial number. Also, the Financial Guide requires
physical inventory be completed at least once every 2 years of property purchased
with award funds. We selected 13 pieces of equipment, totaling $16,641, to test
for compliance with the requirements identified above.

During our testing, we found that the equipment purchases were allowable,
supported, and properly allocated to the two awards, but the property management
records were inaccurate. We found that 11 items had the incorrect project number
and 8 items had the wrong location in the property management system.® We also
found that an annual physical inventory had not been completed for some of the

5 This amount is the total of $11,102 charged to Award Number 2012-MU-MU-K014 and
$164,609 charged to Award Number 2014-MU-MU-K051.

6 This amount is the total of $25,546 charged to Award Number 2012-MU-MU-K014 and
$1,713 charged to Award Number 2014-MU-MU-K051.

7 This amount is the total of $6,793 charged to Award Number 2012-MU-MU-K014 and
$19,750 charged to Award Number 2014-MU-MU-KO051.

8 RFCUNY assigns a unique project number to every award when established in internal
systems.



equipment in our sample. Specifically, we determined that 4 of the 13 items were
not scanned for annual physical inventory within the last year as required, and 5 of
the 13 items were scanned for inventory during our fieldwork after we inquired as
part of this audit. John Jay officials acknowledged these issues and told us that
they have new personnel responsible for property management who are working to
correct and update the property records.

We recommend that OJP ensure that John Jay update property management
records to include accurate and timely information and ensure compliance in the
future. Additionally, we recommend that OJP ensure that John Jay perform a
physical inventory in accordance with its written policy to comply with
requirements.

Contractual

For the three awards in our audit, the contractual budget category contained
costs for consultants and subawards. As of December 31, 2017, John Jay charged
a total of $157,518 for consultants and $1,481,778 for subawards. We reviewed
the expenditures for compliance with internal RFCUNY and John Jay policies, the
Financial Guide, and other award criteria.

Consultants (Contractors)

John Jay acquired personal services through contractual agreements with
various consultants to achieve the goals and objectives of the three awards
included in our audit. We selected documentation regarding eight consultants to
review the procurement process, contract documentation, and a sample of invoices
to determine if the costs were allowable, supported, calculated accurately, and
properly allocated to the awards.

e Conflict of Interest

In accordance with the Financial Guide, CUNY has an established, written
policy related to conflict of interest. The policy requires a Principal Investigator to
complete a conflict of interest disclosure form when a proposal is submitted, and
update the disclosure form annually. During our fieldwork, we found that the
Principal Investigator responsible for Award Numbers 2012-MU-MU-K014 and 2014-
MU-MU-KO051 did not complete the required conflict of interest disclosure forms.
John Jay officials told us that the policy is new and adherence to the policy is a
work in progress. Additionally, they told us that their disclosure tracking system
was enhanced to ensure compliance with conflict of interest requirements and
notifying staff when forms are required to be submitted.

We recommend that OJP ensure that John Jay comply with requirements
related to conflict of interest from regulations, guidelines, terms and conditions of
the awards, and internal policies.

¢ Procurement

According to the Financial Guide, a non-Federal entity using Federal award



funds for procurement transactions must use its own documented procedures.
Additionally, all procurement transactions must be conducted using full and open
competition consistent with the Uniform Guidance. In certain circumstances,
procurement may be conducted through noncompetitive proposals (“sole source”
procurement). During our review of John Jay’s procurement documentation, we
found that all eight consultants in our sample were selected through sole source
procurement.

RFCUNY provided us with its written procurement procedures that state a
Principal Investigator must provide written justification for a selection made without
obtaining competitive bids. The justification should include the following items: (1)
details of the process used to select a contractor, (2) the unique area of expertise
of the contractor, (3) reasonableness of a contractor’s fee, (4) its normal charges,
and (5) the specific nature of services to be obtained. We reviewed John Jay’s
written sole source justification for each consultant and determined that John Jay
complied with four of the five sole source procurement requirements for all eight
consultants, but did not comply with the requirement to demonstrate that the
consultant’s fees were reasonable. Also, during our review of procurement
documentation, we compared the consultant services to the descriptions included in
the OJP approved budget and determined that all eight were included in the
approved budget by name or services provided, but John Jay did not include cost
reasonableness information in the budget.

John Jay officials told us that each of the consultants selected were experts in
the specialized area and wanted to participate in the project, and, therefore, they
provided discounted fees to John Jay. However, it is important for John Jay to
maintain adequate documentation to support the compensation for its consultants
to ensure rates are reasonable and consistent with those paid for similar services in
the marketplace.

Because John Jay did not include the reasonableness determination in the
sole source justification, we question $146,575 billed by the eight consultants for
services provided because we were unable to determine if the consultants’ fees
were reasonable.®

We recommend that OJP ensure that John Jay adhere to its policy and
document in its required written sole source justification the analysis completed to
determine the consultant fees were reasonable when obtaining services through
noncompetitive (“sole source”) procurement.

e Contract Administration

Award recipients must maintain oversight to ensure that contractors perform
services in accordance with the terms, conditions, and specifications of their
contracts. We reviewed the contract documentation for the sampled consultants
and found that five of the eight consultants performed work prior to the date the
contract was signed. The RFCUNY policy states that services may commence only

9 We are only questioning the amounts billed by the consultants, not the entire amount
awarded to the eight consultants.



after a written agreement has been signed by all parties. John Jay officials told us
that in most cases, consultant services are required immediately and the internal
legal review process can take a long time resulting in the consultants beginning
work prior to the parties signing the agreement. Award funds are at risk when
consultants begin work without fully executed written contracts.

We recommend OJP ensure that John Jay adhere to and monitor compliance
with written policies for commencing contract services.

¢ Invoicing

The Financial Guide requires that compensation for consultant services be
reasonable and consistent with those paid for similar services in the marketplace
and establishes a maximum rate where prior approval is required from OJP when
the rate exceeds the maximum.® During our audit, we tested a sample of one
invoice for each of the eight consultants sampled. Based on our review of the
invoices, we were unable to determine the daily or hourly rate paid for six of the
eight consultants. The invoices lacked information regarding hours worked as well
as any supporting documentation such as time and effort reports. We found that
the procurement process documents, written contract, and invoicing instructions did
not communicate to the consultants the need to provide a detailed invoice or
documentation supporting the hours worked. Also, we were unable to determine if
the daily or hourly rate paid would have exceeded the maximum allowable rate,
which would have required prior approval from OJP.

According to the Financial Guide, all recipients are required to maintain time
and effort reports for consultants. John Jay officials agreed with this issue and told
us they would work with the consultants to submit detailed invoices and required
supporting documentation. Also, we were unable to determine the hourly or daily
rate paid to ensure it did not exceed the OJP maximum allowable rate. As
discussed earlier in this report, we questioned all of the costs billed by the eight
consultants we reviewed because we were unable to determine if the consultants’
fees were reasonable.

We recommend OJP ensure that John Jay implement policies and procedures
to obtain information, such as detailed invoices and time and effort reports to: (1)
monitor the reasonableness of daily and hourly rates included in consultant billings,
and (2) manage compliance with required approvals for sole source consultant rates
that exceed limits set by OJP.

Subawards

Subawards are made by an award recipient to another organization to
perform a portion of work supported by award funding. The award recipient is
responsible for monitoring the subrecipient and ensuring all programmatic and
financial responsibilities are fulfilled. The Financial Guide requires award recipients
to have established, written policies related to subrecipient monitoring, and

10 Prior to June 1, 2014, the rate threshold was $450 per day or $56.25 per hour and then
increased to $650 per day or $81.25 per hour.
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provides monitoring activities that the award recipient must complete. We found
that RFCUNY had an established, written subrecipient monitoring policy with
detailed monitoring procedures and that John Jay adhered to its subrecipient
monitoring policy to ensure compliance with the Financial Guide and award criteria.
In addition, we reviewed John Jay’s performance reports that included the
subrecipients’ required progress reports and determined that the subrecipients were
adequately working towards achieving the goals and objectives of the awards.

Indirect Costs

Indirect costs are those costs of an organization that are not readily
identifiable to a particular project, but are necessary for the operation of the
organization and performance of the project. Non-Federal entities can use an
indirect cost rate that was approved by a Federal awarding agency for all Federal
awards provided the rate is current and based on an acceptable allocation method.
John Jay had an approved indirect cost rate for all three awards in our audit. As of
December 31, 2017, John Jay charged $784,819 in indirect costs to all three
awards. We determined that John Jay used the proper approved rate for each
award, used a correct indirect base, and calculated the indirect cost allocation
accurately.

Other - Conferences

The two cooperative agreements included in our audit funded conferences,
which are subject to specific conference-related criteria included in the Financial
Guide. Through December 2017, John Jay hosted eight conferences, two funded by
Award Number 2012-MU-MU-K014 and six funded by Award Number 2014-MU-MU-K051.
The Financial Guide requires recipients of cooperative agreement funds who are
conducting conferences to receive prior approval within a required number of days
of the event and report actual costs when the total exceeds $20,000 within 45 days
of the event.!! In addition, no conference-related contracts may be entered into
before receiving prior approval from OJP.

During our testing, we verified the dates John Jay requested approval for all
eight conferences, as well as the date it submitted the required post event reports.
In addition, we verified the date any conference-related contracts were signed by
John Jay. We found that for six of the eight conferences, John Jay did not request
approval at least 90 days in advance. Also, we determined that seven of the
conferences required John Jay to submit post event reports to OJP and had
conference-related contracts. We found that four reports were not submitted within
45 days of the event, and that three conferences had contracts signed prior to
OJP’s conference approval.

John Jay officials told us that conference coordination among the
subrecipients was time consuming and sometimes difficult to achieve agreement on
a date to hold the conference, causing last minute planning and prior approval

11 According to the Financial Guide, all prior approval requests for conferences costing
$100,000 or less must be submitted a minimum of 90 days in advance and 120 days in advance for
conferences costing more than $100,000. All of John Jay’s conferences cost less than $100,000.
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requests submitted less than the required 90 days. Also, they told us that OJP
provided approvals relatively close to the date of the conference and they entered
into contracts with hotels and conference venues prior to receiving approval due to
the risk of losing the space, which would put the conference in jeopardy of being
cancelled. Additionally, John Jay officials told us that when preparing post event
reports, they had to coordinate with the subrecipients and outside attendees to
obtain actual expenses incurred for the conferences which delayed submitting
reports.

Although we recognize the difficulty in coordinating and planning
conferences, including preparing required costs comparisons, John Jay is required
to adhere to the OJP’s requirement for prior approval, as well as post event
reporting. We also understand the challenges of organizing conferences in
expensive, popular locations such as New York City, however, entering into
contracts for conference-related activities prior to receiving approval by OJP is
strictly prohibited.

We recommend OJP ensure that John Jay adheres to requirements and
internal policies related to submitting timely requests for conference approvals and
post event reporting, as well as entering into conference-related contracts.

In addition to ensuring John Jay adhered to conference reporting
requirements, and based on a prior recommendation made during an OJP review,
we selected three conferences to determine if the actual costs reported on the post
event reports were accurate.!? Based on the documentation provided by John Jay
and RFCUNY, we were unable to determine if post event reports were accurate.

John Jay officials told us that the accounting system records do not include
conference costs incurred by the subrecipients. They told us that when a
subrecipient submitted an invoice to John Jay for payment, the conference costs
were included with all costs billed on the invoice and not identified as conference
related. Additionally, John Jay officials told us that when the post event report was
prepared, John Jay requested documentation for actual conference costs incurred
from the subrecipients. Based on this additional information, we requested the
documentation that John Jay received from the subrecipients to prepare post event
reports. When provided this documentation, we were still unable to determine if
the actual costs reported on the post event reports were accurate. OJP’s Office of
the Chief Financial Officer closed a recommendation to John Jay in July 2018
regarding its post-event report accuracy. To ensure that future reports are
accurate, we recommend that OJP ensure that John Jay maintain documentation to
support the actual conference costs reported on post event reports and implement
procedures to ensure reports reconcile to documentation.

Budget Management and Control

According to the Financial Guide, award recipients are responsible for

12 0JP Office of the Chief Financial Officer performed a Financial Monitoring Desk Review on
April 6, 2017, and provided a recommendation to John Jay related to supporting all actual costs on
post event report.
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establishing and maintaining an adequate accounting system, which includes the
ability to compare actual expenditures or outlays with budgeted amounts for each
award. Additionally, the award recipient must initiate a Grant Adjustment Notice
(GAN) for a budget modification that reallocates funds among budget categories if
the proposed cumulative change is greater than 10 percent of the total award
amount.

We compared award expenditures to the approved budgets to determine
whether RFCUNY transferred funds among budget categories in excess of
10 percent. We determined that the cumulative difference between category
expenditures and approved budget category totals was not greater than 10 percent.

Drawdowns

According to the Financial Guide, an adequate accounting system should be
established to maintain documentation to support all receipts of federal funds. If,
at the end of the award, recipients have drawn down funds in excess of federal
expenditures, unused funds must be returned to the awarding agency. According
to RFCUNY officials, drawdowns were made on a reimbursement basis processed
monthly. To assess whether RFCUNY managed award receipts in accordance with
federal requirements, we compared the total amount reimbursed to the total
expenditures in the accounting records. As of December 31, 2017, RFCUNY
requested drawdowns totaling $4,356,546 from the three awards, as shown in
Table 3.

Table 3
Drawdowns as of December 31, 2017
Award Number Award Amount Drawdowns Expenses
2012-MU-MU-K014 $1,000,000 $988,925 $997,323
2014-MU-MU-K051 5,750,000 3,192,100 3,565,582
2016-CK-BX-0013 699,929 175,521 175,521
Total $7,449,929 | $4,356,546 | $4,738,426

Source: Award documents, RFCUNY accounting records, OJP Payment
History Reports

During this audit, we did not identify significant deficiencies related to the
recipient’s process for developing drawdown requests. For all three awards,
expenses were greater than the amounts RFCUNY requested through drawdowns
during fieldwork. Also, we determined that RFCUNY complied with cash
management requirements and its own internal policy by requesting drawdowns on
a reimbursement basis.

Federal Financial Reports

According to the Financial Guide, recipients shall report the actual
expenditures and unliquidated obligations incurred for the reporting period on each
financial report as well as cumulative expenditures. As of December 31, 2017,
RFCUNY submitted 39 Federal Financial Reports (FFR) for all 3 awards. To
determine whether RFCUNY submitted accurate FFRs, we compared one report for
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each award to RFCUNY’s accounting records. Based on our testing, we determined
that quarterly and cumulative expenditures for the reports reviewed matched the
accounting records. We also determined that the indirect expenses reported were
calculated accurately.
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

As a result of our audit testing, we conclude that John Jay demonstrated
adequate progress towards achieving the awards’ stated goals and objectives
except for several discrepancies or instances of noncompliance. We did not identify
significant issues regarding RFCUNY and John Jay’s federal financial reports,
progress reports, travel costs, subrecipient monitoring, indirect costs, and
management of award budgets. However, we found that John Jay did not comply
with essential award conditions related to personnel, supplies, contractual
requirements, and conferences. We provide 10 recommendations to OJP to address
these deficiencies.

We recommend that OJP:

1. Ensure that John Jay is adhering to the timekeeping system requirements
that have been implemented for proper authorization and documentation of
timekeeping records for award-funded staff.

2. Ensure that John Jay update property management records to include
accurate and timely information and ensure compliance in the future.

3. Ensure that John Jay perform a physical inventory for award-related
equipment in accordance with its written policy to comply with OJP
requirements.

4, Ensure that John Jay comply with requirements related to conflict of interest
from regulations, guidelines, terms and conditions of the awards, and
internal policies.

5. Ensure that John Jay adhere to its policy and document in its required written
sole source justification the analysis completed to determine the consultant
fees were reasonable when obtaining services through noncompetitive (“sole
source”) procurement.

6. Remedy $146,575 in questioned consultant costs that we were unable to
determine were reasonable.

7. Ensure that John Jay adhere to and monitor compliance with written policies
for commencing contracted services.

8. Ensure that John Jay implement policies and procedures to obtain
information, such as detailed invoices and time and effort reports to:
(1) monitor the reasonableness of daily and hourly rates included in
consultant billings, and (2) manage compliance with required approvals for
sole source consultant rates that exceed limits set by OJP.

9. Ensure that John Jay adhere to requirements and internal policies related to
submitting timely requests for conference approvals and post event reporting
as well as entering into conference-related contracts.
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10. Ensure that John Jay maintain documentation to support the actual
conference costs reported on post event reports and implement procedures
to ensure reports reconcile to documentation.
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APPENDIX 1

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY
Objectives

The objectives of this audit were to determine whether costs claimed under
the awards were allowable, supported, and in accordance with applicable laws,
regulations, guidelines, and terms and conditions of the award; and to determine
whether John Jay demonstrated adequate progress towards achieving the program
goals and objectives. To accomplish these objectives, we assessed performance in
the following areas of award management: program performance, financial
management, expenditures, budget management and control, drawdowns, and
federal financial reports.

Scope and Methodology

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with Generally Accepted
Government Auditing Standards. Those standards require that we plan and
perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable
basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe
that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objective.

This was an audit of two Office of Justice Programs (OJP) cooperative
agreements and one grant awarded to the Research Foundation of the City University
of New York (RFCUNY) on behalf of John Jay College of Criminal Justice (John Jay).
RFCUNY was awarded $7,449,929 under Award Numbers 2012-MU-MU-K014,
2014-MU-MU-K051, and 2016-CK-BX-0013 and, as of December 31, 2017, had
drawn down $4,356,546 of the total award funds awarded. Our audit concentrated
on, but was not limited to October 1, 2012, the award date for Award Number
2012-MU-MU-K014, through December 31, 2017, the last month prior to our
entrance conference. Award Number 2012-MU-MU-K014 ended on October 31, 2017
and Award Numbers 2014-MU-MU-K051 and 2016-CK-BX-0013 were ongoing
during our audit.

To accomplish our objectives, we tested compliance with what we consider to
be the most important conditions of RFCUNY and John Jay’s activities related to the
audited awards. We performed sample-based audit testing for award expenditures
including payroll and fringe, supplies, travel, contractual, and conference costs as
well as drawdowns, financial reports, and progress reports. In this effort, we
employed a judgmental sampling design to obtain broad exposure to numerous
facets of the awards reviewed. This non-statistical sample design did not allow
projection of the test results to the universe from which the samples were selected.
The 2011 and 2014 OJP Financial Guide, 2015 DOJ Grants Financial Guide, and the
award documents contain the primary criteria we applied during the audit.

During our audit, we obtained information from OJP’s Grants Management
System as well as RFCUNY’s accounting system specific to the management of DOJ
funds during the audit period. We did not test the reliability of those systems as a
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whole, therefore any findings identified involving information from those systems
were verified with documentation from other sources.
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APPENDIX 2

SCHEDULE OF DOLLAR-RELATED FINDINGS

Description Amount Page
Questioned Costs!3:
Unsupported Contractual Expenditures $146,575 9
TOTAL DOLLAR-RELATED FINDINGS 146,57

13 Questioned Costs are expenditures that do not comply with legal, regulatory, or contractual
requirements; are not supported by adequate documentation at the time of the audit; or are
unnecessary or unreasonable. Questioned costs can be remedied by offset, waiver, recovery of funds,
or provision of supporting documentation.
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APPENDIX 3
JOHN JAY’S RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT AUDIT REPORT

Anthony Carpi, PhD
Associate Provost of Research
Office for the Advancement of Research

524 West 59™ Street
COLLEGE
OF
September 13, 2018

acarpi@jjay.cuny.edu

New York, NY 10019
212.621.3735

GRIMINAL

JUSTICE

Thomas O. Puerzer

Regional Audit Manager
Philadelphia Regional Audit Office
Office of the Inspector General
U.S. Department of Justice

701 Market Street, Suite 2300
Philadelphia, PA 19106

Dear Mr. Puerzer:

We appreciate the opportunity to address the OIG’s recommendations related to OJP Award
Numbers 2012-MU-MU-Koi14, 2014-MU-MU-Ko51, and 2016-CK-BX-0013, and have attached
our responses and supporting documentation for your review.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any further questions.

Sincerely,

&\/—’L’Jan T

Anthony Carpi
Associate Provost of Research

I The City
University
of
A New York
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RECOMMENDATION #1

John Jay concurs with this reconumendation, and we have addressed it to eliminate
future occurrences. We have established unique user IDs for each delegate with the appropriate
aceess level to RFCUINY's timesheet system. This enables the delegates, who have direct
knowledge of the hours worked by project staff, to approve timesheets directly and on behalf of
the PL. The PI remains responsible for approving the delegates’ timesheets in order to maintain
an approval hierarchy.

John Jay also enlisted the support of RFCUNY to provide mandatory training to all PIs,
Authorized Signatories, and Timekespers at the College. The objective of the training is to
provide information on the functionality of the varions E-Systems, and to ensure that all
authorized users understand their role and responsibilities. Several trainings were conducted
on-campus during the Spring 2018 semester and several more are scheduled at RECUIVY for the
Fall 2018 semester. Attachments 1-5 are snippets from the Office of Sponsored Programs’
(OSP) monthly newsletter where the upcoming trainings were announced. The newsletter is
distributed in print to all academic departments and electronically to our list serve recipients,
which includes all active PIs.

OSP also sends email reminders at the end of every bi-weekly pay period reminding PIs to
approve timesheets in a timely manner. We have revised this email to include language on the
appropriate approval process (Attachment 6).

RECOMMENDATION #s 25

John Jay concurs with these recommendations, and we are addressing them to
eliminate future occurrences. In 2017, the College implemented staff changes and appointed a
new Director of Internal Control and Asset Management to reconcile issues identified in the
system and to ensure that the procedures outlined in CUNY's Property Management Manual are
followed. Attachment > contains an excerpt from the manual, which details steps the current
property management staff follows when tagging items purchased with RFCUINY-administered
funds. Reconeciliation and data clean-up is an ongoing process, and the property management
team is required to complete the College’s annual inventory by 12/91/18, but has prioritized
scanming of these ttems. We will provide updated and corrected property management records
for items tested during the audit by 0/30/18.

RECOMMENDATION £4

John Jay concurs with this reconmumendation, and we have addressad it to eliminate
future oecurrences. The College has obtained disclosures from the PI for Award Numbers 2o12-
MU-MU-Ko14 and 2014-MU-MU-Ko51 and determined that no significant finaneial interest
exists; however, the PI was required to complete CITI training in Conflicts of Interest as a
corrective action (Attachment 8).
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Tt is important to note that the institution’s conflict of interest paoliey is relatively new in the
context of these two awards—particularly 2012-MU-MIU-Eo14, which was funded prior to its
announcement and implementation—and so we are working to improve the system in place to
ensure complianee. Grants office staff now take a more proactive approach in prompting PIs for
disclosure forms. In addition, a grant submission portfolio is now shared with our compliance
staff. These staffers prompt PlIs at the point of award to assure proper documentation is
submitted, and funds are released to the PI only after documentation is received. Over the past
few months, this increased diligence has shown to significantly improve our compliance rate.

We are also looking for an electronic solution to help remove the possibility of human error from
this process. We are also implementing a system that will prompt PIs and compliance staff at the
time of annual report submissions, in cases of ongoing projects, to assure ongoing compliance
(Attachment g). Finally, we have hired additional staff in our compliance operations, who will

allow us to increase overall compliance at the College.

These additional steps will address past oversights, and increase PI awareness of the
requirement.

RECOMMENDATION # 5

John Joy concurs with this recommendation, and we have addressed it to eliminate
future oceurrences. John Jay has developed a sole source justification template (Attaclonent
10) for use by our PIs when submitting a eontract request to RFCUITY's Office of Legal Affairs.
Going forward, this will ensure that the sole source justification fully adheres to RFCUINY's
policy and addresses point-by-point the sole source requirements. We will also encourage
RFCUINY to adopt this template CUINY-wide in an effort to better inform PIs and ensure
compliance across the board. Supporting documentation and a discussion of the analysis
completed to determine the reasonableness of consultants’ fees are addressed in our response to
recommendation #6.

RECOMMENDATION # 6

John Jay does not concur that these costs are questionable, and we have provided
documentation to address this concern. John Jay maintains that the fees were reasonable in
relation to the scope of work, as well as with respect to the expertise and axperience of the
individuals/companies selected. As such, both PIs have provided an analysis and discussion of
the reasonableness of the consultant rates utilized on their respective awards (Attachments 11
and 1=). We will work with OJP should they require further supporting documentation to
clarify the reasonableness of the fees and remedy the questioned consultant costs.

RECOMMENDATION £ =

John Jay concurs with this reconumendation, and we have addressed it to eliminate
future oecurrences. In 2017, RFCUIY implemented an online Contract Manager system for PIs
to easily request, manage, and track the progress of contracts, including these for consultant
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services. Overall, the system has allowed for a more efficient and timely exchange of information
between PIs and Legal Affairs staff; thereby improving compliance with RECUINY policy. The
system also has checks and balanees in place such that when a request is created, the submission
date is validated against the contractor’s start date, and in cases where the performance period
has commenced, the PI is prompted to upload a justification detailing the cause for the delayed
contract request. In these cases, the College takes on the risk to allow a contractor to begin work
without a contract being in place. It is also important to note that while RECUINY policy states
that services may commence only after an agreement is signed by all parties, the system uses the
contract request/submission date—rather than the execution date—in determining whether a
justification is required.

RECOMMENDATION £ 8

John Jay concurs with this reconunendation, and we have addressed it to eliminate
future oecurrences. Although language regarding the maximum allowable daily/hourly rate, in
accordance with limits set by OJP, is already incorporated within our independent contractor’s
agreement and, as a matter of practice, we encourage PIs to procure consultant services within
OJP’s rate limits, John Jay has taken the additional step of developing a template for
consultants to utilize when preparing invoices in order to ensure that the billing process is
transparent (Attachment 13). The template clearly details the dates and deseription of services
provided, as well as the consultant’s rate. This will allow Pls to easily determine whether an
invoice adheres to the terms of the exacuted independent contractor’s agreement and is within
OJP’s limits. Going forward, we will ensure that the invoice template is incorporated as an
appendix within each contractor’s agreement.

RECOMMENDATION #s g-10

John Jay concurs with this recommendation, and we have addressed them to eliminate
future oecurrences. The College has compiled a quick reference sheet of the conferenee approval
process for use by project staff during event planming to ensure that DOWJ policies are elearly
communicated to relevant project personnel (Attachment 1.4).

We have also worked with OJP’s Office of the Chief Financial Officer to improve our conference
expense tracking and have revised several post event reports with respect to inaccuracies. The
corrected reports were accepted by OJP and the prior recommendations closed. John Jay has
introduced new internal procedures to ensure timely delivery and has improved on this issue
sinee the OJP desk review. We feel confident in future post-conference reports being submitted
in a timely manner and look forward to OJF's suggestions on how we can continnue to improve
our approach.
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APPENDIX 4

OJP’S RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT AUDIT REPORT

LB, Department of Justice
Office of Justice Programs
Ciffice of dudit, Axsexsment. ard Management

SEP1 7 UM

Epalvegan, QT JRIRT

MEMOREANDLN TO: Thomas O, Puerzer

Begional Awdil hManager
Philadedphia Begional Avdit Office

Office of the Inspector General
FROM: Ralph E. Martiy, (o o)
Directos ‘—— "
SUBJECT: Response to fhe Draft Avdit Bepoet, Asdin of the (fffce of fostice

FPrograms Avardy fo #ve Research Foundation of the Clty
Eimiecrsity of New Fork

Thizs memorandum is in reference o your comrespondence, doted Aupast 9, 2018, ransmitling the
ahowe-referenced deaft audil repor for the Besearch Foundation aof the Clty University of Mew
York (RFCLINY, oo behalf of Jobm Jay College of Criminal Justice (John Jay), We consider dhe

subrect

repird resolved and nequest wiibien acceplance af this action from your office,

The dmft report contains 10 recommendations and $146,575 in questionsd costs, The following
Is OTP"s analysis of the deaft sudi repart recommendations. For ease of review, the
recommendations are restated in bold and are followed by OJF's respomse.

1.

We recommend that OJP ensure that Joha Jay is adhering fo the timekeeping

system requirements that have been implemented for proper anihorizaiion and
documentation of timekeeping records for sward=fonded staff,

(P agrees with the recommendation. In its September, 7, 2008 response to the draft
audit report, John Jay deseribed proceduress to engure adlerence o imekecping system
requirements for the proper methorization and documentation of timekeeping records for
award-funded staff. However, Jahm Jay dad nat provide a copy of the written policies and
procedures, Tn addition, Jobm Jay did ot provide evidence dsat 31207 had raken traming
on their roles and responsabilities regarding the imekeeping requirements.  Accordingly,
we will coordinate with RFCUNY to obiain: (a) a copy of Johs Jay"s writlen podicies and
procedures, developed and implemented, to ensure proper authorization and
documentation of timekeeping recerds for award-funded staff; and (k) evidence showing
that Johm Joy stail has completed the timekeeping training.

24



We recommend thai O ensure that John Jay npdaie property mansgement
records to inclede aceurate and tmely information and ensure compliance in the
furare.

CHF ggrecs with the recommendation. We will coordinete with RFCUNY o obtain a
copy of John Jay's writlen policies and procedures, developed and implemented, o
cnsure that property mensgement reconds ane updated o inclode sccurate and dmely
information and ensure complinnce in the future,

W recomimend that OLIF ensare that John Jay perform a physscal imventory for
award-related equipment in aceordance with iis written policy fo camply with OJP
requircments.

OJP agress with the recommendation. We will coordinate with RFCUTNY o obizin
docaumeniation to support that Joln Jay has performed a phiysical inventory Tor
award-related equipment in accordance with ils written policy, and to ensure compliance
il O fsual resthemls.

We recommend that (LIP ensare that Jehn Jay comply with requiremente related to
conflicl of interest from regulations, guidelines, ferms and conditions of the awards,
and internal policies.

O ngrees with the recommendation. In fts Septeraber, 7, 2003 response to the drafi
audit repart, lohin bay descriled improvements i ils processes b ensure complinnee with
conflict of inderest requirements, and it included a template that would prompt prinzipal
investigators (Pls) and compliance staff 1o complete financial interest disclosure
statemenis annually. Howewer, Johs Jay did not provide evidencs showing thad the
templute had been meorporated within the applicable body of written policies and
procedures; sor did W provided evidence that the template had been approved and
implemented, Accordingly, we will coordinate with RFCUNY to obtain a copy of Jahn
Jay's written policies and procedures, developed and mmiplemented, to ensure compliance
with conflict of interest requirements from regulations, puidelines, terms and conditions
af the swards, and intermnal policies.

We recommend that OUTF ensure that John Jay adhere ta its policy and docoment in
its required wrilten sole source justification the analysis completed to determine the
consultani fees were reasonable when obiaining services through noneom petitive
(“sobe somree™) procurement.

OJP agrees with the recommendation. In its September, 7, 2018 response to the draft
andit report, John Jay provided 8 pew sole source justification template that mcludes o
section far docutenting the reasanableness of a proposed comtrector’s fee. The template
would be attached o a PT's coniraet request in RFCUMNY s Contract Manaper Sysiem.
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Hiwever, Joha Jay did noi provide docamentation showing that the termplate had been
incorporated intn the applicable hody of wotieo policies and procedures, or that it had
bt appeoved by an authorsed officzal and disseminated 1o staff seponsible for
mumaging Federal prant fands, Accordingly, we will coordinase with RFCUNY o altain
a copy of John Jay*s wrinen policies and procedures, developed and implemented,
ensure that written sele source justifications include the analysis completed to determine
whether consultant fees are reasonable,

We recommend teat OJFP remedy 5146,575 In questioned consaltant cosls thal we
were snahle in determing were reaspnable,

(P agrees with th# recommend=tion. In 1w Sapiember, 7, 2018 response 1o the doft
audit repoet, John Jay provided docunsentation to address the ressenableness of these
consaltant paymients, However, the decumentation only included detailed descriptions of
qualiflcatbons for three of be eipght cofsaliants that were charge to Coopenative
Agresment Muambers 201 2-5U-MU-E01T4 and 2014-MU-MMU-E03]. Accordingly, we
will peview the £146,575 n questioned costs, relaved o unsupparted] cormsultant costs, and
willl sweork with RFCUNY to remedy, a2 sppropriate.

We recommend that (LIP ensare that John Jay adhere io and moniior compliance

with writien policies for commencing contracted services.

(WP agress with the recomeendation. In its September, 7, 2008 reapose (o the drdt
audit repoet, John Juy explained that the online Contract Manager System implemented in
2017 by RFCUNY eliminated ibe problem of noscompliance with i policy that services
may commence only after a writlen agreement has been signed by all partics. John Jay
alse staied that the sysiem wses the contract request'submission date, rather tham the
exeeytion dote, o determining whether justification is roquired. However, Jaha Jay did
not provide documentation b support these explanations, Accordingly, we will
caordinate with RFCLUNY to obtain a copry of Johi Jay's written policies and procedurss,
developed and imvplemented, to ensure thet writien policies for commencing comtracted
services ane adhersd jo and complisnce i3 monitomed.

We recommend that OJP ensere that John Jay implement policies and procedures
to obtain information, swch as detailed invoiees and lime and effort reporis, to:

{1} manitor the reasenableness of daily amd howrly rates included ia consuliani
billings, and () manage complinnee with required approvals far sole souree
consaliant rates that exceed Hnabis sef by OJP,

(IP agrees with the recommendation. In its September, 7, 2018 response 1o the druft
audit repost, Jobn Jay provided an invoice template o assist consultants in preparing
desailed imvoiices. Howeves, the invedces do not reguire mfarmabion an the number of
hours worked per day or supporting documentation, such as time and effort reports, In
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addition, John lay did sot provide docomentation sbowing ihat the emplate bed been
ingorporabed imo the applicable body of writien policies and procedures, or that it had
been approved by an sulhboneed official and disssminated v sl responsible for
maraging Federal grant funds, Accordingly, we will cosrdinate with BRFCUMNY to obdain
acopy of John Jay's writlen palicies and procedures, developed and implemssnted, 1o
ensure that information, such as deiailed invobees and time and effort reportz, ks ablained
ta: (1) monitar the reascnableness of daily and hourly mtes inchaded in consuliant
billings, and (2} manage complianss with reguired appeovals foe sole souwrce consullant
ratess that exceed limits sed by OJP,

4, We recommend that (2P ensure that John Jay adhere to requirements and iniernal
pioliches related to submibttiag tmely requests for confercece approvals and post-
cvent reporting as well as entering inta conference-related contracis.

P agrees with the recommendation. In iis September, T, 2008 response w the draf
audii report, John Jay provided a copy of its new quick reference sheet for conference
approval requests, and stated that it had developed new procedunes to ensure timely
delivery of poat-event reposie. Howewer, Jakn Jay dd mol provide a copy of writien
procedures for ensuring compliaec: with the timeframes given in the quick reference
sheel or for the dmely delivery of post=event reports.  Accordingly, we will coondinaie
with RFCLINY ta abtain a copy of Tehn Jay's writlen policis and procedures, developed
#nd maplemented, to ensure adherence to reguirements and internal ];h;ul_'il;.ir,tg telated to
subamitting fimely requests for conference approvals and posi-event reporiing, 25 well a5
entering inke eonference-relnbed contmcis,

1. We recammend that QP ensure that John Jay malntain deewmentation (o support
e acival conference cosis reporied sn post-event reports and implement
procedures in cnsure reperts recancile to docamentation

O appees with the secomimendation. Lo s September, T, 200 8 responss to the dmft
aucid report, Jolf Jay incdicated thas it had improved its conference expense tracking
process and corrected inaccurale reports. However, it did not provide procedures to
ensure that documentation to suppoent aciual conference cosis 15 maintained, and that
past-cvient reports resoncile fo the documentation.  Accordingly, we will coordinate with
RFCUNY to obtain a copy of John Jay's written policies and procedures, developed and
implemented, to ensore that documentation to suppaort the actual confensnes coats
reparted on pogi-event reports is maimtamed, and reports reconcile 1o the documeniation.

We apprasiate the opportunity to review and comment on the draft sudit report. If vou have any

guestions or require additional information, please contact JefTery A. Haley, Depuly Direcior,
Auwdit and Beview Divisson, om (202} 6167536,

(s Mauresn A, Henneberg

Deputy Assistant Allomey Ceneral
for Operations and Banagement
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APPENDIX 5

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL ANALYSIS AND SUMMARY
OF ACTIONS NECESSARY TO CLOSE THE REPORT

The Department of Justice (Department) Office of the Inspector General
(OIG) provided a draft of this audit report to the Research Foundation of the City
University of New York (RFCUNY) on behalf of John Jay College of Criminal Justice
(John Jay) and the Office of Justice Programs (OJP). John Jay’s response is
incorporated in Appendix 3 and OJP’s response is incorporated in Appendix 4 of this
final report. In response to our draft audit report, OJP concurred with our
recommendations, and as a result, the status of the audit report is resolved. The
following provides the OIG analysis of the responses and summary of actions
necessary to close the report.

Recommendations for OJP:

1. Ensure that John Jay is adhering to the timekeeping system
requirements that have been implemented for proper authorization
and documentation of timekeeping records for award-funded staff.

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. OJP stated in its
response that it will coordinate with RFCUNY and John Jay to obtain written
policies and procedures to ensure proper authorization and documentation of
award-funded staff and evidence that John Jay staff completed timekeeping
training.

John Jay concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that
it has established unique user IDs for delegates to approve award-funded
staff timesheets and the award-funded Principal Investigator is responsible
for approving the delegates’ timesheets. Also, John Jay stated that the
college will provide mandatory timekeeping training to staff. John Jay’s
Office of Sponsored Programs updated its bi-weekly reminder email sent to
Principal Investigators to include language regarding the appropriate
timekeeping approval process.

This recommendation can be closed when we receive documentation
demonstrating that John Jay project staff is adhering to timekeeping policies
and procedures and have completed timekeeping training.

2. Ensure that John Jay update property management records to
include accurate and timely information and ensure compliance in
the future.

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. OJP stated in its
response that it will obtain John Jay’s written policies and procedures to
ensure they include requirements related to ensuring property management
records include accurate and timely information.
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John Jay concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that
the newly appointed property management staff is working to update
property management records and ensure the procedures in CUNY’s Property
Management Manual are followed.

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the
property management records are updated and accurate and John Jay’s
policies and procedures include the appropriate requirements.

Ensure John Jay perform a physical inventory for award-related
equipment in accordance with its written policy to comply with OJP
requirements.

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. OJP stated in its
response that it will coordinate with RFCUNY and John Jay to obtain updated
and accurate physical inventory records for award-related equipment.

John Jay concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that
the newly appointed property management staff is working to complete the
annual inventory by December 31, 2018. Also, the property management
staff will ensure the procedures in CUNY’s Property Management Manual are
followed.

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that award-
funded equipment is accounted for during the annual inventory.

Ensure that John Jay comply with requirements related to conflict of
interest from regulations, guidelines, terms and conditions of the
awards, and internal policies.

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. OJP stated in its
response that it will coordinate with RFCUNY and John Jay to obtain the
conflict of interest policies and procedures and ensure the proposed actions
are incorporated.

John Jay concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that
it has obtained the missing disclosure forms and the Principal Investigator
was required to complete Conflict of Interest training. Also, John Jay stated
it is implementing a system that will prompt Principal Investigator’s and
compliance staff when disclosure forms are required.

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the
conflict of interest policies and procedures were revised to ensure compliance
with regulations, guidelines, and terms and conditions of awards.

Ensure that John Jay adhere to its policy and document in its
required written sole source justification the analysis completed to

31



determine the consultant fees were reasonable when obtaining
services through noncompetitive (“'sole source”) procurement.

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. OJP stated in its
response that it will coordinate with RFCUNY and John Jay to obtain written
policies and procedures that include the newly developed sole source
justification template.

John Jay concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that
it has developed a sole source justification template for Principal
Investigator’s to use to ensure compliance with RFCUNY policies.

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the sole
source justification template was incorporated into written policies and
procedures.

Remedy $146,575 in questioned consultant costs that we were
unable to determine were reasonable.

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. OJP stated in its
response that the additional documentation provided by John Jay is not
sufficient to support the reasonableness of the consultant costs. Also, OJP
stated it will work with RFCUNY and John Jay to review the questioned
consultant costs and remedy as appropriate.

John Jay does not concur with our recommendation and stated in its
response that it does not feel the costs are questionable based on analysis
and explanations prepared by the Principal Investigators that it provided with
its response.

We reviewed the documentation provided by John Jay with its response and,
as OJP stated in its response, determined it is not sufficient to support the
reasonableness of the consultant costs charged to the awards.

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that the
amounts paid to the consultants were reasonable for the services provided.

Ensure that John Jay adhere to and monitor compliance with written
policies for commencing contracted services.

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. OJP stated in its
response that it will coordinate with RFCUNY and John Jay to obtain
documentation that written policies are adhered to and compliance is
monitored.

John Jay concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that
the Research Foundation of the City University of New York implemented an
online Contract Manager system in 2017 that will prompt justification when
work has commenced prior to a contract being in place.
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This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that John Jay
is monitoring compliance with written policies and procedures related to
commencing contracted services.

Ensure that John Jay implement policies and procedures to obtain
information, such as detailed invoices and time and effort reports to:
(1) monitor the reasonableness of daily and hourly rates included in
consultant billings, and (2) manage compliance with required
approvals for sole source consultant rates that exceed limits set by
OJP.

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. OJP stated in its
response that it will work with RFCUNY and John Jay to obtain its written
policies and procedures that incorporate the newly developed consultant
invoice template to ensure John Jay is monitoring the reasonableness of
consultant rates and compliance with approval of rates that exceed the OJP
threshold.

John Jay concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that
it has created an invoice template for consultants that details the dates and
description of services provided and the consultant’s rate.

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that
consultant invoices include adequate documentation of daily and hourly rates
and that John Jay is managing compliance with OJP requirements related to
consultant rates.

Ensure that John Jay adhere to requirements and internal policies
related to submitting timely requests for conference approvals and
post event reporting as well as entering into conference-related
contracts.

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. OJP stated in its
response that it will work with RFCUNY and John Jay to ensure adherence
with written policies and procedures related to timely conference approval
requests and post event reporting as well as entering into conference-related
contracts.

John Jay concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that
it has developed a quick reference sheet in addition to the policy in place for
use by project staff responsible for event planning. John Jay also has
implemented new internal procedures to ensure timely delivery of required
reports.

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that John Jay
is adhering to written policies and procedures related to conferences.
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10.

Ensure that John Jay maintain documentation to support the actual
conference costs reported on post event reports and implement
procedures to ensure reports reconcile to documentation.

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation. OJP stated in its
response that it will coordinate with RFCUNY and John Jay to obtain written
policies and procedures to ensure documentation to support actual
conference costs is maintained and the reports reconcile to the
documentation.

John Jay concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response that
it has worked with OJP’s Office of the Chief Financial Officer to improve
conference expenses tracking.

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that John Jay
has implemented policies and procedures to ensure accurate post event
reports are submitted to OJP and documentation is maintained to support the
actual costs reported.
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The Department of Justice Office of the Inspector General (DOJ OIG) is a
statutorily created independent entity whose mission is to detect and deter
waste, fraud, abuse, and misconduct in the Department of Justice, and to
promote economy and efficiency in the Department’s operations.

To report allegations of waste, fraud, abuse, or misconduct regarding DOJ
programs, employees, contractors, grants, or contracts please visit or call the
DOJ OIG Hotline at oig.justice.gov/hotline or (800) 869-4499.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, Northwest
Suite 4760
Washington, DC 20530 0001

Website Twitter YouTube
oig.justice.gov | @JusticeOIG JusticeOIG
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