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Executive Summary  
Review  of  the  Office  of  Justice  Programs’  Efforts  to Address  Challenges  in  
Administering  the  Crime  Victims  Fund Programs  

Introduction 

The Crime Victims Fund (CVF) serves as a major funding 
source for victim services throughout the country. In 
fiscal year (FY) 2015, Congress more than tripled, from 
$750 million to nearly $2.4 billion, the annual amount of 
CVF funds available to support crime victims and 
enhance the provision of victim services through grants 
awarded by the Department of Justice Office of Justice 
Programs (OJP).  By FY 2018, Congress had increased 
the annual amount available for distribution to over $4.4 
billion. These increases provide additional support to the 
crime victim community, but also present management 
challenges for OJP as well as the grantees—states and 
territories—that receive the bulk of these awards.  These 
grantees are responsible for distributing CVF funds to 
eligible recipients, adhering to all grant requirements 
and conditions, and monitoring recipients of pass-
through funding. 

Since 2016, the OIG has issued nearly 50 CVF-related 
audits.  Those audits primarily focused on individual 
State programs and OJP’s administration of CVF grants 
on a state-by-state basis.  This review identifies cross-
cutting issues from that body of oversight work as well 
as some promising practices by States in managing CVF 
funding.  This review also assesses systemic issues 
facing CVF grant administration and evaluates how OJP 
has addressed programmatic issues that the OIG has 
identified in prior audits. 

Results in Brief 

We found OJP has helped States achieve the objectives 
of CVF grant programs and address challenges that they 
have faced. However, we also identified several ways in 
which these efforts fall short and are concerned that any 
shortcomings in OJP oversight may be exacerbated as a 
result of reduced staffing in an environment where the 
amount of CVF grant funding has substantially 
increased.  While OJP has enhanced its CVF grant 
oversight efforts, recent OIG work has shown there are 
several ways OJP can further clarify for grantees the 
requirements for managing CVF awards, work with the 
States on strategies for selecting and monitoring CVF 
grant subrecipients, and advance its own monitoring for 
these awards. 

Review Results 

The review identified several difficulties States faced in 
implementing and administering CVF grant awards. 

Managing Substantially Increased Award Amounts 

We found that some States struggled to implement an 
efficient assistance grant allocation strategy given the 
recent substantial increases in CVF funding, uncertainty 
as to future annual award amounts, and capacity 
constraints for some direct victim-service providers. 

Appropriately Spending Awards within Deadlines 

Statutory deadlines provide CVF grantees 3 years after 
the award year to spend the funds.  We found that some 
States, due to the substantial funding increases that 
they received, still had large grant award balances in the 
months just prior to the award expiration deadline.  In 
our view, this increased the risk of both wasteful 
spending and the States being forced to return unspent 
funds that were not applied to serve victims as intended. 

Understanding Spending Requirements 

We found that CVF grant recipients struggled with both 
adhering to well-established grant expenditure 
requirements, as well as discerning the expectations 
outlined in some ambiguous and evolving criteria 
specific to CVF funds. 

Accounting for and Supporting Compensation 

States commonly experienced challenges in completing 
the victim compensation certification form, which drives 
the compensation grant amounts States receive in 
subsequent years.  Additionally, certain States did not 
maintain records that clearly supported their approval 
and calculation of individual claims reimbursed with CVF 
funds. 

Reporting Award Activity 

States experienced difficulty in understanding financial 
reporting expectations, especially for compensation 
grants.  States also experienced myriad challenges in 
preparing and completing reports designed to capture 
performance.  Thus, we found that these reporting tools 
may not be entirely accurate reflections of recipient 
activity funded by the CVF awards. 
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Executive  Summary  
Review  of  the  Office  of  Justice  Programs’  Efforts  to Address  Challenges  in  
Administering  the  Crime  Victims  Fund Programs  

Monitoring Assistance Grant Subrecipients 

We found that States also experienced challenges in 
assessing risk, designing monitoring strategies, and 
achieving effective oversight of subawardees, especially 
as the number of subrecipients and the total award 
amounts have grown. 

Recommendations 

Based on the work of this review and recent CVF grant 
audits, we make 14 recommendations in this report to 
improve OJP’s administration of the CVF programs. 

OJP agreed with all our recommendations. 
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REVIEW OF THE OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS’ EFFORTS TO 
ADDRESS CHALLENGES IN ADMINISTERING THE CRIME 

VICTIMS FUND PROGRAMS 

INTRODUCTION 

Established by the Victims of Crime Act of 1984 (VOCA), the Crime Victims 
Fund (CVF) serves as a major funding source for victim services throughout the 
country.1 Deposits to the CVF derive from offenders convicted of federal crimes, 
not from taxpayers, and support programs that aid victims and survivors of crime.  
The total amount of funds available from the CVF each year depends upon the 
amount of deposits to the fund made during the preceding years and limits set by 
Congress. Each year, Congress places a cap on the amount of CVF funds available 
for obligation with the purpose of maintaining the CVF as a stable source of support 
for future services. As shown in Figure 1, the CVF cap for Fiscal Year (FYs) 2011 
through 2014 remained between $700 and $750 million; however, in FY 2015, 
Congress more than tripled the amount of CVF funds available for distribution, and 
increases to the cap were sustained through FY 2018. The purpose of the recent 
funding increase was to support crime victim service providers in addressing long-
standing victim needs and enhancing their services to victims. 

Figure 1 

CVF Cap Amounts, in Millions 
FYs 2011 — 2018 
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1 34 U.S.C. 20101 
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The  Department of Justice (DOJ) Office  of Justice Programs (OJP)  is  
responsible for distributing  CVF funds among pro gram areas  in  accordance  with the  
statutory requirements  authorized by the VOCA.  Of the CVF amounts made  
available each year through the cap,  much  of this  funding supports two formula 
grant programs  in each state and territory  which are  run by  respective State  
Administering Agencies (States).2   As the  office  responsible for  administering the  
CVF  program, OJP  is  charged with managing the award process, overseeing the CVF  
awards, and providing  clear guidance to recipients on the  appropriate use of funds.  
The State recipients  in turn are responsible for distributing CVF funds to eligible  
recipients, adhering to all  grant requirements and conditions, and monitoring  
recipients of pass-through funding.  The  large CVF award amounts  since FY 2015, 
combined with uncertainty  regarding future CVF allotments, have presented unique  
challenges for both the granting agency and grantees.  

Background  

The  CVF holds the criminal fines, forfeited bail bonds, penalty fees, and  
special assessments of convicted federal offenders collected by U.S. Attorneys’  
Offices,  U.S. Courts,  and the  Federal  Bureau of Prisons.   OJP annually  calculates 
distribution amounts for proceeds from the  CVF  in accordance with the  VOCA  
requirements.  By statute, each year  OJP and  its Office for Victims of Crime  (OVC) 
use the  CVF to fund  four  broad-ranging  purpose areas, as detailed in Figure  2.  

 

                                                           
2   VOCA victim assistance formula awards are awarded to all states and territories, including  

Northern  Mariana Islands, Guam,  and  American  Samoa.  Similarly, all states, the District of Columbia,  
the U.S. Virgin  Islands, and Puerto Rico receive  victim compensation formula awards.  While the state  
administering agencies are also known by the acronym SAA, we generally refer  to all the CVF formula  
grant recipients as “States” throughout this report.  
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Figure 2 

CVF Distributions, FY 2018 
 

 

 

Set-Asides.  Portions of the CVF support certain 
purposes relating to victims, which are calculated 
off the top of the total amount available under the 
CVF cap.  These set-asides include funding to the 
Office on Violence Against Women (OVW), a new 
set-aside for tribal victim services, victim-witness 
specialists and coordinators, prosecution of child 
abuse and neglect cases under the Children’s 
Justice Act, and the Victim Notification System, 
established to provide federal crime victims the 
status of investigations and criminal charges. 

Victim Compensation.a  OJP awards these grants 
to each State according to a formula based on 60 
percent of the amount paid from State funds for 
eligible compensation claims 2 years prior.  
Compensation payments reimburse victims and 
survivors for expenses stemming from criminal 
victimization.  Eligible expenses result from 
compensable crimes and can include costs 
associated with medical treatment and counseling, 
loss of wages, and funeral expenses. 

 

 

a  States may use up to 5 percent of Victim Compensation and Victim Assistance grants for costs 
relating to administering these awards. 

Source:  VOCA Statute and OJP 

Discretionary.  OJP awards CVF discretionary 
grants to enhance the quality and accessibility of 
services for victims and to improve the capabilities 
of victim service providers and other professionals 
who work with victims.  Each year, OVC identifies 
priorities and funds initiatives to support national 
demonstration projects, as well as training and 
assistance for victim service providers.  Examples 
include hospital-based programs, pilot techniques 
for law enforcement interactions with victims, and 
aid for children affected by the opioid crisis. 

Victim Assistance.a  With these grants, States 
provide pass-through funding to providers of direct 
services for victims of crime.  Such assistance can 
include crisis intervention, emergency shelter, 
transportation, legal assistance, and crisis 
counseling.  The size of each State’s Victim 
Assistance award is based upon its relative 
population and the amount of CVF funding available 
after distribution to the other programs above. 
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Among the four award categories, victim compensation and victim assistance  
grants to gether receive the majority of  the CVF funding.  For these two CVF formula 
grant programs, the  OVC has awarded nearly $10 billion since FY 2015.   The victim  
assistance  program  is the largest program funded by CVF, because it receives all  
amounts available from the CVF cap each year o nce the other purpose areas  
designated by VOCA have been allocated.   The assistance awards have  had  the  
largest increases in funding since FY  2015.   As shown by Figure 3,  in FY  2015, the  
available funding for victim assistance grants more than quadrupled from  
approximately  $455  million to $1.96 billion, and by FY 2018,  this amount had 
increased to over $3.3 billion.  

Figure  3  

FY 2014-2018  Formula Grant Totals,  in Millions  
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Note:  Victim  compensation  award amounts have remained more consistent because they  
are driven by a  formula dependent on State payout amounts, whereas the victim assistance  
awards are driven  by  a population-based formula and  also receive all remaining funds  
available after the other  CVF  program areas are allocated.  

Although  States have  significant discretion  on how to use victim  assistance  
and victim  compensation  awards, States  must  comply with  certain  program  rules  
and restrictions.  VOCA  sets the criteria under which these awards are made  and  
outlines the distribution of funding,  the  purposes for which the grants may be used,  
and eligibility of recipients.   CVF discretionary  and formula  grants  are  also  regulated  
by the DOJ Grants Financial  Guide, as well  as  the Uniform Administrative  
Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal Awards (Uniform  

4  



 

 

   
  

    
   

 
 

 

  
      

   
   

  
    

   
 

    
  

  
      

      
  

 

   

       
      

      
   

    
     

     
  

    
        

      
 

  
   

   
       

                                                           
   

   
   

   

Guidance).3 To implement the VOCA victim compensation program, OVC published 
Final Guidelines (Compensation Guidelines) in 2001.  Similarly, for the VOCA victim 
assistance program, OVC published Final Program Guidelines in 1997 (Assistance 
Guidelines), and offered an update to those guidelines via a 2016 Final Rule 
(Assistance Final Rule), which codified and updated the existing Assistance 
Guidelines to reflect changes in OVC policy, needs of the crime victim services field, 
and VOCA itself. 

The OVC’s State Compensation and Assistance Division (SCAD) administers 
the CVF formula grants, helping to guide the States through the award process, 
reviewing reported information, and monitoring performance under the awards. 
SCAD personnel are also responsible for overseeing and monitoring the CVF 
discretionary awards supporting training and technology for the States, while 
responsibility for the smaller portfolio of other discretionary grants made by OVC to 
serve emerging needs rests with other grant managers across OVC. Given that 
OVC is an office within OJP, OJP shares responsibility for other aspects of CVF grant 
administration. For example, in addition to calculating the allocations for VOCA 
programs, OJP’s Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO) is responsible for 
providing financial management training and technical assistance to grant recipients 
and for monitoring compliance with the fiscal aspects of the CVF grants.  OJP also 
provides legal support to OVC through its Office of the General Counsel (OGC), 
facilitates training to grantees, and hosts grant management and reporting 
systems. 

OIG Review Approach 

From January 2016 through July 2019, the Department of Justice Office of 
the Inspector General (OIG) has released a total of 48 CVF-related audits, 
including: 17 victim assistance grant audits, 10 victim compensation grant audits, 
7 audits of both grant programs together, 5 victim assistance subrecipient grant 
audits, 8 CVF discretionary grant audits, and 1 risk assessment audit on the CVF 
grant programs (September 2017 audit).4 Considering the extent of this oversight 
work, the objectives of this review were to: (1) assess systemic issues facing CVF 
grant administration and (2) evaluate actions OJP has taken to ameliorate 
programmatic issues identified through OIG work. The prior CVF audit results, 
including the OIG’s observations of the States and their subrecipients during field 
visits, further informed this review. This review also assessed governing policy, 
informational materials, and training available to the CVF grantees, while analyzing 
various State-specific reports, ranging from performance under the awards to 
spending figures.  We also discussed CVF program activities with responsible DOJ 
officials, including all OVC grant managers and supervisors responsible for CVF 
grant programs, as well as officials from OJP’s OCFO, OGC, and Office of Audit, 

3 2 C.F.R. Part 200. 
4 These audits can be found on the OIG website at https://oig.justice.gov/reports/ojp-

ext.htm.  See also Appendix 2 for a list of completed OIG audits specific to the victim compensation 
and victim assistance grant programs as of July 2019. 

5 
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Assessment, and Management.  Additionally, we interviewed personnel from the 
Training and Technical Assistance Center (TTAC) available to the CVF grantees. 

The scope of this review generally covers FYs 2014 through 2018.  Because 
the formula grants together constitute the largest portion of the CVF distribution, 
we focused our work primarily on these grant programs, although this review 
includes discussion of certain discretionary awards.5 

5 For additional information on the objectives, scope, and methodology of this review, see 
Appendix 1. 
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REVIEW RESULTS 

Program Achievements and Noteworthy Responses to the CVF Funding 
Increase 

States have used the increased CVF grants awarded to them by the 
Department to enhance support for existing victim services, and also to fund new 
areas and initiatives to support crime victims.  We found States used a variety of 
methods to assess needs and identify service gaps in their respective locations.  In 
response to the substantial increase in funding, certain States recognized the need 
to adapt their existing practices and sought new ways to deploy the additional 
funds to reach victims that had been historically underserved. 

Planned Initiatives after Increase in CVF Funding 

Recognizing the opportunities increased funding offered to serve additional 
crime victims, remedy long-standing challenges, address staffing issues, and 
support new programs, OVC required each State to submit with its FY 2015 victim 
assistance grant application a statement detailing how it planned to support 
additional direct service needs and whether the State planned to: (1) make 
subawards to new subrecipients, (2) increase awards to existing subrecipients, or 
(3) both. OVC also requested that States provide a plan for monitoring their 
subawards.  OVC further required States to detail how they planned to spend their 
increased administrative funds, in particular on efforts to improve data collection to 
ensure the States were able to report performance to the OVC.6 

While States exhibited varying degrees of effectiveness in responding to the 
significant funding increase, many States sought to assess victim needs to at least 
some extent as they determined how to allocate the newly available funding. 
States used various means to identify the needs unique to their locations. Many 
States indicated in their spending plans to OJP that they had surveyed and led 
strategic meetings with advocates and victim services experts to identify victim 
needs or service gaps in order to make informed funding decisions. 

We reviewed the FY 2015 preliminary plans States submitted to OVC and 
found that States planned to use the increase in funding to improve existing victim 
assistance services and expand services in a range of areas.  Some States looked to 
expand services in rural areas, provide civil legal support, and fund human 
trafficking-focused programs, while others noted the desire to fund transitional 
housing, hospital-based programs, and services for Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, and 
Transgender (LGBTQ) victims. Several States also cited limited availability of 
sexual assault nurse exams (SANE) due to a shortage of qualified nurses, and they 
reported plans to provide training for more SANE nurses to improve the accessibility 
and geographic coverage for these services. 

6 States received a corresponding increase in administrative funds, a portion of which OVC 
expected States to use for enhancing their data collection efforts in order to comply with updated CVF 
performance measurement requirements. 
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With regard to the 5 percent of victim assistance and victim compensation 
awards that States are permitted to put towards administrative use, States 
reported planning to make technological and infrastructure improvements and pay 
for needed equipment, furniture, and transportation, in addition to sustaining 
support for salaries, training, and travel.  Some States planned to hire more staff, 
including grant monitors to oversee subrecipients and administrative personnel to 
assist with reporting requirements. Some States also mentioned using 
administrative funds to purchase electronic grants processing systems or develop a 
reporting tool to improve their efforts to meet program performance reporting 
requirements. 

Certain States adjusted their subaward processes to allow them to better 
respond to the CVF funding increase to support a diverse array of projects and 
populations. For example: 

• Missouri convened a committee to identify potential new applicants and 
victim service needs, adjusted its subrecipient award process to account for 
the needs of these new applicants, and increased its subgrant amounts to 
enhance victim services. 

• Maryland conducted a needs assessment and used the increase in funding to 
expand projects that assisted underrepresented populations.  Maryland also 
provided larger subgrants on a 2-year (instead of a 1-year) performance 
basis, which permitted subrecipients to plan ahead and secure staffing. 
Maryland elected to use administrative funds to buy case management and 
data analysis software. 

• Massachusetts likewise reassessed victim services needs and hosted public 
crime victim forums to identify a number of projects such as expanding 
emergency legal aid, funding police department civilian advocates, and 
targeting services for limited English proficient and LGBTQ victims. 
Massachusetts also identified in its spending plan a desire to support 
subrecipient databases, a statewide crisis line, and tribal domestic and sexual 
violence programs with its additional funding. 

• Georgia performed an informal needs assessment in 2013, which helped 
inform its funding allocation strategy for FY 2015. Georgia decided to use 
the increase in funding to expand crime victim shelter capacity, rural 
counseling services, legal aid, transportation assistance, emergency financial 
assistance, and therapy services. 

• Arkansas conducted in 2015 two needs assessment surveys—one of service 
providers it had previously funded, and another of service providers, 
survivors, and other interested individuals. Arkansas developed its plan for 
the increased funding to address the service needs and gaps identified by 
these surveys. Additionally, in response to the significant funding increase 
beginning in FY 2015, Arkansas issued additional solicitations specifically 
focusing on underserved and targeted areas. 
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State-level Examples of Successful or Innovative Implementation 

In general, our audits observed several consistent characteristics of 
successfully implemented victim assistance and victim compensation programs. 
First, States that had well-established, written policies guiding federal grant 
administration tended to have fewer issues of concern identified by OIG audits. 
Second, States with well-implemented programs had careful record-keeping as well 
as strong financial controls to track CVF-related expenditures.  Third, coordination 
between State personnel responsible for administering both the victim assistance 
and victim compensation programs resulted in: (1) better program awareness, 
(2) identification of resources available to victims, and (3) matching of eligible 
victims with appropriate services and benefits.  For example, Virginia had a 
dedicated Training and Outreach Coordinator responsible for victim compensation 
outreach and education across the state.  As “the face of the fund,” this individual 
developed relationships with law enforcement agencies, shelters, homeless service 
systems, and other direct service providers and maintained regular contact with 
Virginia’s victim assistance program, which helped effectively connect victims to 
resources. 

Specific to the victim assistance grants, States with well-implemented 
programs had established plans and tools to monitor subgrants effectively and 
ensured subrecipients had clear guidance on allowable uses of the funds. 
Characteristics of effective monitoring included open channels for a State to receive 
and address questions from subrecipients, in-person visits, and other live 
discussions (such as conference calls or trainings).  Additionally, a requirement that 
subrecipients submit support for at least a portion of reimbursement requests 
lessened the risk of unallowable spending, and thus we find this to be a best 
practice. Several States implemented promising approaches with their CVF 
funding, as featured in Figure 4. 
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Victim Assistance  

Figure 4  
OIG Featured Approaches to  CVF Implementation  

Victim Compensation  

• Dynamic hiring in recognition of increased monitoring 
responsibilities, through additional grant management 
staff (GA) and new positions on a contract basis to 
maintain flexibility (MD) 

• Assignment of dedicated resources to address financial 
audit findings (WI) 

• Electronic subaward tracking system to streamline 
oversight of subrecipients, and vetting and ranking of 
subrecipients into risk categories for monitoring (DE) 

• Comprehensive financial and programmatic subrecipient 
monitoring procedures, desk reviews, and site visits (CT, 
MO) 

• Subrecipient reimbursement process that only allows 
requests that were in approved budget categories and 
did not exceed the allocated amounts for each cost 
category, as documented in the State’s subgrant 
management system (MD) 

• At the end of 1-year subaward periods, inclusion of 
unused allocated funds into available pool of funds for 
new subawards (AR) 

• Public awareness campaigns 
through printed bilingual 
material, outreach at 
university and trauma 
centers and the assistance 
grant administering agency 
(WA) 

• Negotiated rates with health 
care providers for specific 
services and for those 
without health insurance, in 
order to control costs (VA, 
DE) 

• Robust electronic case 
management and claims 
tracking systems with the 
capacity to maintain all 
relevant documents (VA) 

• Process to maintain thorough 
documentation in support of 
claims paid, such as lost 
wage calculations (NJ) 

Source: OIG audit teams 

State CVF Program Challenges 

Although the increases in available CVF funding afforded States greater 
opportunities to aid and compensate crime victims, OIG audits have identified 
several challenges that States encountered administering these programs.  While 
some issues were unique, we identified several cross-cutting and recurring issues.  
These include challenges in interpreting CVF award policy and criteria, 
understanding the record-keeping requirements, adhering to grant requirements for 
expenditures, and appropriately reporting to OJP activity under these awards. With 
respect to the victim assistance program in particular, many States also faced 
difficulty in determining how to appropriately spend the large and unpredictable 
amounts made available to them and to monitor the thousands of CVF subrecipients 
across the United States. 

Award Amounts and Limitations on Spending Periods 

The combination of both the substantial increase in available CVF funding, 
coupled with fixed spending deadlines, produced spending and oversight challenges 
for States. The amount of funds available for distribution each year depends upon 

10 



 

 

     
         

        
      

 
     

     
      

    
       
      

   
   

   
       

      
    

  
 

    
 

 
   

   
 

 
    

     
     

  
      

 
   
   

                                                           
     

  

  
   

    
   

    
  

 

both the total deposits into the CVF during the preceding years and the limits set by 
Congress. While the CVF received more than $16 billion in deposits from 2011 
through 2017, the annual CVF deposits have varied significantly because they are 
derived from criminal penalties, enforcement actions, and settlements. For 
example, while deposits to the fund totaled nearly $6.6 billion in FY 2017, for 
FY 2018, only $445 million was deposited into the fund. 

Recognizing that deposits can fluctuate, Congress has placed an annual cap 
on funds that are available for obligation from the CVF each year since FY 2000, 
thereby maintaining the fund as a stable source of support for future crime victim 
services. Under this process, after Congress establishes the annual funding cap, 
OJP first allocates CVF funding to set-asides for specific purposes defined in the 
VOCA statute and in the proviso establishing the annual CVF obligation cap.7 

Second, OJP allots 5 percent of the remaining amount to support competitive OVC 
discretionary awards, per the VOCA statute.  Third, of the CVF amount remaining 
after the set-aside and discretionary deductions, OJP makes available up to half for 
victim compensation awards.  Lastly, OJP uses all remaining funds to support victim 
assistance awards, which have received the majority of CVF funds in recent years.8 

States must formally apply for victim compensation and victim assistance grants 
even though award amounts are contingent on formulas calculated by OJP, and OJP 
does not award the formula grants until Congress expresses concurrence with its 
spending plan. 

This multi-faceted CVF distribution and budgeting approval process, 
contingent on different factors, has resulted in OJP awarding formula grants 
towards the end of each fiscal year.  Moreover, while the grant funds do not 
become actually available until the end of the fiscal year, OJP awards the grants 
with a start date of October 1 of the prior calendar year—the first day of the fiscal 
year in which the award was made. For example, OJP did not make funding 
available for FY 2018 awards until August 2018, but these awards had start dates of 
October 1, 2017, the first day of FY 2018. This is significant because, under the 
VOCA statute, formula grant funds must be expended within 4 years, including the 
year in which the award was made. Thus, while it is permissible for States to use 
new grant funding retroactively to cover expenses incurred since the beginning of 
the fiscal year, the total period of time in which States have knowledge as to the 
amount of funds available for spending and access to these funds is closer to three 

7 OJP also allocates some funding to its Management and Administrative costs, as discussed 
further in the Monitoring Efforts and Capacity section of this report. 

8 OJP makes available for victim compensation awards up to 47.5 percent of the cap amount 
remaining after the initial set-aside allocations. Victim compensation award amounts are determined 
by statutory formula (based on 60 percent of the amount of certified state-funded payouts to victims 
two years prior); therefore, these awards typically total much less than the 47.5 percent available. 
The VOCA statute provides that the unused portion of the annual compensation allocation can be 
added to the amount available for victim assistance awards—which has resulted in far greater totals 
funding the assistance program, when compared with the compensation program. 
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years and not the four years contemplated by VOCA.9 After this time, States must 
return any remaining unobligated sums to the CVF. 

Spending Rates 

The recent annual increases approved by Congress in the CVF cap amount 
impacted the victim assistance awards most dramatically.  Funding levels for victim 
assistance awards more than quadrupled from a total of approximately $455 million 
in FY 2014 to $1.96 billion in FY 2015.  This total has remained elevated since that 
time, with $2.22 billion awarded in FY 2016, $1.85 billion in FY 2017, and $3.33 
billion in 2018. 

OVC’s solicitation for the FY 2015 and subsequent victim assistance awards 
required States to generally describe efforts to identify needs and how subawards 
would be made; however, OVC was not prescriptive in this requirement, and OVC 
officials told us that they deliberately did not provide guidance to States on what to 
include in the spending plans.  OVC said that the spending plans were only meant 
to provide background and describe the areas where States would direct their focus 
in light of the funding increases.  Despite the requirement to have at least a 
rudimentary victim assistance spending plan, we found many States did not fully 
adjust to the influx of funding through robust efforts to identify needs, or 
reassessments of their subaward processes.  Several States had challenges in 
spending and overseeing the increases in funding within the constraints of the 
VOCA program deadlines.10 

According to State victim assistance and victim compensation payment 
history reports, as of February 2018, many States had substantial balances 
remaining from their FY 2015 awards, while some had not even begun to draw 
down FY 2015 funds even though the funds were to expire in September 2018.  
Specifically, we found that for the FY 2015 awards, States collectively had nearly 
$48 million for victim compensation and $599 million in victim assistance award 
funds that remained to be drawn down as of February 2018. We identified these 
substantial remaining balances as a concern to OJP at the time. The large balances 
presented competing concerns, particularly for the assistance awards. On the one 
hand, States with large balances that did not have effective spend plans could seek 
to draw down these funds too quickly to meet the impending expiration deadline, 
presenting the risk of ineffective or wasteful use.  Alternatively, the failure to 
appropriately and effectively distribute the remaining millions of dollars in funds 
would mean that money intended to assist crime victims would instead be returned 
to the CVF. 

In June 2018, we discussed evolving CVF spending trends with OJP officials 
who said that they believed States were well aware of program spending deadlines. 
These officials also cited a June 2018 order issued by the OJP Assistant Attorney 

9 The time period of availability is further impacted in States, such as Florida, that require 
state legislature authorization prior to spending CVF funds. 

10 Based on our analysis of FY 2015 State spending plans, these challenges did not correlate 
to the relative comprehensiveness of the States’ spending plans. 
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General and the Office of Audit, Assessment, and Management to OJP employees 
entitled Award Competition, Continuations, Period of Performance, and No Cost 
Extensions.  This order reiterated the period of performance under VOCA awards 
and noted that OVC added a special condition to FY 2017 victim assistance awards 
reminding States that VOCA funds were only available during the federal fiscal year 
of the award, plus the following 3 fiscal years. 

By the close of the FY 2015 award period, which took place at the end of 
September 2018, OJP records showed that of the nearly $600 million in FY 2015 
assistance funding that remained to be drawn down as of February 2018, States 
ultimately had drawn down close to $537 million—or over one quarter of their total 
FY 2015 assistance award amounts—in the last portion of the award period.  
Consequently approximately $63 million of the $600 million that had remained as of 
February 2018 remained as a balance as of April 2019.11 

Given spending data for FY 2016 and FY 2017 awards, we anticipate that 
States will continue to experience challenges in spending the full award amounts 
within the award periods. Payment histories for the FY 2016 assistance awards 
indicated that, as of April 2019, the States collectively had about 37 percent in 
balances remaining for awards that will expire in September 2019.  Further, for the 
FY 2017 assistance awards, as of April 2019, 12 states had not begun to draw down 
their funds, and all States collectively had a balance of 80 percent on their FY 2017 
assistance awards, presenting the same set of challenges that we identified in 
February 2018 with regard to the FY 2015 awards. Figure 5 depicts victim 
assistance amounts initially awarded compared to balances at two points in time 
during the award periods, February 2018 and April 2019. 

11 This analysis takes into account the 3-month award closeout liquidation period that follows 
the award end date, during which time grantees may finish drawing down funds as reimbursement for 
obligations incurred prior to the award end date. The majority of the remaining balance returned to 
the CVF because the States did not spend this funding before the close of the awards. As of May 
2019, we found that there were seven States that still had award balances that OJP had not 
deobligated. 
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Figure 5 

Amounts Remaining on FY 2015-2017 Victim Assistance Awards, 
in millions 
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Source: OJP data, based on payment history reports, provided as of February 2018 and April 2019 

Note: We focused our spending analysis on the victim assistance program, as the spending in this 
program is subject to greater variability, and the State recipients of the FY 2015 compensation awards 
ultimately drew down over 99 percent of their compensation funding, with only about $2 million 
returning to the CVF. 

Factors Affecting State Spending 

Several factors contributed to States not spending CVF formula funds within 
program deadlines. We found many States have identified unmet needs and 
expressed a desire to spend the available funding, although certain aspects of the 
VOCA program—particularly the dynamics of the funding cap and the statutory 
deadline—hampered some States in effectively expending their funds. 

First, given that neither OJP nor the States anticipated the significant 
increase in CVF funding beginning with the FY 2015 award cycle, both OJP and the 
States had limited time to prepare for a program of a much larger scale. OJP 
officials said that “the drastic FY 2015 funding increase was a surprise to all, 
including OJP,” and that they received very little notice about this significant 
increase in available funding until the end of the fiscal year, when OJP traditionally 
makes its grant awards. State officials echoed that they were not fully prepared to 
manage such a significant increase in funding within the limitations on the 
performance period. Accordingly, States experienced limited time to prepare for 
the significantly larger CVF awards, particularly in the FY 2015 award cycle. 

A second significant factor contributing to lags in State formula spending was 
the uncertainty regarding future CVF cap amounts.  Because States were unsure 
whether the increase in funding would be sustained beyond FY 2015, States 
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hesitated to spend all their newly awarded funds, particularly on any efforts that 
would have required multi-year support. For example, state administrators told us 
that they were reluctant to hire new employees, which limited the number of state 
personnel available to administer and oversee the victim assistance programs. The 
uncertainty of future funding also affected how some States decided to make 
subrecipient awards. Many States appeared to hold off awarding increased funds to 
mitigate the effects of a potential “rainy day” scenario in the future with lower CVF 
awards. For example, Maryland’s 2015 subaward application announcement 
explained that while the unexpectedly large increase in the CVF cap presented an 
opportunity to improve victim assistance services, “the ongoing unknown is 
whether increased funding will be sustained or if it will represent a one-time 
windfall.”  Maryland’s announcement further explained: 

“While we hope for sustained levels of funding, without this 
information we must provide increases conservatively to sub-recipients. 
Continuation funding will be higher, but we want to ensure funding is 
sustainable to sub-recipients for upcoming years […].” 

This was a common sentiment echoed by a number of States. New 
Hampshire’s spending plan reserved some funding for future years instead of 
spending all its FY 2015 increase.  Similarly, West Virginia’s spending plan cited 
caution in funding new programs because it did not want to fund unsustainable job 
positions. South Dakota also noted that it would be distributing funds 
conservatively during the first year following the cap increase because it did not 
know whether funding was going to remain at FY 2015 levels. Moreover, we note 
that guidance available to the States in spring 2019 indicated that the total CVF 
funding for distribution would be declining, but still significantly higher than the 
FY 2014 levels, with a cap of $3.353 billion for FY 2019, and a proposed cap of $2.3 
billion for FY 2020. 

We found subrecipient capacity to be a third factor that affected States’ 
ability to expend funds.  In some instances, States experienced difficulty in finding 
eligible subrecipients able to provide the necessary services at the volumes needed.  
Several State spending plans cited difficulties in identifying subrecipients that both 
met the program requirements and could readily assist victim populations identified 
through needs assessments, such as victims from rural areas. Delaware, Hawaii, 
and American Samoa, for example, reported having a limited number of victim 
service providers eligible to receive subawards. Other States noted capacity 
constraints related to direct service provider staffing, including limited numbers of 
trained professionals qualified to perform victim services.  For example, Ohio noted 
a lack of qualified nurses that could perform sexual assault exams. Many 
subrecipients also noted that to provide additional victim services with the 
increased funding, they would need to hire additional staff, an action they were 
reluctant to undertake considering that the increase in funding may not be 
sustained.  Similarly, some subrecipients said they would need to build or modify 
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existing facilities to increase the number of victims they could serve, but program 
regulations generally restrict the use of CVF funds to pay for construction costs.12 

Additionally, for a variety of reasons some subrecipients experienced delays 
in implementing a project or otherwise did not request reimbursements in a timely 
manner, causing them to deviate from approved or expected subaward timelines.  
For example, a subrecipient could go out of business during the award period, 
resulting in funds unexpectedly being returned to the State.  Some subrecipients 
also underspent their awards and returned funding to the State. These situations 
resulted in secondary delays in spending at the State level. When a subrecipient 
returns unspent funds, the State must attempt to re-award the funds.  Further, if a 
subrecipient returns the funds close to the primary award deadline, the State must 
return the funds to the CVF. 

Risks Associated with Award Deadlines and Spending Patterns 

Given the multi-year award periods for the formula grants, States have more 
time to plan for and spend their FY 2016 and FY 2017 grants; however, the 
sustained increase in award amounts and current spending patterns indicate that 
the challenges the States have been encountering may be compounded as future 
fiscal years come to a close and each State continues to receive additional funding. 
Many states required most of the award period to spend the amounts provided in 
FY 2015, and they are only now turning to equally significant or even higher 
amounts provided in the subsequent fiscal years. As States approach the fixed 
award period deadlines with unprecedented funding levels, there is the possibility 
that States will not be able to distribute subsequent awards to benefit victims by 
respective award deadlines. Conversely, States may rush to spend formula funding 
before such funding expires.  This, in turn, increases the risk of ineffective or 
wasteful spending, especially if States do not take the time to vet potential 
subrecipients and follow their established subawarding procedures. 

Further, the significant increase in CVF funding, combined with the need to 
oversee a larger subaward universe, creates an environment where States may use 
the additional CVF funds to supplant, or replace, their own victim program funding. 
According to the Assistance Final Rule, CVF funds awarded to States may not be 
used to supplant state funds, although we have found indications of supplanting in 
one State, which is still under review at OJP. OJP officials acknowledged the higher 
risk of supplanting that accompanies the increased CVF funding and stated that 
they would continue monitoring this issue. 

Changes to achieve greater stability and predictability in CVF award amounts, 
along with provisions for extensions if States cannot expend awards responsibly 
within program deadlines may help OJP and the States overcome some of their 
implementation challenges and achieve CVF program results. We note there are 
several CVF program changes under consideration by DOJ and Congress, including 
a proposal to amend VOCA and extend the grant period by an additional 2 years.  

12 See further discussion on this issue in Unclear and Inconsistent CVF Expenditure Criteria 
below. 
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Additionally, other pending legislation proposes setting the CVF cap to no less than 
the average of 3 previous fiscal years’ deposits. The Department of Justice FY 2020 
Performance Budget proposes an automatic mandatory appropriation of $2.3 billion 
per year, while limiting CVF receipts at $2.5 billion.  Under this proposal, any 
additional receipts would be routed to the General Fund of the U.S. Treasury 
instead of to the CVF. 

States would also benefit from additional communication from OJP regarding 
the restrictions related to CVF formula award deadlines. Despite OJP’s efforts of 
both:  (1) requiring States to submit preliminary plans to help them prepare for the 
FY 2015 increased award amounts, and (2) analyzing State-level spending patterns 
monthly, we found the States nevertheless struggled to expend CVF awards within 
program deadlines.13 Considering the trends in award spending since the CVF cap 
increase, particularly the significant unspent balances remaining on the FY 2016 
and FY 2017 assistance awards, we believe OJP would benefit by enhancing its 
monitoring activities and providing States additional guidance in developing 
updated plans for responsibly distributing CVF funds to authorized recipients. We 
also recommend that OJP examine States’ spending data, comparatively analyze 
States’ spending plans and program execution, assess the causes for any State 
implementation delays, and apply the results of this review to assist States in 
developing and executing future spending plans. 

Unclear and Inconsistent CVF Expenditure Criteria 

All expenses charged to federal grants must be reasonable, allowable, 
supported, and properly allocated in compliance with grant requirements.  CVF 
formula grants must also comply with the requirements set forth in the DOJ Grants 
Financial Guide, the VOCA statute, Compensation and Assistance Guidelines, and 
Assistance Final Rule.  These requirements prohibit using CVF funds to pay for a 
variety of activities such as lobbying, research, fundraising, investigation, or 
prosecution of criminal activities. Despite these rules, our audits have found 
numerous instances where States or their subrecipients charged costs to their CVF 
grants that were expressly unallowable, including refreshments, and excessive 
rates for consultants and travel costs.  Our audits of victim compensation grants 
even identified payments for medical marijuana that a State had not adequately 
differentiated from other claims that could be paid with federal funds.14 We 
observed particular shortcomings in subrecipient knowledge about the types of 
allowable costs for victim assistance awards.  For example, at least one 
subrecipient we visited did not know the DOJ Grants Financial Guide existed, 
notwithstanding the fact that it had agreed to comply with this guide as a condition 
of its subaward. Given the large sums involved with the CVF formula grants, and 
the vast and multi-level scope of these national grant programs, OJP must ensure 

13 OJP also requires any States with unspent formula grant funds to describe the reasons why 
the funds were unspent as part of the grant closeout process. 

14 While medical marijuana is permissible under certain state laws, it is a banned substance 
under federal law. As a result, medical marijuana is an unallowable federal expenditure and cannot be 
paid with CVF grant funds. 
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that States and their subrecipients know the established rules to minimize the risk 
that these funds be expended on prohibited uses. 

Additionally, we found there are areas where the established guidance on 
allowable expenses for CVF grants is unclear, which has caused confusion for States 
and their subrecipients.  For example, although the Assistance Final Rule permits 
using CVF funds to pay for “any required minor building adaptions necessary to 
meet Department of Justice standards implementing the Americans with Disabilities 
Act and/or modifications that would improve the program’s ability to provide 
services to victim,” it nevertheless cites capital expenses, including construction, as 
expressly unallowable costs.15 Moreover, the DOJ Grants Financial Guide places 
special restrictions on construction costs. This discrepant guidance has resulted in 
several States having an unclear understanding about the extent to which CVF 
funds can be used to pay for construction costs needed to improve victim services 
and expand capacity to provide services. For example, one State spent over 
$30,000 to construct office and bedroom space at a domestic violence shelter and 
make computer network capital improvements. State officials did not consider 
these costs to be prohibited because the work did not add to the overall footprint of 
the building in question. This question was raised as early as August 2017, and 
during the 2018 VOCA Administrators Conference, DOJ officials announced that OJP 
is developing guidance to clarify the allowability of building modifications and 
capital improvements.  However, as of May 2019, OJP still has not published a clear 
answer on this topic.  The capacity constraints that some of the CVF direct service 
providers are facing, combined with the significant increases in available funding 
and the desire to serve more victims, necessitate a prompt and clear answer on this 
topic, especially given that some States report that existing shelters for crime 
victims are at full capacity. 

Criteria governing subrecipient indirect and overhead costs, as well as costs 
related to contracting and consulting, has evolved over time and remains unclear.  
The 1997 Assistance Guidelines previously prohibited subrecipients from using a 
majority of their VOCA funding for contracted services, which contained 
administrative, overhead, and other indirect costs included in an hourly or daily 
rate. Yet with the 2016 Assistance Final Rule, OVC made allowable indirect 
organizational costs at the subrecipient level by removing the provision that 
disallowed subrecipients from charging indirect costs to VOCA funds.16 However, 
while the Assistance Final Rule allows subrecipients to pay for contracted services, 
the rule itself only mentions contracting for specialized professional services such as 
psychological consultation, legal services, and interpreters.  Moreover, the 
Assistance Final Rule still expressly prohibits “salaries and expenses of 
management—salaries, benefits, fees, furniture, equipment, and other expenses of 
executive directors, board members, and other administrators (except as 

15 The Assistance Final Rule cites capital expenses as expressly unallowable subrecipient 
charges, including “construction (except as specifically allowed elsewhere in this subpart).” 

16 OVC’s Assistance Final Rule was part of an attempt to better align the CVF assistance 
program rules with the Uniform Guidance for federal awards. This regulation provides that federal 
awards should bear their fair share of costs, including reasonable, allocable, and allowable direct and 
indirect costs. 
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specifically allowed elsewhere […]).” We have found instances where States have 
nevertheless used CVF funds to support contracts for certain administrative 
functions.  Additionally other subrecipient expenses—such as security and 
technology upgrades—present questions on the extent to which subrecipients can 
use CVF funds to support costs that are not explicitly direct services, particularly 
when these expenditures benefit multiple awards or activities, but are paid 
exclusively with CVF funds. 

To improve the CVF grant recipients’ handling of their awards, we 
recommend that OJP enhance communication to the formula grant recipients, 
including the victim assistance subrecipients, regarding established grant rules that 
clearly govern what constitutes an allowable cost.  In addition, we recommend OJP 
better define and provide clarification on the allowability of expenses that have 
generated questions, to include building modifications, subrecipient non-service or 
indirect costs, and contracting costs. 

In addition, as noted previously, States can claim up to 5 percent of victim 
assistance and victim compensation awards to pay for related administrative 
expenses. Although this amount constitutes a small portion of the formula grants, 
we have identified significant areas of confusion relating to how States may spend 
the administrative allowance. Some States encountered difficulty with charging 
improper costs in non-payroll administrative categories, such as one State that 
erroneously charged food and beverage expenses, as well as nearly $2,000 in 
unallowable travel expenses for training.  We also found numerous States 
experienced issues relating to payroll costs at the State level: at least 10 of the 
States audited made improper personnel charges, applied an unreasonable 
methodology for charging State personnel costs to their CVF awards, or lacked 
appropriate support for these expenses. We believe many of the challenges 
relating to State administrative expenses derive from changes in criteria and 
interpretations governing these costs in recent years, as well as ambiguity in the 
criteria on the principles of allocation and the type of support required for these 
charges. 

Allocation of State Administrative Costs 

The DOJ Grants Financial Guide states that “where grant recipients work on 
multiple grant programs or cost activities, documentation must support a 
reasonable allocation or distribution of costs among specific activities or cost 
objectives.” However, we found that several States with agency missions that 
included non-victim related activities struggled to demonstrate a reasonable 
allocation of administrative charges to their CVF awards.17 For example, one State 
could not support how it allocated non-payroll administrative costs to its CVF 
grants.  Further, we found another State had overcharged CVF grants a 
disproportionate share of the state agency’s administrative expenses. 

17 OJP has always maintained that any activity not relating to serving crime victims should 
still be tracked separately and not supported with VOCA administrative funds. 
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In addition, there has been ambiguity in the guidance on what types of 
activities and programs can be supported with the CVF administrative funds. 
Although grantees, in general, may only charge to DOJ grants administrative 
expenses incurred in support of the DOJ grants themselves, the CVF grantees have 
been subject to evolving criteria and OJP interpretations in this area.  Specifically, 
the Assistance Guidelines, in effect since 1996, note that the administrative funds 
are provided only for administering “the VOCA victim assistance grant at the state 
grantee level.” Moreover, in June 2016, an OVC grant manager advised in 
response to an OIG audit inquiry that States could only use administrative funds to 
support VOCA-funded programs and not other federal or local grants even if such 
grants related to assisting crime victims. This OVC official further said that if the 
recipient used administrative funds to cover other office costs, the recipient had to 
prorate the costs based on the proportion of VOCA-specific activity in the office. 

However, the VOCA statute itself is broader and allows States to use their 
administrative portion for training purposes and to manage “the State crime victim 
assistance program receiving such sums.”18 In September 2017, OJP officials 
reported having reservations about whether CVF administrative funds should be 
limited to supporting only VOCA projects—given that VOCA was designed to support 
all victim-related efforts. Over the past several years, OJP has developed a more 
expansive interpretation of the allocation principle as it relates to CVF grants.  OJP 
officials posited that the phrase “state victim assistance program” could also mean 
that States can use CVF funds to support efforts not specifically related to VOCA 
grants, as long as the activity relates to victim services. Yet since that time, OJP 
has not provided final guidance or clarity reflecting a change in using VOCA funds to 
support non-VOCA victim services. 

Support for State Payroll Costs 

The criteria governing CVF awards regarding what constitutes sufficient 
support for payroll expenses is also not entirely consistent, as outlined in Table 1. 

18 The Assistance Final Rule, effective August 2016, is more specific and directs that “[f]unds 
for administration may be used only for costs directly associated with administering a State’s victim 
assistance program,” and that “[w]here allowable administrative costs are allocable to both the crime 
victim assistance program and another State program, the VOCA grant may be charged no more than 
its proportionate share of such costs” (emphasis added). 
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Table 1 

Criteria for CVF Grant Payroll Expenses 

Criterion Effective 
Datea 

Applicable 
to: Requirement 

Assistance 
Guidelines Oct. 1, 1996 

CVF Victim 
Assistance 
Grants 

“time spent on the VOCA assistance program must be 
documented using regular time and attendance records.” 

OJP Financial 
Guide Jun. 1, 2014 

All DOJ 
Grants 
(Including 
CVF) 

“a reasonable allocation of costs to each activity must be 
made based on time and/or effort reports (e.g., timesheets)” 

DOJ Grants 
Financial 
Guide 

Dec. 26, 2014 

All DOJ 
Grants 
(Including 
CVF) 

Payroll charges must be based on “records that accurately 
reflect the work performed [which] can include timesheets, 
time and effort reports, or activity reports […] certified by the 
employee and approved by a supervisor.” (emphasis added) 

Uniform 
Guidance Dec. 26, 2014 All Federal 

Awards 

Salaries and wages must be “supported by a system of 
internal control which provide reasonable assurance that the 
charges are accurate, allowable and properly allocated” and 
“based on records that accurately reflect the work 
performed.” 
Records must: “[s]upport the distribution of the employee's 
salary or wages among specific activities or cost objectives if 
the employee works on more than one Federal award […]” 

Assistance 
Final Rule Aug. 8, 2016 

CVF Victim 
Assistance 
Grants 

“Costs directly associated with administering a State victim 
assistance program generally include the following: 
(1) salaries and benefits of SAA staff and consultants to 
administer and manage the program.” 

a The DOJ Grant Financial Guide superseded the OJP Financial Guide. The Assistance Final Rule codifies 
and updates the Assistance Guidelines. 

Source:  OIG Analysis 

The Assistance Guidelines and DOJ Grants Financial Guide both require 
grantees to document the portion of employee time spent on the VOCA assistance 
program using time and attendance records, although the DOJ Grants Financial 
Guide provision that support “can include” timesheets has left this requirement 
more open to interpretation than previous OJP guidance that explicitly required 
time and effort reports.  Moreover, the more recent Uniform Guidance potentially 
provides a more flexible standard than has been historically in place or that was 
established by the criteria specific to the CVF grants, creating additional ambiguity 
for the recipients. 

In September 2016, OCFO officials confirmed that grantees must still 
maintain support for actual time spent working on grants.  They added that they 
check timesheets, payroll ledgers, and general ledgers, as part of their desk 
reviews and said that an interpretation that timesheets were no longer required 
would be incorrect.  However, in May 2018, OJP officials stated that they believe 
the Uniform Guidance departs from strictly requiring timesheets.  They cited the 
Assistance Final Rule appears to allow recipients more flexible approaches to 
support payroll costs, and they said that under the new guidance OJP does not 
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necessarily expect timesheet-level detail.19 As demonstrated by past audit findings, 
we believe the ambiguity in criteria governing expectations for support for 
personnel charges does not position CVF grantees well to demonstrate their 
personnel charges are reasonable and reflective of time worked on allowable 
activities, and that this issue is likely to persist absent additional guidance. 

We believe that the lack of clarity in the guidance on supporting and 
allocating administrative costs, including payroll, has made it difficult for recipients 
to discern the expectations for the CVF grants and achieve compliance.  In 
particular, ambiguity as to how States must account for staff time spent on 
non-VOCA victim assistance efforts has had ramifications for several of the States 
with open audit recommendations in this area. We therefore recommend that OJP 
clarify to States the supporting requirements for CVF formula grant administrative 
costs, to include personnel costs. 

Supporting Victim Compensation Award Amounts and Claims Payments 

With regard to States implementing their compensation programs, we found 
common challenges in two particular areas: completion of the victim compensation 
certification form, and maintenance of records adequate to support individual 
payment amounts. 

Victim Compensation Certification 

Each State must submit an annual Crime Victim Compensation State 
Certification Form, which provides OJP the information to determine the 
compensation award amounts.  The certification form must include all sources of 
revenue to the State’s crime victim compensation program during the federal fiscal 
year, as well as the total of all compensation claims paid to, or on behalf of, victims 
from all funding sources. The accuracy of the information provided in this 
certification form is critical to ensure OJP’s correct calculation of the amounts for 
future awards to each State. Therefore, States must have a clear understanding of 
how to complete this form in order to ensure a fair and accurate distribution of 
compensation funds. 

We found that some States have been incorrectly or inconsistently 
completing their certification forms, resulting in potential underpayments or 
overpayments of CVF funds to the States.  States report that they have been 
frustrated by some OJP guidance, and OIG audits have revealed multiple 
certification form errors. For instance, one State said it had received conflicting and 
unclear guidance on how to record its total federal award amount versus the 
amount it had drawn down. This resulted in that State submitting three different 
certification forms, each with different award calculations, which nearly caused 

19 OCFO officials confirmed that recipients need to have a reasonable and documented 
methodology and be able to perform an after-the-fact reconciliation based on actual time if personnel 
charges are initially based on estimates.  However, we note that the meaning of “reasonable” is 
subjective, as is the response from OJP officials that time tracking should demonstrate a person was 
employed and working on the supported program to some extent. 
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delays in the awarding process for all of the States.20 Meanwhile, a second State’s 
compensation forms included errors from: (1) overstated compensation payments 
made with state funds; (2) understated compensation payments made with VOCA 
funds; and (3) understated reimbursements—with a net effect of questioned costs 
totaling $400,000. Similarly, errors in a third State caused it to be over and under 
awarded incorrect amounts for FY 2014 through FY 2018, and created the risk that 
it could have improperly received around $470,000 in FY 2019 funding.  
Certification forms from another State for FY 2016 and FY 2017 awards contained 
errors that resulted in excess award amounts of nearly $260,000.  Moreover, 
inaccurate certifications for an additional State resulted in the over-awarding of 
more than $1 million through its FY 2015—FY 2018 awards. 

Another area of ambiguity relates to how States should account for costs 
associated with Sexual Assault Forensic Exams (SAFE) on their certification forms.  
According to the Compensation Guidelines, States may include the costs of forensic 
examinations in the certified payout amount on the certification form under the 
following conditions: 

1. the payments are made from funds administered by the compensation 
programs and are allowable under State statute or policy, and 

2. to the extent that other funding sources such as State appropriations 
specifically earmarked for these exams are unavailable or insufficient. 

We have found some instances where it was unclear how a State should pay 
and report these costs in its certification form when a State appeared to have 
additional sources of funding available to support SAFEs.  For example, we found 
one State had fees and penalties deposited into a state Crime Victim Emergency 
Fund and about $50 million in reserves, yet charged the costs of forensic exams to 
CVF and included these payouts in its certification form. Another State also 
included SAFE payments in its annual certification as part of the “total amount paid 
to or on behalf of crime victims from all funding sources.” OJP has responded that 
this issue rests on whether a State (1) has a dedicated funding source for forensic 
exams, and (2) put aside money specifically for such a purpose, in which case the 
State should be paying SAFE costs from this source before using CVF awards.  
However, we find OJP could further clarify its guidance on this subject. 

When a State receives excess compensation awards based on incorrect 
certifications, this results in an inconsistent award allocation across State recipients. 
In addition, given that victim compensation awards are calculated before victim 
assistance awards, incorrect calculations affect the amount remaining available for 
distribution via victim assistance grants. We recommend OJP review the causes of 

20 OJP announces the victim compensation award amounts for all the States at the same 
time, so a delay for one State’s calculation would affect OJP’s process for the compensation awards. 
Further, because the victim assistance awards are dependent on the amounts remaining after the 
compensation awards have been allocated, an error in the certifications affecting the compensation 
awards amounts can also affect the awarding process and amounts for victim assistance formula 
grants. 
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the discrepancies in the certification form amounts cited above and provide 
additional clarification to the States on the proper basis for completing this form. 
We also recommend that OJP provide additional guidance on the charging and 
certification of forensic exam payments with respect to the CVF compensation 
program, particularly for States that have additional sources of funding available for 
this purpose. 

Support for Payment Amounts 

Another area in which OIG audits have had a pattern of findings relates to 
how various States maintain records supporting the compensation amounts they 
paid with federal CVF funds. In particular, methods to calculate and retain records 
for lost wages and loss of support payments appeared to present challenges. 
States may use VOCA funds to reimburse victims for loss of wages attributable to a 
physical injury resulting from a compensable crime.  However, we found the 
compensation programs for at least two States did not adequately document the 
basis for the amount of lost wages paid to victims.  Additionally, these States did 
not have a documented methodology for how they calculated the income tax 
deducted from lost wage claims, nor could they consistently demonstrate 
adjustments made to compensation payments to account for part-time, seasonal, 
or commission-based work. 

The Compensation Guidelines also permit states to compensate victims of 
crime for loss of support for children and other dependents of victims of homicide. 
As with loss of wages, States should have their own written policies establishing the 
required documentation to demonstrate how and to what extent the relevant 
individual was supporting the claimant at the time of the crime. We found some 
States lack clear documentation to demonstrate dependency and the methodology 
used to calculate the dependent death benefits in these cases. 

In contrast, we found other States articulated clear victim compensation 
eligibility and supporting documentation requirements—such as prior pay stubs, 
W-2 forms from the employer, or recent tax returns. States such as Virginia and 
New Jersey had clear methodologies and maintained organized records that showed 
the basis for the payments was accurate and reasonable. 

Although States have great discretion in how to implement their victim 
compensation and assistance programs, they must still be able to demonstrate that 
expenses charged to federal grants were reasonable, allowable, supported, and 
properly allocated. Moreover, the DOJ Grants Financial Guide establishes the 
importance of sufficient and verifiable supporting documentation concerning use of 
funds.  However, we are concerned that States without strong victim compensation 
documentation policies and procedures may be at an elevated risk for misuse of 
funds or fraud. Although the Compensation Guidelines are silent in the 
requirements for compensation payments of both loss of wages and loss of support, 
we believe that each State should have a written policy governing how it manages 
and maintains records for claims, including wage loss benefits and loss of support. 
We recommend OJP:  (1) highlight the characteristics of well-supported payment 
amounts for the benefit of States in designing auditable compensation programs 
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that adhere to federal and DOJ grant record-keeping requirements, and (2) assist 
States in strengthening their policies and procedures where needed. 

Reporting 

States must report both (1) the financial activity of each CVF formula grant, 
and (2) the performance funded by these awards.  We found some States were 
unsure how to complete the financial reports because, in the context of the CVF 
formula programs, the standard federal form did not comport with the unique 
dynamics and timing of the compensation awards. Further, although OJP has its 
own performance measurement tool, which it can customize for the CVF programs, 
many States also experienced a variety of challenges in completing their 
performance reporting correctly and in accordance with the expectations of OJP. 
Thus, these reporting tools may not be entirely accurate reflections of recipient 
activity. 

Financial Reports 

On a quarterly basis, States must submit Federal Financial Reports (FFRs) for 
both victim compensation and victim assistance formula grants that detail actual 
expenditures and unliquidated obligations incurred, as well as cumulative 
expenditures. The performance period of these awards begins at the start of the 
federal fiscal year in which OJP made the award, plus an additional 3 years. 
However, as discussed earlier in this report, the award funds do not become 
available to the States until late in the first fiscal year. Once the award funds 
become available, States may apply the VOCA funding to expenses incurred as of 
the award start date. Some States, like Virginia, West Virginia, Iowa, and 
Washington, incur eligible expenses at the beginning of the federal fiscal year (prior 
to the availability of VOCA funds) and subsequently request reimbursement when 
federal funding becomes available later in the fiscal year. Among those States we 
have audited, we found some States make only one or a few large drawdowns in 
this manner.  However, this practice creates confusion for how States should report 
expenses, particularly since OJP requires States to submit an FFR for each quarter, 
even for quarters in which the funds were not yet available. In such cases, the 
States may have an unclear understanding of whether they should report based on 
when the expenses were initially paid by the State, or when the State was 
ultimately reimbursed for them.  Many States find themselves reporting on their 
FFRs zero amounts in the federal share of expenditures, for many quarters of the 
life of the award. In at least one instance, this unusual timing of the FFR reporting 
led OJP to question the accuracy of the certification form for that year, resulting in 
multiple revisions to the certification and exasperation on the part of the State. 

The FFR form also includes a field entitled “recipient share of expenditures.” 
We found that at least one State interpreted this field to mean the amount that it 
paid to support its compensation program in addition to the federal award. 
However, we confirmed with OJP that in the context of the victim compensation 
formula grants, States should not report any amounts in this field. 
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In addition, we identified at least one State’s treatment of restitution 
payments related to the compensation program affected the accuracy of both its 
federal financial reports and drawdowns (as well as its certification form).  This 
State applied federal claims-related restitution payments as credits in the federal 
expense account rather than identifying (and separately reporting) these as 
revenues.  This resulted in the appearance that it drew down more federal grant 
funds than the amount of federal claims-related expenditures, and as a result of its 
accounting method, the State sometimes reported a negative expenditure on its 
FFRs. State officials told OIG auditors that they had not received clear instruction 
from OJP on the accounting of restitution payments for their certification form, 
which the auditors found led to an accounting practice that affected their accurate 
completion of the FFR. 

These examples indicate that the standard federal FFR form does not align 
well with the way the CVF compensation program expends federal money. Thus, 
completing these forms accurately creates unique challenges for States as they try 
to determine amounts for data fields—such as federal share of expenditures—that 
are not required. Further, when States misinterpret the requirements for these 
financial reports and provide incorrect responses, OJP has an inaccurate picture of 
grant expenditure activity, which interferes with its ability to monitor the awards 
effectively. We believe States would benefit from more guidance regarding 
financial reporting expectations for victim compensation awards. We therefore 
recommend that OJP clarify the financial reporting expectations for the CVF 
compensation grants in particular, especially noting any areas in which these grants 
may be unique from other federal or DOJ awards. 

Annual Performance Reports 

On an annual basis, each State must report on all VOCA subaward activity 
through the web-based Performance Measurement Tool (PMT).21 These reports 
collect information on the number of subrecipient entities, subaward projects, 
victims served, and services funded by these grants.  According to the DOJ Grants 
Financial Guide, grant recipients should ensure that valid and auditable source 
documentation is available to support all data collected for each performance 
measure specified in the program solicitation.  Additionally, a special condition of 
the victim assistance grants requires the States to collect, maintain, and provide to 
the OVC data that measures the performance and effectiveness of activities funded 
by the awards. According to OJP, the accuracy and timeliness of reporting data is 
extremely important in that it allows the OVC to demonstrate the value and specific 
benefits of the program to government agencies, the victim services field, the 
general public, and other stakeholders; it also serves as the basis to generate an 
annual report on the program, as well as to respond to specific inquiries. 

21 The OVC began requiring States to submit performance data via PMT in October 2014 for 
the victim compensation grants and in October 2015 for the victim assistance grants.  Grantees 
conducted previous performance reporting through the Grants Management System, to which States 
still must upload a consolidated report exported from PMT annually. 
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OJP has taken steps to clarify reporting expectations and improve the 
accuracy of CVF formula grant performance data.  Existing resources included its 
PMT Help Desk, which provides: (1) technical assistance to States on tracking and 
reporting performance data, and (2) system training on topics such as subgrant 
award reporting.  To supplement the PMT Help Desk, in fall 2017 OJP published a 
series of “Frequently Asked Questions” documents for victim assistance and victim 
compensation grantees to facilitate reporting data in PMT.  Additionally, OVC made 
available various victim assistance and victim compensation user guides, data 
collection templates, training, and live support in PMT. OVC also implemented a 
policy, effective March 2018, which details a four-step process to promote the 
accuracy of OVC performance data: (1) system validation rules, (2) analyst 
verifications, (3) progress report reviews, and (4) supporting documentation 
checks. 

Since the CVF funding increase, however, both the guidance and the 
mechanisms for performance reporting have evolved, resulting in some confusion 
on the part of the recipients, discrepancies in certain data fields, and some 
inaccurate conclusions about the nature of the data available to OJP. In particular, 
OIG auditors have consistently identified areas for improvement regarding: 
(1) technical functionality of PMT, (2) accuracy of the data, (3) methodology for 
counting victims, (4) tracking of compliance with priority victim areas, and 
(5) consistency of reporting instructions, as detailed in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Challenges Related to Performance Reporting 

1.   TECHNICAL FUNCTIONALITY OF  PMT  
•  States could not access  PMT  and lost access in the middle of their work.  
•  Transitioning from contractor to OJP servers resulted in incorrect victim assistance  

report  numbers, as well as insular issues  including an instance where a subrecipient  
logged into PMT and accessed another subrecipient’s data.  

•  States had to enter 2017 performance data twice.  
2.   ACCURACY OF  DATA  

•  For the assistance program, we found at least  ten  states with discrepancies between  
PMT figures and the supporting records.    

•  One State omitted  an entire subrecipient’s data; others that delegated PMT reporting 
also neglected to review the subrecipient data  and t hus did not  meet OJP’s  requirement  
to  check and approve this data even  if the  subrecipient  directly  entered  the  data.  

•  For the compensation program, in at least  four  States audited,  we found discrepancies  
between  PMT figures and State  supporting records.  

•  At least  one  State’s Subgrant Award Report (SAR) data did not reliably  reflect the  
universe of subrecipients funded and the type of services provided.   

3.   METHODOLOGY FOR  COUNTING  VICTIMS  
Tracking victims served or compensated with CVF funds becomes difficult when States and 
subrecipients  also use other sources of funding to assist and compensate victims in  similar  
wa

 
ys.  

•  Victim Assistance Program:  
o  A victim may receive multiple types of  services, from various service providers,  

which can be counted multiple times  statewide  due to victim  privacy needs and the  
decentralized landscape of service providers.  

o  Prorating data properly can be difficult—OJP  explained it often necessitates a one-

 
on-one conversation with States.  

•  Victim Compensation Program:  
States received discrepant guidance and OJP officials had different understandings of  
the data they had collected:  
o  The SCAD Team Lead said he believed victim compensation activity should be  

tracked separately from activity  supported with State funds.  Also, the  Victim  
Compensation PMT FAQs say “[States] are required to enter data on all  performance  
measures based on [their] VOCA-funded activities.”  

o  Conversely,  one  State said that the PMT Help Desk told them to “put  whatever was  
in their system”  —  which was all activity combined.  Another State informed us they  
had recently heard from OVC senior officials that reporting on all activity together  
was acceptable.  In an OJP Exit Conference for a victim compensation  audit, OJP  
officials also maintained that the practice of not differentiating VOCA-funded  activity  
was acceptable.  

4.   TRACKING OF COMPLIANCE WITH  PRIORITY  VICTIM  AREAS  
•  States struggle with whether to assess and report on projected or actual values for  

respective victim categories, and  in  tracking and updating s pending against each area.  
•  States have not always  formally or consistently documented how they  would define  

their underserved populations.  
5.   CONSISTENCY OF  REPORTING  INSTRUCTIONS  

•  The language in the assistance grant special conditions related to reporting 
demographic information does not  precisely  align with the data fields requested in  PMT.  

•  Guidelines provide a performance reporting deadline of January 15, while the Victim  
Compensation PMT FAQs list the deadline as December 30.  

Source: OIG Analysis 
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First, with regard to PMT, grant managers, state administrators, and 
subrecipients reported many technical issues that inhibited efficient performance 
reporting, resulting in unsaved work and redundant data entry. One OJP official 
told us that PMT is an “imperfect system” and that a server transition exacerbated 
some of these issues.  Although OVC extended reporting periods due to these 
issues, grant managers were not able to approve 2017 performance reports on 
time, and States had to reenter data.  At the VOCA conferences and during our 
audits, many State representatives remained vocal in their frustration with PMT’s 
accessibility and usability issues. 

Second, many of our audits have identified discrepancies relating to CVF 
performance report accuracy.  For victim assistance awards, some States had a 
reporting process outside of PMT that they used to collect data from subrecipients 
and then consolidated for state-wide reporting through PMT; others opted to 
provide their subrecipients direct access to the PMT.  Regardless of the reporting 
process States chose to use, multiple OIG audits have found a lack of support to 
back up specific metrics reported. During site visit sample testing, we could not 
locate records from the service providers to support many figures reported, which 
undermines the reliability of the data that OVC uses to describe the trends and 
impact of this program.  Further, while the Subgrant Award Reports (SAR) are 
designed to provide a picture of how the funding has been distributed, whom it is 
helping, and how the State is choosing to allocate its awards to meet various 
needs, we also found inaccuracies in these reports.22 With respect to the SAR, we 
also learned from OVC that many States are entering subrecipient data in a way 
that does not allow for a simple query to obtain an accurate universe of 
subrecipients; instead, OVC must conduct a manual filtering process that results in 
only an estimate. 

Third, it is challenging to count accurately the victims served with VOCA 
funding. We have observed particular uncertainty surrounding the general 
requirement that federal grant reporting should either:  (1) directly reflect activity 
funded only by the specific federal grant, or (2) reflect a reasonable attempt to 
prorate total data in an effort to represent grant-specific activity. An OJP official 
acknowledged that this principle should apply to both victim assistance and victim 
compensation reporting but, in practice, we found the grantees have experienced 
much confusion and OJP has not always been consistent in its guidance on this 
topic.  For the victim assistance program, although differentiating VOCA activity can 
be difficult in the victim services field, OJP officials confirmed the expectation that 
States and subrecipients prorate performance data if they cannot track grant-

22 The SAR was previously a separate report required as an upload in the Grants Management 
System. It is now incorporated as a facet of the PMT. OVC guidance states that the SAR can provide 
information that represents what is planned for the federal fiscal year period, but grantees are also 
required to update any changes to programs funded by VOCA plus matching funds into the SAR. 
States have 90 days from when they make an awarding decision to update the SAR. 
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funded activity separately.23 However, for the victim compensation program, 
States have received mixed guidance on performance reporting, as detailed in 
Table 2 above. We found certain OJP sources had told at least some States that 
reporting on all activity, regardless of funding source, was acceptable.  However, 
this guidance was in conflict with the understanding of the SCAD Team Lead and 
federal pro-rating principles.  In response to questions on this topic from the OIG, 
OJP officials reviewed the actual practices of the victim compensation grantees and 
determined that States had mostly been reporting on activity supported by both 
state and federal funds together, which was inconsistent with the understanding of 
the PMT system managers—that the PMT data collected for this program had 
historically reflected only VOCA-specific activity.  As a result, OVC said that it 
planned to instruct States to continue reporting on all compensation activity 
combined, and would prorate the data itself—based on the ratio of federal and 
State funding amounts from the States’ annual certification forms—in order to 
approximate what CVF is funding versus what the state is supporting.  OVC told us 
they would inform the PMT Helpdesk of this decision. 

A fourth aspect of performance reporting that has presented a challenge to 
the States is the tracking of compliance with the 10 percent minimum assistance 
funding targets for victims in the priority areas of child abuse, domestic violence, 
sexual assault, and “underserved” categories.  The “underserved” category poses 
particular difficulty as States have the discretion to define their underserved victim 
population (such as victims of elder financial exploitation or human trafficking), but 
do not always document it, causing some difficulty in demonstrating compliance 
with this CVF requirement. At the 2018 VOCA conference, OVC officials recognized 
this as an ongoing issue and indicated that they were working on adaptations to 
PMT that would help States calculate and target correct amounts for priority and 
underserved areas. 

Another aspect of CVF performance reporting that could negatively affect 
States’ experience in this area involves certain inconsistencies in the grant 
guidance. As detailed in Table 2, OIG auditors have found discrepancies in the 
instructions in areas including required demographic information and reporting 
deadlines.  These discrepancies create unnecessary confusion for the CVF grantees 
and may create problems for grant managers conducting data verification and 
accuracy checks, increasing the chance of invalid data. 

Accordingly, we found that OJP can continue to take specific action to reduce 
the risk of inaccurate, misleading, or overstated performance data on the effect of 
the compensation and assistance programs. First, we recommend that OJP analyze 
the causes for the PMT technical errors and address these issues to improve system 
functionality.  We also recommend that OJP:  (1) further clarify the expected 
reporting methodology for counting victims and tracking of compliance with priority 

23 Grant management personnel from OVC’s SCAD confirmed it is OVC’s expectation that 
performance reports capture only VOCA-funded activity.  This is articulated in OJP’s PMT reference 
materials, and OJP officials stated that they have discussed prorating performance data through 
discussions with subrecipients, webinar trainings, and calls to the PMT Helpdesk. 
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victim areas, and (2) resolve the discrepancies in the reporting instructions 
identified in this review. 

Monitoring of Subrecipients 

Because the VOCA statute mandates that at least 95 percent of the funding 
for the victim assistance program be distributed to direct service providers, the 
increased award amounts resulted in a corresponding surge in subrecipients’ 
funding.  Over $9.3 billion was available for distribution to subrecipients from the 
FY 2014 through 2018 awards. This additional funding provided the States an 
opportunity to support more victim services; however, it also presented greater 
subgrant monitoring responsibilities for the States and posed new challenges in 
oversight. As shown in Figure 6, prior to FY 2015, States collectively made 
subawards to approximately 4,000 subrecipients each fiscal year, with the total of 
all subawards for each year ranging from $380 to $450 million.  Since FY 2015, 
funding for the victim assistance programs increased more than fourfold and the 
number of subrecipients funded has continued to climb.  Specifically, the States 
have made cumulative subawards valued between $1.8 billion and $3.3 billion to up 
to 6,867 subrecipients in a fiscal year. 

Figure 6 

Subrecipients Funded by Subawards in Victim Assistance Program 
FYs 2012 — 2018 
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Note: Because it is possible that subrecipients may return funding, the precise number of 
subrecipients and amounts awarded may change until the award period for each State closes. 
Additionally, OVC does not track subrecipient data by originating award FY; thus, this figure reflects 
all subrecipients active in a given FY, which could be funded by multiple awards from different FYs. 
Many subrecipients receive successive subawards over the course of multiple award cycles. 

Source: OJP, based on data reported by States in PMT, as of February 2019 
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States have taken a variety of approaches in their subaward allocations to 
account for the funding increase.  States have either (1) made subawards to a 
wider group of new, and potentially inexperienced, subrecipients, (2) provided 
much larger subawards to their existing group of CVF subrecipients, or (3) both. 
This results in great disparity in the number of active CVF subrecipients in a given 
State, which we found has ranged from 8 to 316 subrecipients among the States 
we have audited.  Yet, regardless of which subaward allocation approach a State 
selected, the funding trends have resulted in a substantially greater monitoring 
burden for the States. The Uniform Guidance for federal awards requires that 
recipients monitor subrecipients to ensure that they use subawards for authorized 
purposes, comply with applicable rules and regulations, and achieve subaward 
performance goals.  Based on OIG audit work, along with our review of overall 
trends in the program and experiences of the victim assistance recipients, we 
determined that there are several areas in which States have experienced 
challenges in fulfilling their responsibility to monitor subrecipient performance and 
use of CVF funds. 

State Risk Assessments of Subrecipients 

The DOJ Grants Financial Guide directs that primary grant recipients should 
conduct periodic monitoring of subrecipients’ financial operations, records, systems, 
and policies and procedures, and they may evaluate subrecipients as higher or 
lower risk to determine which subrecipients to monitor more closely.  Risk 
assessments can be an effective strategy to help prioritize and track the monitoring 
of various subrecipients.  However, to be effective, risk assessments must remain 
agile tools that cover the whole population of subrecipients, reassess risk factors on 
an ongoing basis, and account for changes in subrecipient activity.  Among the 
States we audited that did employ a risk assessment, we found these State 
agencies have used this type of tool in different ways, to varying degrees of 
success. 

The most successful risk tools we reviewed were characterized by frequent 
assessments and re-assessments, numerous variables considered, flexibility to 
account for changing circumstances, and a variety of possible outcomes. For 
example, according to Connecticut’s procedures, subrecipients that scored higher 
on the State’s annual risk assessment increased their likelihood of receiving both an 
on-site monitoring, as well as more detailed desk reviews where the subrecipient 
would be required to provide supporting documentation for reimbursement requests 
and performance statistics. We found Connecticut conducted an annual assessment 
considering factors such as a subrecipient’s number of current grants, award 
amounts, staff turnover, program progress reports, history of meeting award 
requirements, and the timeliness of reporting. Connecticut then assigned a 
weighted numerical value to each factor to rank subrecipients into a three-tiered 
risk classification that determined the level of monitoring. 

Like Connecticut, Maryland considered a variety of factors to assign varying 
levels of risk to its subrecipients, which dictated both the level of review each 
received and the types of documentation the State required.  Despite having a 
relatively large subrecipient universe of approximately 140, Maryland had a robust 
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site visit schedule and planned to conduct site visits of each subrecipient every 
2 years.  While Maryland did not require all of its subrecipients to proactively 
submit financial support with each reimbursement request, any subrecipient 
designated as high risk was required to do so. To ensure that it also paid adequate 
attention to subrecipients not designated as high-risk, Maryland also randomly 
selected, on a quarterly basis, a rotating cohort of low-risk subrecipients to receive 
extra monitoring.  We found this to be an effective way to increase coverage for a 
State with a higher number of subrecipients. 

On the other hand, some States did not employ any formal methodology for 
evaluating the risk of subrecipients to inform the frequency and scope of monitoring 
activities, or had methodologies that failed to comprehensively assess their 
subrecipients.  Among the States that did attempt to apply a formal risk 
assessment, some neglected to consider some key areas of risk.  For example, 
although one State focused substantial monitoring efforts on subrecipients it 
designated as high risk, it decreased attention to subrecipients designated as low or 
medium risk to the degree that these subrecipients experienced more subaward 
implementation and compliance problems than their high risk peers. Officials from 
another State also expressed the view that simply assigning a risk designation for 
its subrecipients was sufficient to fulfill the grant requirements, and that a State 
should not be held responsible if a subrecipient deemed low risk was found to be 
out of compliance with grant requirements. We found OJP did not provide a 
prompt, clear response in this instance and thereby missed an opportunity to 
provide unambiguous guidance on the responsibilities of a primary grantee 
regardless of the labels it assigns to its subrecipients. 

In their risk determinations, some States also neglected to consider the 
results of Single Audits, the purpose of which is to provide assurance regarding how 
a recipient uses federal grant funds.24 While some States, including Wisconsin, had 
a dedicated employee responsible for receiving, reviewing, and tracking 
subrecipient Single Audit reports, other States devoted little, if any, attention to 
Single Audit results. In an environment of finite monitoring resources, we believe 
States should be maximizing the Single Audits as a tool informing risk 
determination and site visit planning. 

State Strategies to Monitor Subrecipients 

We found that States also experienced challenges in determining exactly how 
to monitor subrecipients effectively, especially as both the number of subrecipients 
and the total award amounts have grown.  Some States compiled monitoring 
strategies that effectively addressed their needs, while others experienced 
significant shortcomings in this area, to the detriment of CVF program success. 

24 Non-federal entities that receive federal financial assistance are required to comply with the 
Single Audit Act of 1984, as amended, which requires recipients of federal funding to receive an 
annual audit of their financial statements and federal expenditures.  Under the Uniform Guidance for 
federal awards, 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. 
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The States that we found could demonstrate successful monitoring deployed 
strategies that allowed for frequent communication, maximized State staff 
coverage, considered a variety of techniques to provide oversight, and included at 
least some direct review of subrecipient records. For example, Washington, D.C. 
regularly scheduled phone calls with all of its subrecipients to maintain an open 
dialogue.  Additionally, Connecticut employed a mix of monitoring techniques 
including both financial and programmatic desk monitoring and regular site visits. 
Arkansas, too, performed either a site visit or desk review of each subrecipient 
annually so that every subrecipient received an on-site monitoring visit at least 
once every 2 years, and the subrecipients we visited told us the State provided 
support and was available to answer questions as needed. 

States found to have the most effective monitoring strategies also conducted 
direct review or testing of subrecipient records.  For example, Connecticut tested 
programmatic documentation and cost transactions during its site visits and used a 
Contractor Monitoring Report to determine if a subrecipient complied with subaward 
requirements. With approximately 140 CVF subrecipients, Maryland hired a 
contractor to help monitor its post-FY 2015 award increases, and also used a team 
of three experienced contractors to provide dedicated on-site monitoring coverage 
across the State, with a focus on awards to at-risk subrecipients and those that had 
not been audited in 3 or more years. Tennessee also required its subrecipients to 
submit support for all expenditures claimed in its reimbursement request, which it 
reviewed to ensure the costs were allowable and complied with the subaward 
budget before approving payment. Arkansas required its subrecipients to submit 
complete supporting documentation for every financial transaction in monthly 
reimbursement requests, reviewed each expenditure to ensure it was allowable, 
and would request corrected or additional information to support the cost if state 
agency staff identified any issues.  Additionally, Arkansas reviewed its 
subrecipients’ performance data for accuracy by comparing it to each subrecipient’s 
initial plan and budget as well as previous PMT reports and site visit results, 
discussed any deficiencies with the subrecipients before entering the data into PMT, 
and further assessed performance data when performing on-site program reviews 
of subrecipients. 

In several instances, States we observed to have strong monitoring practices 
leveraged technology to help them track subrecipient documents and activity. 
Maryland utilized a subgrant management system that maintained organized 
subaward records and documented various approvals or communications relating to 
each subrecipient. Tennessee used an electronic monitoring folder to document 
pertinent information such as monitoring guides and reports, response letters, and 
corrective action plans. Arkansas also designed a customized electronic subaward 
system that helped it fulfill monitoring responsibilities. 

Conversely, in more than half of our CVF victim assistance audits, we found 
States have struggled to monitor their subrecipients’ use of the CVF funds and 
performance. In many cases, the States were not conducting subrecipient site 
visits and reviews, as scheduled.  For example, at least one State did not conduct 
site visits as its policies and procedures required and did not conduct financial desk 
reviews.  We have also found that States did not detect subrecipients making 
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various prohibited or improper charges, resulting in a total of over $4.9 million in 
unallowable and unsupported costs. Because many of these questioned costs 
derive from subrecipients improperly charging personnel expenses, States have a 
particular responsibility to provide oversight in this area.  In addition, we have 
identified several instances where subrecipients could not support performance they 
reported as award achievements in areas such as number of victims served.  For 
example, in one State we identified a 72 percent error rate in information recorded 
in PMT for certain quarters of data from sampled subrecipients, and we found 
performance data from four out of five tested subrecipients in another State to be 
inaccurate or unsupported. Further, States also experienced challenges in fulfilling 
other general oversight requirements such as enforcing the Single Audit 
requirement: one State we visited was unaware that at least one of its 
subrecipients had met the criteria requiring a Single Audit but had not obtained 
one.25 

In summary, we learned that many States failed to detect significant non-
compliance with the terms of the CVF awards.  While it is understandable that 
States may not be able to review all expenses and victim records for all 
subrecipients in all reporting instances, States must thoughtfully develop a risk 
assessment and monitoring strategy that provides adequate coverage to meet each 
State’s unique needs.  Considering that each State has limited monitoring 
resources, we conclude that States should seek to utilize all the tools available to 
make their monitoring more efficient and effective, to include resources like the 
Single Audit reports, and technology solutions like robust subgrant management 
systems. 

Although OJP has discussed subrecipient monitoring techniques with States 
during VOCA regional meetings and the annual VOCA conference, and developed a 
webinar detailing a State’s subrecipient oversight responsibilities, we believe OJP 
must provide additional support in this area. We recommend that OJP consider 
providing further guidance to the States about effective monitoring of subrecipients, 
to include suggestions on the strategies for risk assessment as well as the 
characteristics of effective monitoring techniques and meaningful site visits. 

OJP’s Handling of CVF Program Challenges 

OJP is aware that the magnitude and structure of its CVF assistance and 
compensation programs present unique oversight challenges, and we found that 
OJP has taken some positive steps in addressing these challenges.  We found OJP 
has attempted to strategically manage CVF funding in a way that identifies victim 
needs and attempts to expand populations and types of crime victims served.  OJP 
has also taken steps to improve the oversight of the CVF programs, monitor the 
activity under these awards, and assist States in achieving the objectives outlined 
in their grants.  Yet, as discussed below, our review of these efforts found that 
there are several ways in which these efforts fall short. Further, we note that any 
CVF challenges OJP has experienced may be exacerbated by proposed changes to 

25 States are ultimately responsible for ensuring subrecipient compliance with the Single Audit 
requirement and taking appropriate and timely action on any relevant findings. 
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its operating budget and organizational structure, which include proposed 
reductions in dedicated staff and incorporation of additional grant programs 
previously administered by other components.  When combined with the volume of 
CVF funding, these anticipated changes create for OJP additional oversight 
responsibilities and challenges in an environment of overall reduced staffing. 

Use of Discretionary Grants to Identify and Address Some Needs 

To help understand the evolution of victim needs nationally and address gaps 
in victim services, OJP funds discretionary grants that support ongoing research, 
education and training, and State technology infrastructure. In May 2013, OVC 
published a comprehensive report, known as Vision 21, which identified challenges 
and best practices to improve victim-based services.26 This report guided OJP in 
charting priorities to address with its discretionary grant funding. Each year, OJP 
officials also identify and assess emerging crime victim needs as they decide which 
projects to support with discretionary award opportunities. For example, OJP has 
used discretionary grants to fund antiterrorism and emergency assistance programs 
and respond to issues such as the opioid crisis and mass-violence incidents. OJP 
has also used discretionary grants to fund projects seeking ways to improve the 
CVF victim assistance and victim compensation programs. 

For example, OJP funded discretionary grants to the International Association 
of Chiefs of Police (IACP) to develop tools to help law enforcement officers treat 
victims with compassion and provide victims with information and referrals for 
assistance.  Additionally, OJP funded a separate discretionary award for IACP to 
develop and deliver training, technical assistance, and resources to law 
enforcement to support victims’ access to compensation funds. Citing the critical 
role law enforcement can have in providing crime victims information about 
compensation programs, the project developed instructional videos to educate law 
enforcement on the victim compensation program, customizable brochures to notify 
victims of available resources, and tip cards to help draft investigative reports with 
the complete information needed to facilitate victim claims. Our audit on these 
initiatives determined that IACP was largely successful in meeting grant objectives, 
and we believe these projects are a good example of OJP-funded efforts to increase 
awareness of the CVF programs and improve the experiences of victims. 

Additionally, OJP made awards to the RAND Corporation to design, develop, 
and implement the National Census of Victim Service Providers and solicit input 
from victim service providers—including counseling centers, domestic violence 
shelters, rape crisis centers, child advocacy and human trafficking support groups, 
and others.  The goal of this award was to provide OJP, policymakers, and the 
research community with a national profile of victim services, trends, gaps, and 
best practices. Based on the OIG’s assessment of this project, we believe the 

26 The Vision 21: Transforming Victim Services Final Report was issued on May 2013. 
Vision 21 grew from a series of meetings with victims’ advocates and experts from across the country 
to exchange enduring and emerging issues and challenges facing victims. 

36 



 

 

     
   

  
       

     
    

   
    

    
       

   
   

   
      

 
    

  
   

      
    

      
   

   
    

     
 

  
    

    
  

  

  
 

    
     

     
       

   
 

      

                                                           
    

  

    
   

census data and eventual follow-up surveys will help inform OJP and others of 
victim needs and improve victim services. 

In keeping with the Vision 21 report recommendation advocating for 
additional technology, training, and innovation in the victim services field, OVC also 
issued two solicitations with CVF discretionary funding in FY 2015 to:  (1) assist 
States in building technology capacity, and (2) support training for victim 
assistance service providers and those who work with victims of crime.27 The 
purpose of the technology grants was to help States improve victim compensation 
data collection for OVC’s PMT.  OVC awarded nearly $700,000 in multi-year 
technology grants to 12 states. In contrast, the FY 2015 discretionary training 
grants—provided specifically for victim assistance—funded educational initiatives, 
crime victim-related conferences, support for new programs for underserved 
victims, and scholarships to service providers. OVC awarded approximately $25 
million to 54 states and territories under these multi-year awards. 

As these multi-year awards came to a close, in FY 2018 OJP made available 
another round of discretionary funding for similar purposes. Through a series of 
OVC focus groups, States advised that they needed funds to help revamp their case 
management systems and implement and administer CVF programs. OJP 
announced this round of FY 2018 discretionary funding for the purpose of (1) 
building State technology capacity, and (2) providing training and technical 
assistance.28 Through the technology capacity grants, OVC sought to enhance 
victims’ access to services; foster innovation, quality, accessibility, and efficiency in 
the provision of services; support technology tools that would facilitate the 
monitoring of VOCA grants; and improve State and subrecipient reporting of 
activity funded by these awards.  With these training and technical assistance 
awards, States could fund activities such as state victim assistance academies, 
crime victim conferences, training for new programs, and scholarships for those 
who work with victims of crime to attend these training events. We found OVC 
publicized both of these funding opportunities and tried to facilitate the application 
process by hosting a pre-application webinar to review solicitation requirements 
and answer questions from the States. 

We recognize the provision of discretionary funding in these areas as 
evidence of OVC’s effort to improve access to victim services and compensation, 
and enhance the quality of the formula grant programs.  Yet despite OVC’s efforts, 
some States did not take advantage of these funding opportunities that could 
benefit their CVF programs. For example, although OVC expected to award $12 
million in FY 2018 training awards to 30 States, OVC ultimately only awarded these 
training grants to 22 States.  Further, while OVC expected to award a total of 
approximately $7 million under the FY 2018 technology grants, it awarded only 
about $5 million to 10 states.  One OVC official said he was surprised by the lack of 

27 OVC FY 2015 Vision 21: Building State Technology Capacity Competitive Solicitation; OVC 
FY 2015 Victim Assistance Discretionary Grant Training Program for VOCA Victim Assistance Grantees 

28 OVC FY 2018 Building State Technology Capacity; OVC FY 2018 Discretionary Training and 
Technical Assistance Program for VOCA Victim Assistance Grantees 
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State interest in revamping case management systems with the technology 
capacity grants.  Another OVC official informed us that while one State had 
complained about the lack of technology funding, it ultimately did not apply for a 
technology capacity grant. 

Communication of Expectations and Guidance 

OJP and OVC communicate CVF program expectations and guidance to 
funding recipients via a variety of methods including the annual VOCA conference, 
online resources and Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ), and the OVC training and 
technical assistance center (TTAC). 

The national associations of victim assistance and compensation State 
administrators host an annual VOCA conference, which is subsidized by OJP, to 
share issues and practices through lectures, panels, and workshops.  OJP requires 
at least one official from each funded State CVF program to attend the VOCA 
conference. Its modules offer an opportunity for States to exchange information, 
views, and experiences with colleagues; remain current on issues and trends in 
victim services; and improve the delivery of services to victims of crime and the 
administration of the formula grant programs. 

OVC’s website is an additional resource that contains information on grant 
funding opportunities as well as guidance on applying for and managing grants—in 
the form of publications, videos, and other training materials.  Grantees can 
subscribe to publication updates and announcements and use OVC’s website to 
access relevant laws, guides, and policy. OVC provides online trainings and 
webinars on topics that include grantee orientation, grants financial management, 
and victim assistance. OVC also published on its website FAQs for States on a 
variety of topics.29 OJP officials consider this FAQ to be a “living document” which 
they will update with new information. 

OJP has periodically updated its online references as questions arose relating 
to the CVF program.  For example, in an effort to address OIG audit findings in one 
instance, OJP addressed a disparity between the Compensation Guidelines and the 
OJP Financial Guide on the issue of apparent commingling of federal funds. 
Specifically, OJP added a “Tip Box” to its DOJ Grants Financial Guide to more clearly 
indicate that it is acceptable if a victim compensation program does not distinguish 
the source of payment to individual crime victims as either federal or state funds, 
as long as the State has in place an adequate accounting system to capture and 
track all transactions related to the victim compensation grants. 

However, as detailed previously, there are numerous other areas where OJP’s 
guidance relating to the CVF programs could be made clearer. We also note that 

29 Questions and Answers VOCA Victim Assistance Program Rule. This document stemmed 
from feedback OVC received from States at the 2017 VOCA conference. A year later, during the 2018 
VOCA conference, OJP officials informed the States that attended one session that they had published 
a new FAQ document. Note: This FAQ is distinct from other FAQs OVC has also published specific to 
the PMT cited previously in this report. 
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while the compilation of the FAQs is an admirable first step, nearly 3 years elapsed 
after the influx of FY 2015 funding before this resource became available to States, 
and it is still not complete. OJP officials conveyed that their strategy was to publish 
the “easy questions” first, but acknowledged lags in publication due to the internal 
vetting process and recognized that there were still questions unanswered such as 
those related to construction costs. Even though OVC’s FAQ initiative is promising, 
this is another example of an incomplete and therefore not fully effective method of 
communication between OJP and the States. This document is not comprehensive 
since a significant portion of questions remain without answers, and it is limited to 
the victim assistance program only.  Additionally, only those States that 
participated in the 2018 VOCA conference session on this topic may be aware of the 
existence of this document, and States will need to check the OVC website 
frequently to determine if answers have been added or changed.  Based on our 
review of resources available to the CVF grantees, we believe States would still 
benefit from more definitive, timely, and formal communications.  We recommend 
that OJP enhance its efforts to provide current and specific guidance on the 
management of the CVF formula grants and prioritize publishing answers to the 
FAQs it has identified. 

OVC’s Training and Technical Assistance Center (TTAC) is an additional 
resource that provides free tools and help to States on such topics as mentoring, 
financial training, and capacity building. TTAC also offers web-based and on-site 
training on topics such as financial management, program evaluation, and effective 
management. Additionally, TTAC can offer customized training to meet a particular 
State’s needs. During the 2018 VOCA conference, States expressed a strong 
demand for financial management training, and suggested having more compact 
and shorter financial trainings available. Yet these financial trainings, which are 
held four times a year with a capacity to host up to 100 participants each, book to 
capacity quickly after OVC announces the training. TTAC officials also told us that it 
would ideally like to (1) pursue outreach with each State; (2) develop a planning 
tool based individual needs assessments; and (3) conduct regional trainings on 
capacity building.  However, TTAC said they lacked the resources to do so and had 
been reluctant to conduct outreach to expand their population of trainees because 
TTAC would not be able to support additional training.  TTAC officials told us they 
have had to reject State training registration requests because there simply was 
not the capacity to fulfill them.  This indicates that the demand for TTAC training, 
particularly in the area of financial management, has exceeded supply. 

TTAC has the potential to assist States in effectively managing their CVF 
programs and avoiding misuse of funds. Not being able to accommodate training 
needs, especially on financial management, can cause sub-optimal grant 
performance and weak financial controls over CVF programs.  OVC officials said 
they are aware of this issue and working closely with TTAC to develop strategies 
and solutions moving forward.  We recommend that OJP evaluate supporting grant 
management training and assistance for a wider audience of grantees and seek to 
more closely align the services with demand, particularly in the area of financial 
management. 
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Monitoring Efforts and Capacity 

In addition to targeting the distribution of discretionary funding and 
circulating grant requirements, a central part of OJP’s efforts to manage the 
challenges of the CVF formula grant programs is monitoring.  Comprehensive 
monitoring is essential to ensure the States accomplish program goals, use the 
funds properly, and comply with program requirements. OJP has employed several 
mechanisms—including site visits, regional meetings, and risk reports—to oversee 
CVF awards. However, our September 2017 audit on the risks associated with 
OJP’s management of the CVF grant programs noted certain weaknesses with 
regard to OJP CVF oversight, and we have found that monitoring the large CVF 
program remains a challenge for OJP.30 

The OVC’s State Compensation and Assistance Division (SCAD) is responsible 
for grant administration of the majority of the CVF awards.31 The SCAD answers 
administrative, financial, and programmatic questions, reviews reported 
information, monitors State CVF performance, and assists States with data calls 
and grant applications. OJP’s Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO) assists the 
SCAD with grant monitoring duties and also reviews spending rates. OJP’s Office of 
Audits, Assessment, and Management also performs a monthly risk indicator report 
of States on an individual and aggregate basis in addition to reviewing spending 
patterns, audit findings, closeout actions, and deobligations. 

OVC grant managers can use the options of both site visits and desk reviews 
to oversee grantees. Desk reviews include reviewing drawdowns and financial and 
performance reports to check State compliance. If a grant manager finds an issue 
during a desk review, he or she should reach out to the State for verification. 
Alternatively, during a site visit, grant managers travel to the State’s location to 
review policies and procedures, transactions, and on-the-ground operations.  At the 
conclusion of a site visit, grant managers compile report findings and 
recommendations. While our September 2017 CVF audit found that OJP had not 
met its CVF monitoring schedule, during FYs 2015 and 2016 OVC nearly tripled the 
number of annual site visits it performed over previous levels. Further, in August 
2018 follow-up to that audit, OJP articulated the goal of conducting one site visit 
every 4 years, subject to resource availability. 

In addition to site visits and desk reviews, OVC hosts East and West Coast 
regional meetings with the States each year, to share information with State 
administrators and provide a forum for OVC to hear feedback and understand the 
needs of States. Records from a May 2018 regional meeting indicate that OVC and 
the States discussed: (1) new State programs, (2) monitoring of recipients and 

30 U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of the Inspector General (OIG), Audit of Risks 
Associated with the Office of Justice Programs' Management of the Crime Victims Fund Grant 
Programs, Audit Report 17-36 (September 2017). 

31 SCAD staff have oversight responsibility for all CVF formula awards, including assistance 
and compensation, as well as training and technology discretionary awards–which collectively 
constitute the majority of the CVF awards managed by OJP.  A portion of other CVF discretionary 
awards are the responsibility of other OJP grant managers. 
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subrecipients, and (3) State challenges and needs. We note that unlike the annual 
VOCA conference, participation in these regional meetings is voluntary; thus, only 
those States with administrators who are able to participate benefit from these 
regional meetings. 

Needed Oversight Improvements 

Notwithstanding these efforts, States that have received OVC scrutiny or 
direct feedback just prior to our audit work have still been found to be deficient 
with regard to their grant management. For example, one State set up its grant 
programs in a way that did not distinguish the source of funds to its subrecipients.  
This resulted in a grant environment that commingled funds.  While State officials 
believed they managed their program appropriately and cited OVC guidance that 
endorsed this approach, this State ultimately had its CVF funding frozen and was 
designated as high risk. 

In other instances, our audits identified examples where States had a 
fundamental misunderstanding about how to handle their victim compensation 
grants and certifications.  For example, a State miscalculated its federal drawdowns 
by taking the State funding amount spent at the time and multiplying it by 60 
percent to request the amount of federal funds for advancement. This process 
departed from grant management principles and resulted in excess money on hand.  
Nevertheless, an OJP and OCFO site visit conducted a month before our audit began 
did not identify this discrepancy. In addition, another State significantly 
miscalculated its compensation certification amount by applying the formula to the 
entire amount budgeted to the program, and not the total victim compensation 
payments as required. Despite an OVC site visit the previous year, it was not until 
our audit tested the award certification process that these errors, which resulted in 
improper award amounts, were discovered. We are concerned that in each 
instance the State appeared to have been visited by an OJP official or posed a 
specific question, yet OJP did not identify and correct the grant mismanagement or 
provide a clear response to the State. 

We have also identified additional examples where OVC has been less than 
responsive in its interactions with the states.  At least a few States we have audited 
noted concerns in their ability to obtain helpful responses from OJP.  For example, 
one State posed a question to a grant manager about the use of its CVF funds for a 
specific type of expense.  In response, according to this State, it simply received a 
copy of the DOJ Grants Financial Guide, which is available to the general public. 

We identified two ways in which OJP can enhance its own ability to monitor 
the CVF grantees:  (1) building grant manager expertise and (2) effectively sharing 
in-house knowledge among its personnel. 

With regard to training, SCAD grant managers frequently encounter 
questions from the State grantees, though these grant managers said that they did 
not always believe that they had the knowledge and authority to provide a 
definitive answer themselves.  For example, although the daily activities of a grant 
manager involve reviewing financial information—such as federal financial reports, 
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GRANT  MANAGER  PERSPECTIVES 

• “There  is  no  real  training  for newly  hired  grant 
managers.   OJP  does  not  provide  detailed  
training  or workshops  in accounting.”  

• “Grants  management  training  is  provided 
annually.   However,  there isn’t  enough time  to 
provide  the  level  of  detail  needed.  Our grant 
managers  really  struggle  with  reviewing  and 
understanding  the  general  ledger.” 

• “I  have  not  received  proper training…the 
training we  were  provided  did  not allow  staff  to 
ask  the  right questions  and  provided  more 
content  than could  be s ufficiently  covered in  an 
hour.” 

 

 

  
   

     
   

 
   

 
      

  
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

  
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
     

   

      
    

     
     

      
   

     
 

    
 

    
    

  

general ledgers, and system and record controls—grant managers do not need to 
have a financial background or education, and only one SCAD grant manager 
possessed a background in accounting.  Our interviews with SCAD grant managers 
confirmed a lack of formal financial or accounting training for newly hired grant 
managers beyond the DOJ grants management financial training, which covers 
general financial principles that are not specific to the CVF program.  Although we 
were told by some officials that OJP tried to coordinate site visits to ensure 
complementary coverage by both programmatic and financial personnel, and grant 
managers expressed the benefit of conducting site visits jointly with financial 
monitors from OCFO, we found that joint site visits were rare for the scope of our 
review. OJP reported in 
August 2018 that it had begun 
assessing the training needs 
of grant personnel and was 
developing an OJP-wide policy 
on training requirements.  OJP 
also stated that it had 
provided mandatory grants 
management update training 
to the grant managers. Given 
that the grant manager 
position involves ensuring 
compliance with grant 
management requirements, 
including the financial aspects 
of the award, OJP should 
prioritize enhancing grant 
manager expertise in this 
area. 

In addition to training 
gaps, we identified some barriers to communication that have hampered OJP’s 
ability to provide responsive and well-informed CVF oversight. SCAD grant 
managers described some challenges in obtaining answers to more difficult 
questions from OJP officials. Different OJP offices, including SCAD, other offices 
within OVC, OJP’s OCFO, and OJP’s OGC, have different roles and authorities, and 
do not always work together effectively to field and address recurring State 
questions or concerns.  For example, grant managers told us that they have 
difficulties obtaining answers to financial questions from OCFO. Based on these 
observations, we believe OJP can enhance its internal communications process to 
achieve better responses on CVF inquires requiring resolution. We therefore 
recommend that OJP review its internal process for addressing CVF grant 
management questions, particularly with regard to financial management and the 
allowability of expenditures. 

OJP is making progress in the area of grant manager training. In an August 
2018 response to the September 2017 audit, OJP stated that it was working on an 
assessment of the financial and programmatic training needs of the grant program 
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specialist and developing an OJP-wide policy on training requirements for grants 
specialists and financial monitors which they expect to complete by December 
2018.  OJP also stated that it had provided mandatory grants management update 
training to the grant managers. Beginning in FY 2019, OJP also reoriented its 
monitoring to take a statewide approach and complete in-person monitoring of each 
State within 4 years.  Financial personnel will review on-site at least one award 
from each OJP-funded program in the State, and programmatic staff will pick up the 
financial questions for the awards that did not fall in the scope of the financial staff 
review.  Under this approach, the financial staff can take more of a lead role in 
assessing the overarching accounting and financial policies and procedures, as well 
as subrecipient policies within a State. We are encouraged by OJP’s explanation of 
its planned approach, which it described as always involving a team on site, 
composed of a mix of both financial and programmatic monitors.  We believe OJP 
should continue its efforts to improve coordination with its financial personnel and 
others with expertise positioned to provide answers on the proper implementation 
of the CVF awards to achieve better results with the CVF programs. 

OJP Capacity Constraints 

With minor exceptions, OJP has not received appropriated funding specifically 
designated for administrative purposes since 2012.  Instead, OJP must “fairly and 
equitably” support its cumulative administrative expenses from funding available to 
its grant programs.  To accomplish this, OJP first surveys its collective needs and 
compiles a budget request for Congress capturing cumulative management and 
administration expenses anticipated across all six of its program offices as well as 
its nine business offices that provide shared services for all OJP grants, including 
the CVF portfolio.  Once Congress enacts a budget, OJP’s OCFO develops a Spend 
Plan, which details more specifically how OJP will use the funding made available by 
Congress for its grant programs to support administrative expenses.  In developing 
this Spend Plan, OJP’s OCFO has a multi-step “assessment” process to determine 
the proportion of the total OJP administrative expense burden paid by each of its 
six grant program areas available to support the collective OJP expenses.32 CVF is 
one of these program areas, and therefore, CVF funds are one of the sources 
available to OJP to support its management and administrative expenses. OJP’s 
OCFO has some discretion in determining what is a fair and equitable portion of 
expenses paid by each program area; however, the total amount available to OJP is 
determined by Congress. Once OJP calculates the relative contributions from each 
program area, that funding becomes part of a collective pool to support all of OJP’s 
shared expenses. Figure 7 shows the contributions from CVF toward OJP 
management and administration expenses in relation to the total value of CVF 
formula grants for which OVC has oversight responsibility. 

32 OJP excludes certain programs from the total amount OJP considers available to cover 
management and administrative costs for several reasons, including appropriations provisions that 
would limit, preclude, or otherwise render inappropriate the routing of money from certain programs 
to cover OJP’s expenses. 
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Figure 7 

CVF Funds Used for OJP Management and Administration Compared to 
OVC Formula Grant Portfolio Value, FYs 2014-2018 (in millions) 
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At the time of the September 2017 audit, we were told that previous hiring 
freezes and budget cuts impaired OVC’s ability to manage the CVF program.  OJP 
identified the need to increase both OVC and OCFO staff levels and, in FYs 2016 
and 2017, OVC secured an increase in CVF-sourced administrative funding and 
expanded its CVF oversight team. However, we found that this expansion was only 
temporary, and some staff have since left.  OJP is once again encountering some 
capacity constraints which, according to the proposed Department of Justice FY 
2020 Performance Budget, are likely to worsen as 
OJP becomes responsible for administering a 
growing number of awards with funding and staff 
levels below those of previous years. 

In March 2016, SCAD’s grant manager 
cohort included eight full time equivalent (FTE) 
positions.33 At the start of our review in March 
2018, OVC’s SCAD was composed of six grant 
managers, one team lead, and one director. Yet, 
as of March 2019, SCAD’s grant manager pool 
comprised only five FTE grant managers, and 
lacked a dedicated team lead or director.  These five grant managers are 

GRANT  MANAGER  
PERSPECTIVE  

SCAD hired additional staff  
[…], but three people have 
since left, “so we’re back to  

where  we started.”  

33 One of these eight positions was vacant in 2016. 
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Manager 4 
$1,068 M 

70Awards 

Grant Manager 2 
$1,631 M 

73Awards 

5 

responsible for overseeing an average of over $1.5 billion each in CVF formula and 
discretionary grants, as depicted in Figure 8. 

Figure 8 

Grant Oversight Responsibilities for SCAD Grant Managers: 
Cumulative Award Amounts and Number of Awards 

Note: This figure includes all CVF formula awards open as of March 2019, including FY 2016-2018 
assistance and compensation awards, as well as training and technology discretionary awards. 

Source: OIG analysis based on OJP data 

Maintaining adequate monitoring of $7.8 billion in grant funding, much of 
which is further distributed to subrecipients, presents an enormous challenge, given 
the current size of the SCAD.  SCAD grant managers reported that this distribution 
made it difficult for them to stay fully apprised of developments and areas of 
concern with all their grantees.  The grant managers stated that a few additional 
grant managers would make the workload much more manageable. Despite 
questions from the States about OVC’s capacity, as of August 2018, OVC had not 
reported any plans to hire more staff.  Further, we note that the Department of 
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Justice FY 2020 Performance Budget released March 2019 did not include any plans 
for additional positions dedicated to the SCAD and proposed cutting 144 positions 
that had previously been dedicated to traditional OJP activities. 

From FY 2017 to FY 2018, OJP became responsible for an additional $1.477 
billion in CVF formula grants alone.  OJP also maintained responsibility for its 
traditional portfolio of CVF discretionary awards, and gained responsibility for 
approximately $133 million in additional grants through a new set-aside specifically 
designated for tribal crime victims.34 This latter allocation presents a unique 
oversight burden for OJP.  In recognition of the challenges some tribes face in 
applying for and managing federal grants, OVC established a two-phase application 
process both to help attract eligible tribal applicants for its crime service programs 
and allow more time for tribes to fully develop in-depth submissions for the second 
part of the process. This enhanced grant process will require more staff attention 
than other awards made under the traditional award process and will create an 
extra demand on OJP. 

We recognize OJP does not control the amount of CVF funding made available 
each year for which it becomes responsible. Further, while there has been a 
marked increase in the total funding for CVF awards and in the number and value of 
subrecipient assistance awards as well as an addition of new tribal recipients, 
according to proposed budget documents, OJP may be facing a significant reduction 
of OJP staff as well as the potential consolidation of additional new grant 
management responsibilities.  The increasing workload in an environment of 
decreasing resources is likely to impact OJP’s ability to conduct comprehensive 
oversight and thereby heightens the risk of misuse of funds intended to help victims 
of crime. 

Within these constraints, OJP has strived to achieve effective oversight. For 
instance, OJP included in its tribal solicitation examples of activities, services, and 
items for which grant funds can and cannot be used, which we note as a best 
practice—particularly in light of our audits findings with regard to tribal recipients. 
We encourage OJP to consider similar ways in which it can mitigate risk in its 
grantee population with a relatively modest investment of resources. 

34 Authorized by the 2018 Consolidated Appropriations Act, the FY 2018 Tribal Victim Services 
Set-Aside Program made 3 percent of the CVF cap amount available to federally recognized Indian 
tribes, as determined by the Department of the Interior, including Alaska Native villages and tribal 
consortia consisting of two or more federally recognized Indian tribes. 
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The significant increase in funding available to the CVF programs since 
FY 2015 has resulted in additional support to the crime victim community and 
helped the States enhance their services to victims. States have been able to fund 
larger and more numerous subawards to direct service providers, and some have 
exhibited promising practices in areas ranging from public awareness campaigns to 
innovative subaward monitoring strategies as part of their efforts to implement the 
larger CVF award programs. In response to the increase in funding, many States 
identified new areas of focus as part of an effort to better meet the needs of victims 
that have been previously underserved. As the program continues, States have 
cited additional needs in the areas of staffing and space, training, capacity-building, 
and management of funding. 

While the additional funding created significant opportunities for States to 
enhance their program accomplishments, the States also encountered a variety of 
challenges as they have implemented their growing CVF programs.  As a result of 
sustained audit efforts relating to the CVF program, we found some States have 
struggled to adjust to the substantial increase in funding within the statutory award 
deadlines.  We also learned States often experienced difficulty in both interpreting 
the requirements governing the expenditure of these CVF grants, and reporting 
their award activity to OJP.  Specific to the compensation program, we observed 
certain States experienced challenges accounting for and supporting claims 
payments, while a chief challenge of the States’ victim assistance programs was 
designing and implementing an effective monitoring strategy for the burgeoning 
population of CVF subrecipients. 

OJP has undertaken several steps to better understand the needs in the 
crime victim field and provide guidance for States and crime victim service 
providers on ways to achieve a successful and compliant grant program, though our 
work has found there are several ways OJP can continue to enhance the guidance 
and monitoring for these programs. For example, OJP must provide attentive 
oversight to ensure the States are distributing the new assistance funds in a 
responsible manner. States would also benefit from more responsive answers to 
common questions and more training and guidance, particularly in the areas of 
financial compliance and subrecipient monitoring. We further found that the 
standard grant resources and requirements for CVF grantees, such as financial 
guides and reporting forms, sometimes are unclear in the context of the CVF 
programs and would be improved by customized materials or explanations to help 
the States better achieve compliance and effectively implement their victim 
programs.  While addressing these areas would help OJP improve the functioning of 
the CVF programs, we note that OJP’s ability to provide oversight to these 
programs is constrained by recent changes to its operating budget and structure, 
which have resulted in the administrative resources dedicated to this program 
shrinking as a proportion of the total value of the growing CVF awards. 
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We recommend that OJP: 

1. Examine States’ spending data, comparatively analyze States’ spending plans 
and program execution, assess the causes for any State implementation 
delays, and apply the results of this review to assist States in developing and 
executing future spending plans. 

2. Enhance communication to the formula grant recipients, including the victim 
assistance subrecipients, regarding established grant rules that clearly 
govern what constitutes an allowable cost. 

3. Better define and provide clarification on the allowability of expenses that 
have generated questions, to include building modifications, subrecipient 
non-service or indirect costs, and contracting costs. 

4. Clarify to States the supporting requirements for CVF formula grant 
administrative costs, to include personnel costs. 

5. Review the causes of the discrepancies in the certification form amounts and 
provide additional clarification to the States on the proper basis for 
completing this form. 

6. Provide additional guidance on the charging and certification of forensic exam 
payments with respect to the CVF compensation program, particularly for 
States that have additional sources of funding available for this purpose. 

7. Highlight the characteristics of well-supported payment amounts for the 
benefit of States in designing auditable compensation programs that adhere 
to federal and DOJ grant record-keeping requirements, and assist States in 
strengthening their policies and procedures where needed. 

8. Clarify the financial reporting expectations for the CVF compensation grants 
in particular, especially noting any areas in which these grants may be 
unique from other federal or DOJ awards. 

9. Analyze the causes for the Performance Measurement Tool (PMT) technical 
errors and address these issues to improve system functionality. 

10. Further clarify the expected reporting methodology for counting victims and 
tracking of compliance with priority victim areas, and resolve the 
discrepancies in the reporting instructions identified in this review. 

11. Consider providing further guidance to the States about effective monitoring 
of subrecipients, to include suggestions on the strategies for risk assessment 
as well as the characteristics of effective monitoring techniques and 
meaningful site visits. 

12. Enhance its efforts to provide current and specific guidance on the 
management of the CVF formula grants and prioritize publishing answers to 
the FAQs it has identified. 
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13. Evaluate supporting grant management training and assistance for a wider 
audience of grantees and seek to more closely align the services with 
demand, particularly in the area of financial management. 

14. Review its internal process for addressing CVF grant management questions, 
particularly with regard to financial management and the allowability of 
expenditures. 
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APPENDIX 1 

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

Objectives 

The objectives of this review were to:  (1) assess systemic issues facing CVF 
grant administration and (2) evaluate actions OJP has taken to ameliorate 
programmatic issues identified through OIG work. 

Scope and Methodology 

The scope of this review covers generally FYs 2014 through 2018.  Because 
the formula grants together constitute the largest portion of the CVF distribution, 
we focused our work primarily on these grant programs, although this review 
includes discussion of certain CVF discretionary awards to some extent. 

From January 2016 through July 2019 the Department of Justice Office of the 
Inspector General (OIG) has released a total of 48 CVF-related audits. As detailed 
in Appendix 2, this included: 17 victim assistance grant audits, 10 victim 
compensation grant audits, and 7 audits of both grant programs together. The OIG 
has also issued 5 victim assistance subrecipient grant audits, 8 CVF discretionary 
grant audits, and a risk assessment audit on the CVF grant programs (September 
2017 audit).  Results from these prior CVF audit results, including observations at 
the States and associated field visits to their subrecipients, informed this review. 

To inform our spending analysis, we reviewed both payment history reports 
and data from States’ federal financial reports, as well as spending plans from each 
of the States. We also reviewed the States’ spending plans to gauge the variety of 
ways States have approached their additional funding and the types of projects and 
populations that the increase in funding has supported.  Validating the completion 
of each new initiative described in these spending plans was not the goal of the OIG 
teams that conducted audits of victim assistance programs at the State level, 
although our State-oriented audits have included a review of States’ planned 
spending strategies as well as general performance under the grants—in order to 
determine if they enhanced services for victims. 

Our review was informed by discussions with responsible DOJ officials, 
including all OVC grant managers and supervisors responsible for CVF grant 
programs, as well as from OJP’s OCFO, OGC, and Office of Audit, Assessment, and 
Management. This review also assessed governing policy, informational materials, 
and training available to the CVF grantees.  In our analysis of resources available to 
the States, we also reviewed additional funding announcements, to include the 
training and technology discretionary awards announced between FY 2015 and 
2018. In addition, we reviewed certain draft and proposal documents that could 
affect OJP and the CVF, including the Department of Justice FY 2020 Performance 
Budget. 
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APPENDIX  2  

RELEVANT  PRIOR STATE  AUDIT REPORTS  

•  U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of  the Inspector General (OIG),  Audit 
of the Office of Justice Programs Victim Assistance Formula Grants Awarded  
to the California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services  Mather, California, 
Audit Report GR-90-16-002 (January 2016)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Office for Victims of Crime  
Grants Awarded to the Delaware Criminal Justice Council  Wilmington,  
Delaware, Audit Report GR-70-16-006  (August 2016)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Victim Assistance and Victim  
Compensation Formula Grants Awarded to the Iowa Department of Justice  
Office of the Attorney General Crime Victims Assistance Division Des Moines,  
Iowa, Audit Report GR-50-16-007 (August 2016)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Victim Assistance and Victim  
Compensation Formula Grants Awarded to the Utah Office for Victims of  
Crime Salt Lake City, Utah, Audit Report GR-60-17-001 (October 2016)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Victims Assistance  and 
Victims  Compensation Formula Grants Awarded to the Nebraska Commission 
on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice Lincoln, Nebraska, Audit Report 
GR-60-17-002  (November 2016)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Office for Victims of Crime  
Assistance Grants Awarded to the Office of  Victim Services and Justice Grants  
Washington, D.C.,  Audit Report GR-30-17-001 (February 2017)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Office for Victims of Crime  
Assistance Grants Awarded to the Rhode Island Department of Public Safety  
Grant Administration Office Providence, Rhode Island,  Audit Report GR-70-
17-004 (March  2017)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Victim Assistance and Victim  
Compensation Formula Grants Awarded to the New Mexico Crime Victims  
Reparation Commission Albuquerque, New Mexico, Audit Report GR-60-17-
006 (April  2017)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Victim Assistance and Victim  
Compensation Formula Grants  Awarded to the South Dakota Department of  
Social Services Pierre, South Dakota, Audit Report GR-60-17-011 (July 2017)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Victim Assistance and  Victim  
Compensation Formula Grants Awarded to the Minnesota Department of  
Public Safety Office of Justice Programs Saint Paul, Minnesota, Audit Report 
GR-50-17-003 (August 2017)  
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•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of Victim Assistance Formula Grants Awarded by  the Office  
for Victims of Crime to the State of North Carolina's Department of Public  
Safety Governor's Crime Commission Raleigh, North Carolina, Audit Report 
GR-40-17-005 (August 2017)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Office for Victims of Crime  
Victim Assistance Formula Grants Awarded to the Pennsylvania Commission 
on Crime and Delinquency Harrisburg, Pennsylvania,  Audit Report GR-70-17-
008 (September 2017)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Office for Victims of Crime  
Victim Compensation Formula Grants Awarded to the Michigan Department of  
Health and Human Services Lansing, Michigan,  Audit Report GR-50-18-001  
(January 2018)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs  Office  for Victims of Crime  
Victim  Compensation Formula Grants Awarded to the Delaware Victims'  
Compensation Assistance Program Wilmington, Delaware, Audit Report GR-
70-18-006 (March 2018)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Office for Victims of Crime  
Victim Assistance Formula Grants Awarded to the Governor's Office of Crime  
Control and Prevention Crownsville, Maryland, Audit Report GR-30-18-002  
(March 2018)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Office for Victims of Crime  
Victim Assistance Grants  Awarded to the Missouri Department of  Public  
Safety Jefferson City, Missouri,  Audit Report GR-50-18-004 (March 2018)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Office for Victims of Crime  
Victim Assistance Grants Awarded to the Nevada Department of Health and 
Human Services Carson City, Nevada, Audit Report GR-90-18-002 (March  
2018)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Office for Victims of Crime  
Victim Assistance Formula Grants Awarded to the Vermont Center for Crime  
Victim Services Waterbury Vermont, Audit Report  GR-70-18-007 (March  
2018)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Office for Victims of Crime,  
Crime Victims Fund Formula Grants Awarded to the State of Georgia's  
Criminal Justice Coordinating Council Atlanta, Georgia, Audit Report  GR-40-
18-003 (April  2018)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Office for Victims of Crime  
Victim Compensation Formula Grants Awarded to the Idaho Industrial  
Commission's Crime Victims Compensation Program, Boise, Idaho, Audit  
Report GR-60-18-006 (June 2018)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Office for Victims of Crime  
Victim  Compensation Formula Grants Awarded to the Virginia Workers'  
Compensation Commission Richmond, Virginia, Audit Report GR-30-18-004  
(July 2018)  
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•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Office for Victims of Crime  
Victim Assistance Formula Grants Awarded to the Mississippi State  
Department of Health, Jackson Mississippi,  Audit Report GR-40-18-004  
(August 2018)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Office for Victims of Crime  
Victim Compensation Formula Grants Awarded to the Wisconsin Department 
of Justice, Madison, Wisconsin,  Audit Report GR-50-18-005 (August 2018)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Office for Victims of Crime  
Victim Assistance Formula Grants Awarded to the Connecticut Judicial  
Branch, Hartford Connecticut, Audit Report  GR-70-18-009  (August 2018)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Office for Victims of Crime,  
Victim Assistance Formula Grants Awarded to the Massachusetts Victim and  
Witness Assistance Board, Boston, Massachusetts, Audit Report GR-70-18-
010 (September  2018)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Victim Compensation Grants  
Awarded to the New Jersey Department of  Law and Public Safety Trenton,  
New Jersey,  Audit Report  GR-70-19-001 (February 2019)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the  Office of Justice Programs Victim Assistance Grants  
Awarded to the State of Hawaii Department of the Attorney General,  
Honolulu, Hawaii,  Audit Report GR-90-19-002 (March 2019)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Victim Compensation 
Formula Grants Awarded to the Washington Department of Labor and 
Industries Olympia, Washington,  Audit Report GR-90-19-001 (March 2019)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of Office of Justice Programs Victim Compensation Grants  
Awarded to the West Virginia Legislative Claims Commission, Charleston,  
West Virginia, Audit Report GR-30-19-004 (April 2019)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Victim Assistance Grants  
Awarded to the Tennessee Department of Finance and Administration,  
Nashville, Tennessee, Audit  Report GR-40-19-002 (May 2019)  

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Victim Assistance Grants  
Awarded to the Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement, Baton Rouge,  
Louisiana,  Audit  Report GR-40-19-003 (June 2019)   

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Victim Compensation Grants  
Awarded to the Montana Office of Victim Services' Crime  Victim  
Compensation Program, Helena, Montana,  Audit Report GR-60-19-006 (June  
2019)    

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Victim Assistance Grants  
Awarded to the Arkansas Department of Finance and Administration, Little  
Rock Arkansas,  Audit Report GR-40-19-004 (July 2019)   

•  DOJ OIG,  Audit of the Office of Justice Programs Victim Compensation Grants  
Awarded to the Colorado Department of Public Safety, Lakewood, Colorado, 
Audit Report GR-60-19-007 (July 2019)  
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APPENDIX 3  

OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS’  RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT  
REPORT  

 

U.S. Department or Justice 

Office of Justice Programs 

Office of rhe Assisrant Auorney General 

Wwl1l11,tton. D.C. 105J! 

JUL I 9 21119 

UM TO: Michael F,, Horowitz 
Inspector General 
United States Department of Justice 

THROUGH: Jason R. Malmstrom 
Assistant Inspector General for Audit 

Office of the Inspector General ~ 
United States Department of~ s · 

FROM: Katha.J'inc T. Sullivan 
Principal Deputy Assistant Ano ~ 

SUBJECT: Response to the Oflicc o f the Inspector General's Draft Audit 
Report. Review ofrhe Office ~f J11slice Programs· Effims 10 
Address Clu,1/enges in Administering ,he Crime Victims Fund 
Programs 

TI,is memorandum provides a resp<msc to the Otlice of the Inspector General's (010) 
June I 9, 2019, draft audit report entitled. Review o/1he O.ffice Q{J11s!ice Programs· i:;tfort.,· lo 
Address Challenges in Adminislering the Crime Victims Fund Progmms. The Ofticc of Justice 
Programs (OJP) appreciates the opportunity to review and comment on the draft report. 

As noted in the d raft report, the annual amount available under the Crime Victim Fund (CVF) 
significantly increased from $2.4 billion in Fiscal Year (FY) 2015 to $4.4 billion in FY 2018. 
Recognizing the increased risks associated witl, awarding th is level of funding, the Oftice for 
Victims of Crime (OVC) took a number of steps to enhance its oversight of CVF fonds. 

OVC, in collaboration with the Oflice of Chief Financial Officer (OCFO) and the Office of Audit, 
Assessment, and Management (OAAM). developed tools to guide programmatic and financial 
monito ring efforts and provided training to OVC Program Specialists and Financial Monitors 
responsible for programmatically and fiscally monitoring CVF gran ts. In collaboration with 
OAAM, OVC developed and implemented a monitoring strategy which calls for on-site visits 10 

each State Administering Agency (SAA) every four years. Using the new SAA monitoring 
strategy. OVC and OCFO has conducted 13 site visits, providing programmatic and financial 
monitoring. AdditionaJJy. communication with the SAAs has been enhanced through increased 
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one calls, email correspondence, F'requently Asked Questions (FAQs) webinars, and updates to 
the Administrators' page on the OVC website with relevant information for the SAAs. 

OVC continues to support its formula grantees with intensive training and technical assistance, 
including peer-to-peer mentoring. OVC is c,u·rently assessing policies, infonnational materials, 
and training available to the CVF grantees, and analyzing various State-specific reports, ranging 
from perfonuance and spending under the awards. Using this infom1ation, OVC will strengthen its 
training and technical assistance intended to enhance SAA's understanding of the allowability of 
costs under tl,e VOCA Victim Assistance Ruic; provide more support and understanding of DOJ's 
Financial Guide; assist with developing subrecipient monitoring and risk assessment policies and 
tools; and help SAAs manage their fonnula grants in the most effective manner. 

The draft audit report contains 14 recommendations. For ease of review, the recommendations 
directed to OJP arc summarized below and followed b)' OJP's response. 

I. We recommend that OJP ci:amine States' spending data, comparatively 
analyze States' spending plans and program execution, assess the causes for 
any State Implementation delays, and apply the results of this review to assist 
States in developing and executing future spending plans. 

The Oflice of Justice Programs agrees with this recommendation. OJP will build 
upon its existing efforts of monitoring the states' spending of OVC grants. By 
December 31, 2019, OVC will work with OJP's Office of tl1e Chief Financial 
Officer (OCFO) to develop a process for routinely examining states' spending 
plans, spending data, drawdown activity, grantee reports, and other available data 
on all the awards. OJP will use this analysis to assist states as they develop and 
execute future spending plans. 

The Office of Justice Programs e-0nsiders this recommendation resolved and requests 
written acceptance of this action from your office. 

2. \\le, recommend th~1t OJP cnh:·1nc~ eomm11.nie~tion to the forntulia. grant recipients. 
including the victim ass istance subrecipicnts, regarding established grant rules that 
clearly govern what constitutes an allowable cost. 

The Otlice of Justice Programs agrees with this recommendation. OJP will build upon its 
existing base of guiding resources (e.g., Victims of Crime Act (VOCA) Administrator's 
website, Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ), DOJ Grants Financial Guide) to enhance 
C-Ommunication 10 formula grant recipients. As part of this effort, OVC v.1 11 be making 
individual visits to the SAAs to build stronger relationships and demonsn·ate support to the 
States as they use federal, non-tax payer doJlars to provide services to victims across the 
country. During these meetings, OVC expects to address any concerns SAAs have 
regarding programming supported with VOCA dollars; discuss innovative and challenging 
VOCA-funded projects; visit with sub-grantees; and provide an opportunity for open 
dialogue. 
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ing programming supported with VOCA dollars; discuss innovati ve and challenging 
VOCA-funded projects; visit with sub-grantees; and provide an opportunity for open 
dialogue. 

The Office of Justice Programs considers this recommendation resolved and requests 
written acceptance of this action from your office. 

3. We recommend that OJP better define and provide clariftcalion on the 
allowability of expenses that have generated questions, to include building 
modifications, subrecipicnt non-service or indirect costs, and contracting 
costs. 

TI1e Office of Justice Programs agrees wiU1 this recommendation. By December 31, 2019, 
OVC will define and provide clarification on building modifications, subrecipient non­
service o r indirect costs, and contracting costs. 

The Office of Justice Programs considers this recommendation resolved and requests 
written acceptance of this action from your office. 

4. We recommend that OJP clarify lo States the supporting requirements for 
CVF formula grant administrative costs, to include personnel costs. 

The Office of Justice Programs a1,'1'ees with this recommendation. OCFO has regularl)' 
addressed this issue at previous meetingi;, webinars, and conferences with VOCA 
Administrators. For example, most recently, on June 12, 2019, OCFO presented 10 more 
than 30 SAA staff on this issue, and OCFO will also address this issue during the VOCA 
Administrator's conference in August 20 I 9. OJP understands, however, that because of the 
diversity in how State Administering Agencies structure their victim assistance efforts, and 
the fact that the requirements arc largely set out in somewhat complex provisions of cross• 
cutting grant rules, a clearer statement of the requirements would be helpful. By December 
31, 2019, OVC will clarify for SAAs the supporting requirements for State administrative 
(including personnel) costs under the VOCA formula programs. 

The Office of Justice Programs considers this recommendation resolved and requests 
wrinen acceptance of this action from your office. 

5. We recommend that OJP review the causes of the d iscrepancies in the 
certification form amounts 1tnd provide additional clarification to the States 
on the proper basis for completing this form. 

The Office of Justice Progl'arns agrees with this recommendation. By December 31, 20 I 9, 
OVC will complete its review of the causes of discrepancies identified to date in the 
certification forms, and provide clarification to the States regarding proper completion of 
~,c form. 

The Office of Justice Programs considers this recommendation resolved and requests 
written acceptanc.e of this action from your office. 
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We recommend that OJP provide additional guidance on the charging and 
certification of forensic exam payments with respect to the CVF compensation 
program, particularly for States that have additional sources of funding 
available for this purpose. 

The Office of Justice Programs a1,>rees with this recommendation. By December 3 1, 2019, 
OVC will provide guidance lo Stale compensation administrators regarding how States 
may charge forensic exam costs 10 VOCA Compensation grant awards, and when they may 
include State funded compensation payments in their annual certifications. 

The Office of Justice Programs considers this recommendation resolved and requests 
written ae<:eptance of this action from your office. 

7. We recommend that OJP highlight the characteristics of well-supported 
payment amounts for the benefit of States in designing auditable 
compensation programs that adhere to federal and DOJ grant record-keeping 
requi.rements, and assist States in strengthening their policies and procedures 
where needed. 

The Office of Justice Pro1,•rams agrees with this recommendation. By January I , 2020, 
OVC will work with OCFO to high.light the characteristics of well-supported payment 
amounts fot the benefit of States in designing audita ble compensation programs that adhere 
to federal and DOJ grant record-keeping rcquiremencs, and assist States in strengthening 
their policies and procedures, where needed. 

·n,c Office of Justice Programs considers this recommendation resolved and requests 
written acceptance of this action from your otl:ice. 

8. We recommend that OJP clarify the financial reporting expectations for the CVF 
coru.pensation grants in particular, especi:llly noting any areas in which these grants 
may be unique from other federal or DOJ awards. 

The Office of Justice Programs agrees with this recommendation. By December 3 1, 2019, 
OJP will work to identitY financial reporting requirements for the VOCA Victim 
Compensation Program that are unique from other federal or DOJ awards, and provide 
clarification on llnancial reporting expectations. 

The Office of Justice Programs considers this recommendation resolved and requests 
written acceptance of th.is action from your office. 

9. We recommend that OJP aoaly,,e the causes for the PMT technical errors and 
address these issues to improve system functionaUty. 

The Office of Justice Programs agrees with this recommendation. Over the past two years, 
the process for responding to technical problems has been improved. To date, all major 
technical issues impacting grantee reporting have been addressed and several updates have 
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een implemented to improve the reporting process. Given the volume of infonnation, OJP 
will provide OIG documentation outside of this response to support that issues have been 
addressed. 

The Office. of Justice Programs requests closure of this recommendation and requests 
written acceptance of this action fl-om your office. 

JO. We recommen d that O,TP fur ther clarify the expected reporting methodology for 
c.ounting victims and tratking of c.ompliance with priority victim areas, and resolve 
the discrepancies in the reporfing instructions identified in this review. 

The Office of Justice Programs agrees with this recommendation. By December 31, 2019, 
OJP will clarify reporting instructions to address the discrepancies noted in the draft report, 
as well as clarify the methodology for counting v ictims and tracking priority victim areas. 

The Office of Justice Programs considers this recommendation resolved and requests 
written acceptance of this action from your office. 

II. We recommend that OJP consider providing further guidance to the S tates about 
cffccth1c monitoring of subrecipieots, to include suggestions on the strategies for 
risk assessment as well a!; the. characteristics of effective monitoring techniques and 
meaningful site visits. 

The Office of Justice Programs agrees with this recommendation. On June 12, 2019, 
OAAM presented on th.is issue at the VOCA regional meeting, and will also address this 
issue during the VOCA Administrator's conference in August 2019. OJP agrees that 
further guidance on effective monitoring ofsubrecipients, including strategies for risk 
assessment, effective monitoring techniques, and meaningful site visits, is beneficial to the 
States. By December 31, 2019, OVC will work with OAA.M and ◊CFO to develop a 
subrecipient monitoring toolkit for states. 

The Office of Justice Programs considers this recommendation resolved and requests 
written acceptance of this action from your ot11ce. 

12. We recommend that OJ P enh ance it.s efforts to 1>rovide eurrent and specific 
guidaoce on the management of the CVF formula grants and prioritize publishing 
answers to the FAQs it has identified. 

The Office of Justice Programs agrees with this recommendation. OVC is commined to 
enhancing its efforts to provide States with cun-ent and specific guidance on the 
management of CVF formula grants, and will continue to explore ways to improve and 
enhance its efforts to provide current and specific guidance on the CVF formula grants by 
seeking input from States and national partners. Cun-ently, OVC conducts regular FAQ 
calls and/or meetings to address questions regarding the management of CVF formula 
grant. By December 31, 2019, OVC will cscablish a process to ensure that questions fl-om 
State administrators and subrecipients regarding program-specific and cross-cutting cost 
principles aJ'e tracked and addressed and. as appropriate. disseminated to all SAAs. As pru1 
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this process, OVC will ensure that the FAQ website is updated with new FAQs and 
answers. 

The Office of Justice Programs considers this recommendation resolved and requests 
written acceptance of this action from your office. 

13. We recommend that O.TP evaluate supporting grant management training and 
assistance for a wider audie.nce of grantees and seek to more closely align the 
services with demand, particularly in the area of financial management. 

The Office of Justice Programs agrees with this recommendation. OVC's Training and 
Technical Assistance Center is currently focused on providing intensive training and 
technical assistance to states and sub-recipients, including one-on-one technical assistance 
to help support states and sub-recipients efforts to improve financial management By 
January I, 2020, OJP will identify grant management training for and assistance needs of 
states, and detennine how to augment che efforts to include a wider audience of grantees. 

The Office of Justice Programs considers this recommendation resolved and requests 
written acceptance of this action from your office. 

14. We recommend that OJP review its internal process for addressing CVF grant 
management questions, particularly with regard to financial management and the 
allowability of expenditure.s. 

The Office of Justice Programs agrees -.~th this recommendation. As noted in the response 
to Recommendation 12, by December 31, 2019, OVC will establish a process to ensure that 
questions from State administrators and subrecipients regarding program-specific and 
cross-cutting cost principles are tracked and addressed and, as appropriate, disseminated to 
all SAAs. 

TI1e Office of .lusrice Programs considers this recommendation resolved a11d requests 
written acceptance of this action from your office. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond 10 this draft report, and for your continued 
collaboration to improve the administration of our grant programs. If you have any questions 
regarding this response, please contact Ralph E. Martin, Director, Office of Audit, Assessment, 
and Management, at (202) 305-1802. 

cc: Maureen A. Henneberg 
Deputy Assistant At10rney General 

Darlene Hutchinson 
Director 
Office for Victims of Crime 

Ralph E. Martin 
Director 
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of Audi~ Assessment, and Management 

Leigh Benda 
Chief Financial Officer 

Rafael A. Madan 
General Counsel 

Robert Davis 
Acting Director 
Office of Communications 

Louise Duhamel 
Acting Assistant Director, Audit Liaison Group 
Internal Review and Evaluation Office 
Justice Management Division 

.John T. Maiming 
Regional Audit Manager 
Washington Regional Audit Office 
Office of die Inspector General 

Jorge L. Sosa 
Director, Office of Operations - Audit Division 
Office of lhe Inspector General 

OJP Executive Secretarial 
Control Title IT20190620070006 
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APPENDIX 4 

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

The OIG provided a draft of this report to the Office of Justice 
Programs (OJP). We incorporated OJP’s response in Appendix 3 of this final report. 
In response to our report, OJP concurred with our recommendations and discussed 
the actions it will implement in response to our findings.  As a result, the status of 
the report is resolved.  The following provides the OIG analysis of the response and 
summary of the actions necessary to close the report. 

Recommendations for OJP: 

1. Examine States’ spending data, comparatively analyze States’ 
spending plans and program execution, assess the causes for any 
State implementation delays, and apply the results of this review to 
assist States in developing and executing future spending plans. 

Resolved.  OJP agreed with our recommendation.  OJP stated in its response 
that it planned to build upon its efforts to monitor state spending by working 
with OJP’s Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO) to develop a process to 
examine routinely States’ spending plans, spending data, drawdown activity, 
grantee reports, and all other available data on all the awards. OJP noted 
that it would use this analysis to assist States as they develop and 
execute future spending plans.  OJP anticipates that this process will be in 
place by the end of 2019. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP has 
implemented a process to analyze State spending activity that will allow it to 
identify any States that may be struggling with grant implementation and 
support the States in developing and executing appropriate spending plans in 
these instances. 

2. Enhance communication to the formula grant recipients, including 
the victim assistance subrecipients, regarding established grant rules 
that clearly govern what constitutes an allowable cost. 

Resolved.  OJP agreed with our recommendation.  OJP stated in its response 
that it would enhance communication to formula grant recipients through 
OVC site visits to the States, which should build upon existing resources such 
as the Victims of Crime Act (VOCA) Administrator's website, Frequently 
Asked Questions (FAQ), and DOJ Grants Financial Guide. Through these site 
visits, OVC expects to build relationships and provide an opportunity for open 
dialogue to address State concerns regarding VOCA programming, discuss 
innovative and challenging VOCA-funded projects, and visit subrecipients. 
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This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP has 
enhanced communication to formula grant recipients and subrecipients (as 
appropriate) about grant rules governing allowable costs.  

3. Better define and provide clarification on the allowability of expenses 
that have generated questions, to include building modifications, 
subrecipient non-service or indirect costs, and contracting costs. 

Resolved.  OJP agreed with our recommendation. OJP stated in its response 
that by the end of 2019, OVC would define and provide clarification on 
building modifications, subrecipient non-service or indirect costs, and 
contracting costs. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP has 
defined and provided clarification to the States on the allowability of 
expenses that have generated questions, as cited in this report, to include 
building modifications, subrecipient non-service or indirect costs, and 
contracting costs. 

4. Clarify to States the supporting requirements for CVF formula grant 
administrative costs, to include personnel costs. 

Resolved.  OJP agreed with our recommendation. OJP stated in its response 
that its OCFO has addressed this issue at previous meetings, webinars, and 
conferences with VOCA Administrators—including a June 2019 OCFO 
presentation—and also planned to address this topic at the VOCA conference 
planned for August 2019. In acknowledging a number of reasons why a 
clearer statement of the requirements in this area would be helpful, OJP 
stated that OVC anticipates clarifying the supporting requirements for State 
administrative costs (including personnel costs) under the VOCA formula 
programs by the end of 2019. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP has 
clarified to States the supporting requirements for CVF formula grant 
administrative costs, to include personnel costs. 

5. Review the causes of the discrepancies in the certification form 
amounts and provide additional clarification to the States on the 
proper basis for completing this form. 

Resolved.  OJP agreed with our recommendation.  OJP stated in its response 
that OVC plans to review the causes of the certification form discrepancies 
and clarify how States should properly complete the form. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP has 
reviewed the causes of the discrepancies in the certification form amounts 
and provided additional clarification to States on how to complete the form 
properly, particularly to avoid common errors cited in this report. 
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6. Provide additional guidance on the charging and certification of 
forensic exam payments with respect to the CVF compensation 
program, particularly for States that have additional sources of 
funding available for this purpose. 

Resolved.  OJP agreed with our recommendation.  OJP stated in its response 
that, by the end of 2019, OVC would provide guidance to the States on how 
they may charge forensic exam costs to compensation grant awards and 
when to include such compensation payments in their annual certifications. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP has 
provided additional guidance on the charging and certification of forensic 
exam payments with respect to the CVF compensation program, particularly 
for States that have additional sources of funding available for this purpose. 

7. Highlight the characteristics of well-supported payment amounts for 
the benefit of States in designing auditable compensation programs 
that adhere to federal and DOJ grant record-keeping requirements, 
and assist States in strengthening their policies and procedures 
where needed. 

Resolved. OJP agreed with our recommendation. OJP stated in its response 
that OVC plans to work with its OCFO to highlight characteristics of well-
supported payments for the benefit of States in designing auditable 
compensation programs that adhere to federal and DOJ grant record-keeping 
requirements.  OJP also stated that OVC plans to assist States in 
strengthening their policies and procedures in this area, where needed. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP has: 
(1) shared the characteristics of well-supported payments for the benefit of 
States in designing auditable compensation programs that adhere to grant 
requirements, and (2) assisted States in strengthening pertinent record-
keeping policies and procedures. 

8. Clarify the financial reporting expectations for the CVF compensation 
grants in particular, especially noting any areas in which these 
grants may be unique from other federal or DOJ awards. 

Resolved.  OJP agreed with our recommendation. OJP stated in its response 
that it would identify and clarify unique compensation program financial 
reporting requirements and expectations. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP has 
identified and provided clarification regarding financial reporting 
requirements for the compensation program grants.  Such an effort should 
note areas in which these grants may be unique from other federal or DOJ 
awards. 
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9. Analyze the causes for the Performance Measurement Tool (PMT) 
technical errors and address these issues to improve system 
functionality. 

Closed.  OJP agreed with our recommendation.  OJP stated in its response 
that it has improved the process for responding to technical problems over 
the past 2 years (July 2017 to July 2019).  OJP further provided historical 
logs showing its efforts to track PMT issues over time along with evidence 
that it had improved the reporting process and addressed major technical 
issues affecting grantee reporting. 

OJP later provided supporting documentation demonstrating that it has a 
working group composed of relevant subject matter experts that has met 
regularly to discuss technical issues related to PMT. OJP provided summary 
agendas of these meetings, which included discussions on topics such as 
backlogged items as well as protocols for internal correspondence to the 
Helpdesk communications group that would aid this group in preparing for 
any calls from grantees. OJP also provided several examples of PMT 
development task reports, which included relative priority assessments, 
deadlines, and the status of each item. These listings also contained 
evidence of certain tasks categorized as ready for deployment, closed, or 
resolved. 

In addition, OJP provided evidence that it has established a new PMT subject 
matter expert position to support Contracting Officer Representatives and 
Task Monitors across all PMT project call orders in providing guidance on PMT 
system backlog issues, and support the PMT Helpdesk in addressing user 
calls related to system functioning. Specific duties of this position include: 
(a) assessing system issues for their impact on grantees’ ability to enter data 
and complete reports in PMT; (b) identifying similar items in order to 
understand the scope of an issue and whether the items could be resolved 
together; (c) tracking the closure of items by ensuring that issues have been 
fully resolved and any impacted grantees have been notified of fixes; and (d) 
sharing information across calls about identified system issues as well as 
system fixes so that Helpdesk support specialists can more effectively 
respond to users. 

OJP requested closure of this recommendation. We reviewed the 
documentation provided and find OJP’s actions to be sufficient to address this 
recommendation; therefore, the status of this recommendation is now 
closed. 
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10. Further clarify the expected reporting methodology for counting 
victims and tracking of compliance with priority victim areas, and 
resolve the discrepancies in the reporting instructions identified in 
this review. 

Resolved.  OJP agreed with our recommendation.  OJP stated in its response 
that it would clarify both reporting instructions to address the discrepancies 
noted in this report, and the methodology for counting victims and tracking 
priority victim areas. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP has 
clarified the expected reporting methodology for counting victims and 
tracking of compliance with priority victim areas, and resolved the 
discrepancies in the reporting instructions identified in this review. 

11. Consider providing further guidance to the States about effective 
monitoring of subrecipients, to include suggestions on the strategies 
for risk assessment as well as the characteristics of effective 
monitoring techniques and meaningful site visits. 

Resolved.  OJP agreed with our recommendation and expressed agreement 
that further guidance on effective monitoring of subrecipients—including 
strategies for risk assessment, effective monitoring techniques, and 
meaningful site visits—would be beneficial to the States. OJP stated that its 
Office of Audit, Assessment, and Management (OAAM) presented on this 
issue at the VOCA regional meeting in June 2019, and also planned to 
address this topic at the August 2019 VOCA conference.  OJP’s response also 
stated the OVC planned to work with OJP’s OAAM and OCFO to develop a 
subrecipient monitoring toolkit for States by the end of 2019. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP has 
provided such monitoring guidance to the States and developed the proposed 
subrecipient monitoring toolkit. 

12. Enhance its efforts to provide current and specific guidance on the 
management of the CVF formula grants and prioritize publishing 
answers to the FAQs it has identified. 

Resolved.  OJP agreed with our recommendation. OJP expressed in its 
response OVC’s commitment to enhancing its efforts to provide States with 
current and specific guidance on the management of CVF formula grants, and 
noted that OVC will continue to explore ways to improve these efforts to 
provide such guidance by seeking input from States and national partners. 
OJP described efforts by OVC to conduct regular FAQ calls or meetings to 
address questions regarding the management of CVF formula grants. OJP 
also stated that, by the end of 2019, OVC would establish a process to track 
and address program-specific and cross-cutting questions from State 
administrators and subrecipients. As part of this process, OVC noted it would 
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disseminate to States the content of these discussions, as appropriate, and 
update its FAQ website with new questions and answers. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP has 
established a process to track, address, and disseminate answers to States 
on questions relating to management of the CVF formula grants, and also 
updated the relevant FAQ website. 

13. Evaluate supporting grant management training and assistance for a 
wider audience of grantees and seek to more closely align the 
services with demand, particularly in the area of financial 
management. 

Resolved.  OJP agreed with our recommendation.  OJP stated in its response 
that it would identify grant management training and assistance needs of 
States, and determine how to augment existing efforts to include a wider 
audience of grantees. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP has 
identified grant management training and assistance needs of States and 
subrecipients—particularly in the area of financial management—and 
determined how to augment existing efforts to include a wider audience of 
grantees. 

14. Review its internal process for addressing CVF grant management 
questions, particularly with regard to financial management and the 
allowability of expenditures. 

Resolved.  OJP agreed with our recommendation.  OJP cited its response to 
Recommendation 12 and stated that OVC plans to establish a process to 
track, address, and share with other States (as appropriate) questions from 
States and subrecipients regarding program-specific and cross-cutting issues. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence that OJP has 
established an effective process to address CVF grant management 
questions, particularly with regard to financial management and the 
allowability of expenditures.  OJP’s process should address the barriers to 
communication identified in this report and define the roles of different OJP 
offices, including SCAD, other offices within OVC, OJP’s OCFO, and OJP’s OGC 
in the face of State questions or concerns. We would expect this process to 
address specifically the role of grant managers and OCFO with respect to 
financial questions at the State level.  
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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 4706 
Washington, DC  20530 0001 

Website Twitter YouTube 

oig.justice.gov @JusticeOIG JusticeOIG 
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