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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY∗
 

The U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of the Inspector General 
completed an audit of three cooperative agreements awarded by the Office of 
Justice Programs (OJP), under the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) to the 
University of Rhode Island (URI) in Kingston, Rhode Island. The URI was awarded 
$1,244,844 under Cooperative Agreement Numbers 2009-FD-CX-K215, 
2011-FD-CX-K011, and 2012-MU-CX-K002. As of February 22, 2016, the URI had 
drawn down $1,236,350 of the total award funds awarded. 

The objective of this audit was to determine whether costs claimed under the 
cooperative agreements were allowable, supported, and in accordance with 
applicable laws, regulations, and terms and conditions. To accomplish this 
objective, we assessed performance in the following areas of award management: 
program performance, financial management, expenditures, budget management 
and control, drawdowns, and federal financial reports. 

As a result of our audit testing, we concluded that the URI did not adequately 
manage the cooperative agreements as we found non-compliance or discrepancies 
in four of the six areas we reviewed to include internal control issues with award 
financial management, compliance with award conditions, and use of funds.  
However, the URI did achieve the goals and objectives of the cooperative 
agreements. The URI: (1) did not comply with award special conditions for 
publications, submission of final reports, and award closeout, (2) had internal 
control issues for award financial management including the lack of proper policies 
and procedures for award purchases and proper controls over the Grant Module 
used for award management, (3) charged expenditures for travel without proper 
receipts or justification, (4) charged personnel and fringe benefit costs for 
personnel not included in the approved budgets, and (5) did not document 
employee time and effort in accordance with OJP requirements. As a result of these 
deficiencies, we identified $266,374 in net questioned costs. 

Our report contains 11 recommendations to the Office of Justice Programs, 
which are detailed in the Findings and Recommendations section of this report.  Our 
audit objective, scope, and methodology are discussed in Appendix 1 and our 
Schedule of Dollar-Related Findings appears in Appendix 2.  We discussed the 
results of our audit with URI officials and have included their comments in the 
report, as applicable. In addition, we requested a response to our draft audit report 

* Redactions were made to the full version of this report for privacy reasons. The redactions 
are contained only in Appendix 3, the grantee’s response, and are of individuals’ names. 
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from the URI and OJP, and their responses are appended to this report as 
Appendices 3 and 4, respectively.  Our analysis of both responses, as well as a 
summary of actions necessary to close the recommendations, can be found in 
Appendix 5 of this report. 
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AUDIT OF OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF JUSTICE COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS 


AWARDED TO THE UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND 

KINGSTON, RHODE ISLAND 


The u.s. Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of the Inspector Genera l (OIG) 
completed an audit of three cooperative agreements awarded by Office of Justice 
Prog rams (OJP), under the National Institute of Justice (NIJ) to the University of 
Rhode Island (URI) in Kingston, Rhode Island . The URI was awarded three 
cooperative agreements totaling $1,244,844, as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 


Cooperative Agreements Awarded to the URI 


Cooperative Agreem e nt Project Pro ject Award 
Numbe r Award Date Start Dat e End Date Amount 

2009-FD -CX-K21S 
2011-FD -CX-KOll 
2012-MU -CX-KOO2 

09 22 2009 
09 ,. 2011 
08 29 2012 

10 01 2009 
10 01 2011 
10 01 2012 

09 30 2013 
09 30 2013 
09 30 2015 

$499695 
245358 
499791 

Total: 1 244844 

Source : OJP Grants Management System 

Funding through t he NIJ supports improv ing knowledge and understanding 
of crime and justice issues t hrough science. The NIJ funds research and 
development in the area of digital evidence and forensics, as law enforcement 
agencies are challenged by the need to train officers to co llect digita l ev idence and 
keep up with rap id ly evolving technologies. OJP awarded Cooperative Agreement 
Numbers 2009-FD-CX- K21S and 201 1-FD-CX-K0 11 under the NIJ Electronic Crime 
and Digital Evidence Recovery program and awarded Cooperative Agreement 
Number 2012-MU-CX-K002 under the NIJ Applied Resea rch and Development in 
Forensic Science for Criminal Justice Purposes program . 

The Awardee 

The URI is Rhode Island's public learning-centered research university. The 
resea rch for these awards was performed at the URI's Digital Forensics and Cyber 
Security Center (DFCSC), which is part of the Department of Computer Science. 
The DFCSC was established in 2004 and includes a wide range of expertise in 
computer forensics, computer science, computer networks, information assurance, 
computer and network security, and data recovery . 

OIG Audit Approach 

The objective of this audit is to determine whether costs claimed under 
the cooperative agreements were allowable, supported, and in accordance with 
applicable laws, regulations, and terms and conditions. To accomplish this 
objective, we assessed performance in the fo llowing areas of award 
management : ( 1) program performance, (2) financial management, 
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expenditures, (3) budget management and control, (4) drawdowns, and 
(5) federal financial reports. 

We tested compliance with what we consider to be the most important 
conditions of the awards. The OJP Financial Guide and the award documents 
contain the primary criteria we applied during the audit. 

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

Program Performance and Accomplishments 

We reviewed required performance reports, the award solicitations and 
award documentation, and interviewed awardee officials to determine whether the 
URI demonstrated adequate achievement of the program goals and objectives. We 
also reviewed the Progress Reports to determine if the required reports were 
accurate. Finally, we reviewed the URI’s compliance with the special conditions 
identified in the award documentation. 

Program Goals and Objectives 

The goal of Cooperative Agreement Number 2009-FD-CX-K215 was to 
continue developing software to assist law enforcement in investigating child 
pornography cases.  The objectives included adding the capability to detect child 
pornography to the existing RedLight software tool and provide it to local law 
enforcement.  However, during testing of the tool, the personnel working on the 
project determined that the child detection capability was not a feasible method for 
use of the software.  The software was refined and included data reduction for child 
detection to help filter child images, but does not positively detect them.  This 
version of the RedLight tool was provided to law enforcement and is available for 
download on the URI’s DFCSC website. 

The goal of Cooperative Agreement Number 2011-FD-CX-K011 was to create 
a Cloud Signature tool that will allow investigators to quickly search for cloud 
application remnants on devices seized from suspects and provide the tool to law 
enforcement.  The goal of Cooperative Agreement Number 2012-MU-CX-K002 was 
to create a prototype Cloud Signature tool that will collect and present data that is 
necessary to form a preservation letter and warrant to cloud service providers and 
provide the tool to law enforcement. The URI developed a Cloud Signature tool, 
but found that other applications could collect remnants of cloud application 
sufficiently for law enforcement purposes very inexpensively and did not release the 
tool publicly. The URI continued to develop tools using the research from 
Cooperative Agreement Number 2011-FD-CX-K011 and under Cooperative 
Agreement Number 2012-MU-CX-K002 released two prototype tools: (1) Forensic 
Steady State, used to verify a Microsoft Windows 7 operating system’s forensic 
integrity so that it can be used for law enforcement investigations; and (2) Cloud 
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Signature Creator, for use by an investigator to locate potential areas of a 
computer’s file system that contains evidence useful to their investigation. The URI 
provided both tools to law enforcement and both are available for download on the 
URI’s DFCSC website. 

Based on our review, we found the URI generally achieved the goals and 
objectives of the cooperative agreements. 

Required Performance Reports 

According to the OJP Financial Guide, the funding recipient should ensure 
that valid and auditable source documentation is available to support all data 
collected for each performance measure specified in the program solicitation. We 
reviewed performance measures from the two most recent reports submitted for 
each cooperative agreement. We also observed a demonstration of the tools 
developed as a result of the awards.   

Based on our progress report testing, we found the accomplishments 
described in the required reports generally matched what we saw during the 
demonstration of the tools developed. 

Compliance with Special Conditions 

Special conditions are the terms and conditions that are included with the 
awards. We evaluated the special conditions for each cooperative agreement and 
selected a judgmental sample of the requirements that are significant to 
performance under the cooperative agreements and are not addressed in another 
section of this report.  We evaluated seven conditions for Cooperative Agreement 
Numbers 2009-FD-CX-K215, 2011-FD-CX-K011, and 2012-MU-CX-K002. 

We found the URI did not fully comply with a special condition for 
Cooperative Agreement Number 2011-FD-CX-K011. The special condition required 
any proposed publications from the cooperative agreements to be provided to the 
program manager and contain the following statement: 

This project was supported by Award No. ________ awarded by the 
National Institute of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. 
Department of Justice. The opinions, findings, and conclusions or 
recommendations expressed in this publication/program/exhibition are 
those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect those of the 
Department of Justice. 

The URI Principal Investigator provided a paper that was distributed as part 
of an international conference on forensics and cybercrime.1 While the paper did 
include a note identifying that the work was supported by an award from the NIJ; 

1 For these cooperative agreements the individual who managed the projects was identified as 
the Principal Investigator.  This individual was an employee of the URI. 
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the language did not match the language required by the special condition. 
Further, the program manager also was not aware of any publications from 
Cooperative Agreement Number 2011-FD-CX-K011.2 We recommend that OJP 
ensure the URI properly identifies publications in line with award requirements and 
provide these publications to the program manager prior to disbursement. 

We also found the URI did not comply with a special condition for all the 
cooperative agreements. For Cooperative Agreement Numbers 2009-FD-CX-K215, 
2011-FD-CX-K011, and 2012-MU-CX-K002, the URI was required to submit draft 
final reports within 90 days prior to the end of the project. For Cooperative 
Agreements 2009-FD-CX-K215 and 2011-FD-CX-K011 the project period ended 
September 30, 2013.  For Cooperative Agreement 2012-MU-CX-K002 the project 
period ended September 30, 2015. However, we found the URI submitted the draft 
final reports late for all the cooperative agreements.  The URI submitted the draft 
final reports for Cooperative Agreement Numbers: 

•	 2009-FD-CX-K215 on January 22, 2014, 204 days late; 

•	 2011-FD-CX-K011 on February 14, 2014, 227 days late; and 

•	 2012-MU-CX-K002 on December 1, 2015, 152 days past the due date 
set by the special condition. 

We recommend that OJP ensure the URI develops policies and procedures to 
ensure that all award requirements are met. 

In addition, within the Drawdown section of this audit report we discuss our 
analysis of the award closeout in greater detail. 

Award Financial Management 

According to the OJP Financial Guide, all award recipients and subrecipients 
are required to establish and maintain adequate accounting systems and financial 
records and to accurately account for funds awarded to them. To assess the URI’s 
financial management of the cooperative agreements covered by this audit, we 
reviewed the URI’s Single Audit Reports for 2013 through 2015 to identify internal 
control weaknesses and significant non-compliance issues related to federal awards.  
We also conducted interviews with financial staff, examined policy and procedures, 
and reviewed award documents to determine whether the URI adequately 
safeguards the award funds we audited. Finally, we performed testing in the areas 
that were relevant for the management of the cooperative agreements, as 
discussed throughout this report. 

2 Subsequent to the issuance of our draft audit report, URI provided us with documentation 
supporting that it provided the publication to OJP prior to presenting the publication at an international 
conference. 
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Based on our review, we identified concerns related to controls over the 
Grant Module, and inconsistencies in the URI policies and procedures for purchase 
cards and travel. 

After reviewing URI policies and procedures and interviewing a URI official, 
we found the URI has limited policy and procedures related to the Grant Module.  
The existing procedures for their financial system do not define the roles and 
responsibilities for those using the Grant Module and the permissions granted to 
users and we could not verify what controls exist in the module.  Without clear 
defined roles and responsibilities there is a higher risk that award requirements are 
not met and funds can be mismanaged. 

In addition, the URI used purchase cards for award expenditures. According 
to a URI official, the Controller’s office instituted the purchase card program and 
removed the prior approval of award expenditures by the Office of Sponsored 
Projects.  As a result, the approval of award expenditures charged to a purchase 
card (with the exception of travel expenses) did not happen until after the fact 
when a spreadsheet of transactions was provided to the Office of Sponsored 
Projects who was responsible for pulling a sample of transactions to verify. 
However, according to a URI official, sample testing of the expenditures has not 
been done in several months due to a lack of resources. 

The URI’s Purchase Card Manual describes the proper use of the purchase 
cards, including what can or cannot be purchased with the card. The April 2009 
Purchase Card Manual in effect during the award periods identified that the 
purchase card was not to be used to pay for travel expenses, including lodging and 
transportation. However, the current version of the Purchase Card Manual dated 
September 2015 states that effective January 1, 2009, an individual’s purchase 
card may be used for travel expenses including lodging and transportation.  We 
asked URI officials about the differences in the policies and were told that the 
change to the purchase card policies related to travel expenses was communicated 
to the URI community in March and October 2009. Nevertheless, the URI Purchase 
Card Manual was not updated to reflect these changes until the September 2015 
revision.  We also found that the Purchase Card Manual identifies that purchase 
cards are issued to a specific person and can only be used by that person. 
However, we found that a purchase card was used to pay for travel expenses for an 
employee who did not have a purchase card.  The Purchase Card Manual does not 
include procedures for how to pay for expenses for non-card holding employees. 

We also found inconsistencies in the URI’s travel policy and between the 
policy and instructions in the travel authorization request form. The travel 
authorization request form employees use to identify travel expenses included 
instructions, which stated that conference registration fees should be paid with a 
purchase card or the traveler’s personal funds and the traveler must comply with 
the travel policy. However, both the current travel policy and previous versions 
identify that conference registrations are to be paid by purchase card or 
prepayment by the accounting office.  Inconsistencies in policies and procedures 
can cause confusion and potential misuse of funds.  
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Based on the above information, we have concluded that award financial 
management related to policies and procedures could be improved. We 
recommend that OJP ensure the URI develops and implements policies and 
procedures for the Grant Module to ensure proper control of the module. We 
recommend that OJP ensure the URI develops policies and procedures to ensure 
award expenditures paid with a purchase card, for other than travel, are approved 
prior to purchase to ensure proper approval of expenditures charged to awards. 
We recommend that OJP ensures the URI properly updates its policies and 
procedures when changes occur and ensures the URI policies match instructions 
listed in related forms. 

Award Expenditures 

For Cooperative Agreement Numbers 2009-FD-CX-K215, 2011-FD-CX-K011, 
and 2012-MU-CX-K002, the URI’s approved budgets included personnel and fringe 
benefits, travel, supplies, other, and indirect.3 Between May 2010 and December 
2015, the URI expended $1,236,350 of the total $1,244,844.  To determine 
whether costs charged to the cooperative agreements were allowable, supported, 
and properly allocated in compliance with award requirements, we tested a sample 
of transactions. For Cooperative Agreement Numbers-2009-FD-CX-K215, 
2011-FD-CX-K011, and 2012-MU-CX-K002, we judgmentally selected 
25 transactions from each award, for a total of 75 transactions, totaling $99,822. 
We reviewed documentation, accounting records, and performed verification testing 
related to award expenditures. Based on this testing, we recommend that OJP 
remedy $266,374 in net questioned costs. The following sections describe the 
results of that testing. 

Non-Personnel Costs 

The URI charged travel expenses to Cooperative Agreement Number 
2009-FD-CX-K215.  We found: 

•	 an employee did not complete a rental car justification form and submit it 
with their travel authorization in accordance with the URI travel policy; 

•	 expenses for rental car fuel, train tickets, and parking fees that were not 
included on the travel authorization form, but were approved on the 
travel expense voucher with no explanation for why the expenses were 
left off the authorization; 

•	 errors in the calculation of per diem for employees; 

•	 a travel fee paid, but not approved on a travel authorization or expense 
voucher; 

3 Travel costs were approved only for Cooperative Agreement Numbers 2009-FD-CX-K215 
and 2011-FD-CX-K011.  Other costs were approved only for Cooperative Agreement Number 
2012-MU-CX-K002. 
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•	 travel expenses not supported by receipts, but approved on expense 
vouchers; 

•	 hotel internet charges with no justification for why the expense was 
necessary; and 

•	 travel costs charged for an unbudgeted activity. 

According to the URI travel policy, any travel expenses that are not properly 
documented will not be reimbursed. Therefore, we question $454 in unallowable 
travel costs and $236 in unsupported travel costs charged to Cooperative 
Agreement Number 2009-FD-CX-K215.  

We also identified charges for computer supplies that lacked documentation 
to support the delivery date and when the items were received. Therefore, we 
question $130 in unsupported costs for computer supplies charged to Cooperative 
Agreement Number 2009-FD-CX-K215. 

For Cooperative Agreement Number 2012-MU-CX-K002 we found that the 
URI charged $446 in advertising costs; however, the approved budget by OJP did 
not include advertising costs.  Therefore, we question $446 in unallowable 
advertising costs. 

We recommend OJP coordinate with the URI to remedy $901 in unallowable 
costs for travel and advertising and $366 in unsupported costs for travel and 
computer supplies.4 We also recommend OJP ensure the URI enforces existing 
travel policy to ensure travel costs are properly approved, justified, and supported 
by receipts. 

We did not identify any issues related to indirect costs charged to the 
awards. 

Personnel and Fringe Benefit Costs 

We identified a total of $657,331, or 53 percent, of the total award funding 
received that was expended on URI personnel. We tested the payroll and 
associated fringe benefit expenditures for 10 URI employees charged to the 
cooperative agreements by judgmentally sampling transactions including two non
consecutive pay periods from each award totaling $64,035.  We reviewed 
supporting documentation, such as personnel files, time and attendance records, 
the URI hiring and fringe policies, and the URI negotiated benefit rates to 
determine:  (1) if the salary, positions, and fringe benefits paid with award funds 
appeared reasonable with the stated intent of the program and consistent with the 
OJP-approved budget and the URI policies, (2) whether the salaries and fringe 
benefits of the employees paid with award funds were necessary and within a 

4 Difference due to rounding. 
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reasonable range, and (3) if the salary and fringe benefit expenditures were 
adequately supported. 

In order to ensure compliance with the OJP Financial Guide, the URI must 
submit a Grant Adjustment Notice (GAN) when making changes to the organization 
or staff with primary responsibility of implementing the award.  We determined the 
URI did not submit any GANs and used award funding to pay personnel costs for 
positions not identified in the approved budgets for the cooperative agreements and 
charged the awards more than the budget allowed. All three cooperative 
agreement budgets allowed for one or two graduate students to be paid on an 
hourly basis using the URI graduate student allowable rate. However, we found the 
URI hired two employees as Graduate Assistants multiple times, who were paid on 
a stipend/contract basis and on multiple occasions in addition to other employees 
paid with award funding as graduate students.  We also found all three budgets 
allowed for a Technical Programmer, but the URI charged the awards for a 
Technical Programmer, two Informational Technologists, a Lead Informational 
Technologist; and on occasion all three positions were paid with the cooperative 
agreement funds. In addition, we identified expenditures with no justification or 
support allocated to personnel and fringe benefit costs.  

As a result, we recommend OJP ensure the URI implements policies and 
procedures to ensure that only personnel listed in OJP approved budgets are 
charged to the related OJP cooperative agreements.  We also question $216,469 of 
unallowable personnel costs charged to the cooperative agreements and $180,150 
of unsupported costs related to the positions that were unallowable.  In addition, 
we identified $48,830 of unallowable and $47,470 of unsupported fringe benefit 
costs charged to the cooperative agreements due to the associated unallowable 
positions and inaccurate calculations based on the allowable rates and 
requirements. 

We also determined the URI failed to document employee time and effort 
reporting in accordance with OJP requirements. 

For each URI employee tested, we reviewed timesheets or effort certification 
reports.  The effort certification reports detail the different accounts, an effort 
percentage for each account, and the total amount expended during the time 
period.  However, due to the three different types of URI employees paid with 
award funding and the different policies for each employee we found that not all 
employees had timesheets and employees submitted effort certification reports at 
different times. 

Specifically, we found the URI state employees prepared bi-weekly 
timesheets and bi-annual effort certification reports, but worked on multiple 
programs or cost accounts. However, for the majority of the URI state employees 
tested, the effort percentage did not equal the distribution percentage that was 
originally allocated.  Similarly, the URI internal faculty staff tested did not prepare 
timesheets and submitted bi-annual effort certification reports, even though they 
worked on multiple programs or cost accounts.  Lastly, we found the graduate 
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students prepared bi-weekly timesheets and the URI ensured certifications were 
completed within the approved timeframe.  We also found that the timesheets and 
effort certification reports, for all employees tested, only had one signature. 

The URI lacks policies and procedures relating to the compensation for 
personal services for employees working on multiple award programs or cost 
activities.  The potential for fraud, waste, and abuse of award funding is increased 
without accurate and properly completed effort certification reports. Therefore, we 
recommend that OJP ensure the URI implements policies and procedures that are in 
compliance with federal regulations relating to compensation for personal services 
for employees working on multiple award programs or cost activities. 

Budget Management and Control 

According to the OJP Financial Guide the recipient is responsible for 
establishing and maintaining an adequate accounting system, which includes the 
ability to compare actual expenditures or outlays with budgeted amounts for each 
award.  Additionally, the award recipient must initiate a Grant Adjustment Notice 
for a budget modification that reallocates funds among budget categories if the 
proposed cumulative change is greater than 10 percent of the total award amount. 

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

Drawdowns 

According to the OJP Financial Guide, an adequate accounting system should 
be established to maintain documentation to support all receipts of federal funds. 
If, at the end of the award, recipients have drawn down funds in excess of federal 
expenditures, unused funds must be returned to the awarding agency. We found 
the URI’s policy for drawdowns was requesting the totaled monthly award 
expenses. To assess whether the URI managed receipts in accordance with federal 
requirements, we compared the total amount reimbursed to the total expenditures 
in the accounting records. 

9
 



Table 2 

Drawdowns by the URI 

Cooperative Award De-Obligated Total Award 
Drawdown 

Agreement Number Amount Amount" Amount 

Note: "A balance of $7,365 exists in the account for Cooperative Ag reement Number 
2012-MU-CX-K002. OJP stated that the closeout process has been temporarily suspended because 
t he cooperative agreement is under audit . 

Source : OJP Grants Management Syst em 

During this audit, we did not identify significant deficiencies related to t he 
recipient's process fo r developing drawdown requests and concluded drawdowns 
made by the URI were made on a reimbursement basis. However, as shown in the 
table above, award funding was not used and funding was de-obligated. A URI 
official explained that the budgets developed for the cooperative agreements were 
estimates and the URI only expended what was needed and returned what was not 
necessary. 

In addition, we identified that the URI was not in compliance with a final 
drawdown specia l condition for each cooperative agreement. According to the 
specia l condition : 

Of the total award amount, an amount [different amounts depending 
on the award] may not be obligated, expended, or drawn down until 
the [awardee] submits the draft final research/ technica l report 
required by the special conditions of this award. 5 

According to the OJP Financial Gu ide, with in 90 days of the end of the award: 

( 1) recip ients must request final reimbursement (drawdown) of 
Federal expenditures made within the approved project period in 
conjunction with the fi nal SF-425; (2) the final SF-425 (Federa l 
Financia l Report (FFR) must be submitted by the recipient to the 
awarding agency; and (3) the submission of the final SF-425, final 
progress report, and an invention report [if applicable - in this case a 
technical report] by the end of t he 90-day period. Once an 
administrative closeout begins, the recipient is unable to draw any 
additional funds on the award. 

5 The specia l condition amount tha t may not be obliga ted, expended, or drawn down for 
Cooperat ive Agreement Numbers 2009-FD -CS -K21S and 2011-FD-CX-KOll was $5,000. For 
Cooperat ive Agreement Number 2012-MU-CX-K002 the amount was $20,000. 
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We found the following: (1) the URI did not request the final drawdown for 
each cooperative agreement within the approved project period and (2) for two of 
the three awards, Cooperative Agreement Numbers 2009-FD-CX-K215 and 
2011-FD-CX-K011, the final progress reports were submitted outside of the 
allowable closeout period. 

We determined the URI lacked written policies and procedures on award 
closeout, submitted the final close-out reports late for all the cooperative 
agreements resulting in the special condition to be removed late, and the last 
drawdown was requested late. However, because OJP accepted the reports and 
removed the special condition OJP allowed the late drawdown to occur. 

Nevertheless, when awardees fail to properly manage and minimize the time 
lapse between the receipt of funds and disbursement of those funds for award 
eligible expenditures, the risk of fraud, waste, and abuse of funds 
increases. Therefore, we recommend OJP ensure the URI implements controls 
related to award closeout monitoring including drawdown requests. 

Federal Financial Reports 

According to the OJP Financial Guide, recipients shall report the actual 
expenditures and unliquidated obligations incurred for the reporting period on each 
federal financial report (FFR) as well as cumulative expenditures.  To determine 
whether the URI submitted accurate FFRs, we compared the four most recent 
reports to the URI’s accounting records for Cooperative Agreement Numbers 
2009-FD-CX-K215, 2011-FD-CX-K011, and 2012-MU-CX-K002. 

The FFRs did not identify any program income for any of the awards. We 
found the FFRs to be generally accurate.  However, prior to the final FFR for 
Cooperative Agreement Number 2009-FD-CX-K215, we identified a cumulative total 
difference between the accounting records and an FFR of $9,065.  A URI official 
explained the difference occurred because of overspending, but did not report the 
overage. As detailed in the Drawdown section of this report, funding for the 
cooperative agreement was de-obligated. We asked for clarification as to how 
there was an overage, but money was de-obligated for Cooperative Agreement 
Number 2009-FD-CX-K215.  A URI official stated that there were payroll 
adjustments made after the overspending that led to an unobligated amount. 

Conclusion 

As a result of our audit testing, we concluded that the URI did not adequately 
manage the awards we reviewed as we found non-compliance or discrepancies in 
four of the six areas we reviewed to include internal control issues with award 
financial management, compliance with award conditions, and use of funds. 
However, the URI did achieve the goals and objectives of the cooperative 
agreements. The URI:  (1) did not comply with award special conditions for 
publications, submission of final reports, and award closeout, (2) had internal 
control issues for award financial management including proper policies and 
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procedures for award purchases and proper controls over the Grant Module used for 
award management, (3) charged expenditures for travel without proper receipts or 
justification, (4) charged personnel and fringe benefit costs for personnel not 
included in the approved budgets, and (5) did not document employee time and 
effort in accordance with OJP requirements.  As a result of these deficiencies, we 
identified $266,374 in net questioned costs. We provide 11 recommendations to 
OJP to address these deficiencies. 

Recommendations 

We recommend that OJP: 

1.	 Remedy the $266,200 in unallowable costs resulting from: 

a. $456 of unallowable travel costs. 
b. $446 of unallowable advertising costs. 
c. $216,469 in unallowable personnel costs.  
d. $48,830 in unallowable fringe benefit costs. 

2.	 Remedy the $227,985 in unsupported costs resulting from: 

a. $236 of unsupported travel costs. 
b. $130 of unsupported computer supplies. 
c. $180,150 in unsupported personnel costs. 
d. $47,470 in unsupported fringe benefit costs. 

3.	 Ensure the URI properly identifies publications in line with award 
requirements and provide these publications to the program manager prior to 
disbursement. 

4.	 Ensure the URI develops policies and procedures to ensure that all award 

requirements are met.
 

5.	 Ensure the URI develops and implements policies and procedures for the
 
Grant Module to ensure proper control of the module.
 

6.	 Ensure the URI develops policies and procedures to ensure award 
expenditures paid with a purchase card, for other than travel, are approved 
prior to purchase to ensure proper approval of expenditures charged to 
awards. 

7.	 Ensure the URI properly updates its policies and procedures when changes 
occur and ensures that its policies match instructions listed in related forms. 

8.	 Ensure the URI enforces existing travel policy to ensure travel costs are
 
properly approved, justified, and supported by receipts.
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9.	 Ensure the URI implements policies and procedures to ensure that only 
personnel listed in the OJP approved award budgets are charged to the 
related OJP cooperative agreements. 

10.	 Ensure the URI implements policies and procedures that are in compliance 
with federal regulations relating to compensation for personal services for 
employees working on multiple award programs or cost activities. 

11.	 Ensure the URI implements controls related to award closeout monitoring 
including drawdown requests. 
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APPENDIX 1 

OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

The objective of this audit was to determine whether costs claimed under the 
cooperative agreements were allowable, supported, and in accordance with 
applicable laws, regulations, and terms and conditions. To accomplish this 
objective, we assessed performance in the following areas of award management: 
program performance, financial management, expenditures, budget management 
and control, drawdowns, and federal financial reports.  

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

This was an audit of Office of Justice Programs (OJP) cooperative agreements 
awarded to the University of Rhode Island (URI) under the National Institute of 
Justice.  OJP awarded Cooperative Agreement Numbers 2009-FD-CX-K215, 
2011-FD-CX-K011, and 2012-MU-CX-K002, totaling $1,244,844 to the URI; and as 
of February 22, 2016, the URI had drawn down $1,236,350 of the total funds 
awarded. Our audit concentrated on, but was not limited to September 22, 2009, 
the award date for Cooperative Agreement Number 2009-FD-CX-K215, through 
March 16, 2016, the last day of our field work. OJP had closed Cooperative 
Agreement Numbers 2009-FD-CX-K215 and 2011-FD-CX-K011 at the time of our 
review; OJP has temporarily suspended the closeout process for Cooperative 
Agreement Number 2012-MU-CX-K002 because the cooperative agreement is under 
audit. 

To accomplish our objective, we tested compliance with what we consider to 
be the most important conditions of the URI’s activities related to the audited 
awards.  We performed sample-based audit testing for award expenditures 
including payroll and non-payroll costs; award special conditions; financial reports; 
and progress reports.  In this effort, we employed a judgmental sampling design to 
obtain broad exposure to numerous facets of the awards reviewed.  This 
non-statistical sample design did not allow projection of the test results to the 
universe from which the samples were selected. The OJP Financial Guide and the 
award documents contain the primary criteria we applied during the audit. 

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

SCHEDULE OF DOLLAR-RELATED FINDINGS 

QUESTIONED COSTS6 
AMOUNT PAGE 

Unallowable Costs 
Unallowable Travel and Advertising Costs $901 7 
Unallowable Payroll Costs $216,469 8 
Unallowable Fringe Benefit Costs $48,830 8 

Total Unallowable Costs $266,200 

Unsupported Costs 
Unsupported Travel and Computer Supplies Costs $366 7 
Unsupported Personnel Costs $180,150 8 
Unsupported Fringe Benefit Costs $47,470 8 

Total Unsupported Costs $227,985 

GROSS QUESTIONED COSTS $494,185 
Less Duplicate Questioned Costs7 $227,811 

NET QUESTIONED COSTS8 $266,374 

6 Questioned Costs are expenditures that do not comply with legal, regulatory, or 
contractual requirements; are not supported by adequate documentation at the time of the audit; or 
are unnecessary or unreasonable.  Questioned costs may be remedied by offset, waiver, recovery of 
funds, or the provision of supporting documentation. 

7 Some costs were questioned for more than one reason.  Net questioned costs exclude the 
duplicate amounts, which include travel ($191), payroll ($180,150), and fringe benefit expenditures 
($47,470).  

8 Differences are due to rounding. 
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APPENDIX 3 

UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND 
RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT REPORT9 

TH' OFHCt::OF Til E CONTROLLER 

UNIVERSITY 110 Caootli Buikling 
75 Lower College Road 

OF RHODE ISlAND Kingston , RI 02881 USA 
p: 401 ,874.2378 DIVISION OF 
f: 401 .674.2569 AOM INISTRATION 

AND fL'lANCE 
uri.eduk:ontroUer 

SeptemberS, 2016 

Mr. ~vid M. Sheeren, Regional Audit M~nager 

Oen~r Regiona l Audit Office 

Office oflhe Inspector General 
U.s. Department of Justice 
1120 Uncaln SIll'''!, Suite 1500 
Denver, CO 80203 

RE OJP Draft Audit Report 

Oear Mr. Sheeren, 

Un;"'e~ity of Rhode Island has reviewed the draft audit report dated AUfust 12, 2016 from 
Department of Justice (DOJ) Office of the Inspector Generars (OIG) Audit of Office of Justice 
Programs Nalional ln$t itute of Just ice Cooperative Agreements Awarded to the Uni~r$ily of Rhode 

Island Kingston, Rhooe Island. URI does not concur with many of the findings and recommendations 
stated in the report. URI has compiled documerrtation and information which we believe will 
eliminale some of the findina:~ and recommendations in the draft audit report . 

Below are URI management's response to the findings and recommendations in the drllft audit 
repo rt. 

1. Remady tha $266,200 In unalowablacosts rlKuhn ll from: 
a . $456 of una llowable travel corn 

URI Management Response: 

URI does not concur with these findings and recommendations . URI be lieves these expenses 
are allowable ~ nd reimb,,"sable. 

PerOIG Audit report palle 5 and 6: 

NNon_Personnei Costs 

The URI charged trovel expenses to Cooperative Agreement Number 2009-F[)'CX

K215. WeJaund: 

• An e mplo)'f!e did not comp/etf!' a rentrJl cor ju~riJicarianJarm and 5ubmit it with their 

trovelauthorization in accordance with the URI travel policy; 

• Expenses far renrol cor fuel, train tickets, and perking fees that I'tere nor included an 

9 Attachments to this response were not included in this final report. 
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the travel authon"zation form, but were approved on the travel expense voucher with 
no explanation for why the expenses were left off the authorization;" 

• Errors in the calculation of per diem for employees; 
• A travelfee paid, but not approved on a travel authorization or expense voucher; 
• Travel expenses not supported by receipts, but approved on expense vwchers; 
• Hotel internet charges with no justification for why the expense was necessary; and 
• Travel costs charged for an unbudgeted activity. 

Ac;cording to the URI travel po/icy, any travel expenses that are not properly 
documented will not be reimbursed. Th erefore, we question $454 in unallowable 
travel costs and $236 in unsupported travel costs charged to Cooperative Agreement 
Num ber 2009-FD-CX-K215. " 

URI believes these are "reasonable costs" per Circular A-2 1 C(3) and Uniform Guidance §200.404 - "A 

cos t is reasonable if, in its nature and amount, it does not exceed that which would be incurred by a 
prudent person under the circumstances prevailing at the time the decision was made to incur the 
cost." Also per Circular A-21 C(4)§200.40S Allocable costs. - "(a) A cost is allocable to a particular 

Federal award or other cost objective if the goods or services involved are chargeable or assignable 
to that Federal award or cost objective in accordance with relative benefits received. " 

URI Travel Authorization Request (TAR) is utilized for pre-a pproval for travel w ith an estimated cost 
of the trip. If the actual travel C05t exceeds the TAR, then the Travel Expense Voucher (TEV) will 
need to go through the complete approval process again. URI policy requests a rental car 

justification at the time the TAR is processed, however, this is not always feasible because the need 
for an auto rental is not always known at the time the TAR is completed. The form is required to be 
on file or included with the employee completed TEV. Sometimes travel plans need to be modified 

from the original TAR due to unforeseen reasons. The TEV must include documentation for the 
travel cost and any re lated forms if not included with the original TAR. 

Per URI TAR Instructions http:Uweb.uri.edu!controller!forms! 

SEer/ON Z - ESTIMATED EXPENSES 

This is an estimate and will VO/Y from the f inal amounts on the TEV. 

Am",,"" 
Aa""n' T • ..,oacti.,. T.;on .. <tIotI 

0011 .. Volu. .. Ch.d< No. Qu.,tIotI .... 110 •• .,. Qu •• tIotI.d 
O' .... lpllan o.","lp~ .... ~ 

(Un,no_.) 

E>.pemo n.....,- l pprl7<od on TM 
OLll-o!·5totoTravel IPMorpn ,,~ 5/28/2010 ~m $10.00 

.oN 

OLll-o!·5totoTravo l $1.323.\13 1/22/2010 10921>9 "'~ Oo'O'l'Id poo.diom 

OLll-o!·StoteT,."., 1 $510AO 9/3O{.!010 1096173 $19.00 """'~rnentolp<fd_ 

No>hICom munatiom no j<nt_ion 
OLll-of.SUto T!7J0 1 $843.8S 11/912010 ~~ $38.85 

USl:~S2 ......... cho ... 

fu
, 

.-
_ nck>dood in buOpt; pordiom 

OLll-o!·SUtoT,..,..1 S355.9O 9/3012010 1096571 $355.90 incorNrt~cah_; om,. not 

... pport<.O bor" "",,;pt 

Page 12 Date 1 September S, 2016 
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• JP Morgan $10,00 Exhibit 1 
o This is the service fee from the State Travel Agencv. which is charged to URI corporate 

"Travel" PCARD for reservations through State Travel Agencv. URI does not require the 
$10 fee to be separatelv identjfied or reported on the traveler's TAR or TEV since the 
State Travel Agencv charges this fee as a separate item. URI believes this expense is 
allowable in accordance with Circular A-21 (J) General provisions for selected items of 
cost, (531 Travel costs (a) Lodging and subsistence, 

Page 13 Date 1 SeptemberS. 2016 
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determined that the cumulative difference between category expenditures and approved 
budget category totals was not greater than 10"Al~. 

b $446 0 f ""' " ow. ea ve Ismg toS 
T. __ on 

'"- Am".m' 
Au ..... ' o..alptlon T' .... 1K"IIoft o.oulptlon D"II..- Vol. o 

~ .. '0 nuo.tIonod Roo .... Quo,tIonod 
(Un.llowoblo) 

_;,;nl Advertioi,.1OtiOO1OB .. ,,~ 1Of30llOll ,,~ .... ~ Not.n . pprowdon"'*V 

in'M bud¢ DrYio GAt! 

URI Management Response 

URI does not concur with th i5 finding and recommendation. URI believes this expense is 
allowable and reimbursable. The advertising cost was for the job posting for an Information 

Technologist to be hired by URI to work on these grants, Exhibit S. URI hired _ for this 
position, Exhibit 7. 

According to Circular A·21 (J). General provisions for selected items of oost, (1.) Advertising and 
public relations cost (c. 1) • "The recruitment of personnel required for the performance by the 
institution of obligations arising under a sponsored agreement." 

URI believes that a GAN for budget modificat ions was not required based on OJP Financial 
Guides 2fJJ9 and 2011. Per OIG Audit report page 9: 

"Movement of do/lars between approved budget categories without a GAN is allowable 
up to ten percent of the total award amount (the ten percent rule), provided there is no 
change in project scope." 

URI did not change the scope of the grant. The original budget for "other costs" in the proposal 
category did not change in total. It was noted on page 9 of the DIG draft Report that Nwe 
determined that the cumulative difference between category expenditures and approved budget 
category totals was not greater than 10"Al". 

c. $216,469 in umillowilble personnel costs 

d. $48,830 in unallowable fringe benefit tosts 

URI Management Response 

URI does not concur with these findings and recommendations. URI believes these expenses 
are allowable and reimbursable. URI's responses to these unallowable personnel costs and 
unallowable fringe benefrt costs are grouped below by similar nature of the finding. 

Per DIG Audit report page 8: 

"In order to ensure compliance with the OJP Financial Guide, the URI must submit a 
Grant Adjustment Notice (GAN) when making changes to the organization or staff 
with primary responsibility of implementing the award. We determined the URI did 
not submit any GANs and used award funding to pay personnel costs for positions not 
identified in the approved budgets for the cooperative agreements and charged the 
awards more than the budget allowed." 

Each exhibit includes details on why we believe the expenses are allowable. 

Page 14 Date 1 September S, 2016 

19
 



 

 
 

Ama<ln."fQuHII_d 
~,~ o..a1p11Of1 <>IQJ_od eo .. (lIn"' __ ) ........~ 

• I""""'",ion Tochoolot;ilt SI~2,!167 ,96 lodudod in 1M Proposol Bud, ... nd ooGAN '"'Iund. nochon, . in 

, 
~ 

~--
$54,008 .00 Ind..o.d in to. Propoool 8 ... ,01 onO ""GI\N '"'lund.. "" 011." .. in 

~ 

" f.......,S. ... $36,lI9A1) (iAN _ .. ",inod, r.._ .... " 10'1; budpt dgn~., (iAN of'l"""Wd 
10, 20 12-M U-O:-KOo:! 

" GraO..tlI5tudOl' $7,9].1 .64 (iAN """ "'q ....... und. , lQ7I; bo..odpt dronp, GAN opp""'oc! h>f 
lO12-MU.c)(.I(002 

'" MRdDl ln"' .. ..,. W . .... $1,:10000 -'l>Iotm", bo""'ffDo- ompby..-

U StudorllPo)lfO'll $2,~W ,gz _bIo oa:ruol boH<l """"",m;n,GMfI\GASB 

U SO>fIBooolitsAk>at<>n $113.00 c.~ulltoc! a>mI<:I1v 

U Social s,o""; .. ,,.flCA S47 ,7~ Cole"IItO<! """'<:I..,. 

,~ $2M,29!I.60 

2. Remedy the $227,985 in unsupported costs resulting from: 
a. $236 of unsupported trave l costs 

URI Management Response 

URI does not concur with these finding-; and recommendations. URI believes these expenses are 

allowable and reimbursable. 

,,- Tr ... _ Am"",,' __ QHo.lIonod 
A«ount DooulpOon !JoIIMV ..... ~~. QIo.lIooood 

~- (Um ... pprlod) 

O ... .<)I._T.-. I $U2U; 7/nIl-OIO 

-
!092Il9 $44.41 '-""m""'~ 

O ... .<)I._T.-I $3~_!l(I 9/lO11-010 10%571 $191.40 ""'''''PJX><Iad bf 
,."'.,. 
o;.t. .. 

I 

• _ $44.42 Exhibit 2 
o Parking fee $5.50 is listed on his personal credit card statement. URI agrees the copy of 

the statement with the redacted line; in black make it difficult to read but it is legible. 
lhe original receipt is not the best quality and the photocopie; are Ie;s legible, but it was 
documented with his TEV. 

o Airline bag fee $25 for June 19, is listed on his personal credit card statement. URI agrees 
the copy of the statement with the redacted line; in black is difficult to read but it is 
legible. 

o Gas charge of $13.92, the lEV has check mark next to the item on the lEV, this indicates 
the Controller's staff reviewed the receipt . According to the auditor this receipt is now 
missing. 

• _ $191.40 hhibit4 
o Copy of the Delta electronic ticket receipt for $191.40 for flights from Boston to Atlanta. 

Page 15 Date I SeptemberS, 2016 

20
 



 

 
 

b. $130 of unsupported computer supplies 
URI Management Response 

URI does not concur with this finding and recommendation. URI believes 
allowable and reimbursable. 

T .. ","""", T, .... ox1I"" 
Aa .... nt Do..rlplSon OaIbo-V ..... o..do.ND. Quo.lIonod 

_. 
these expenses are 

- _""'Qu .. 
~--

~onod 

(Un~) 

Computors..pplin JP MOfP" $lZ~.9~ 7/1.W/1.011 00"' $1l~.9~ Incomplolo s..ppo<ti", 
O<>cu ........ .", 

• APC BR100G Power-Saving Back-UPS for $129.25, Exhibit 14. 

o Item was purchased from Amazon on URI PCARO. The QIG auditors are disallowing the 
expense because no proof of delivery is on file. In Exhibit 14 is copy of the final details for 

the o rder stating it was shipped. Endosed is also a picture of the item at URI. PCARO 
holder makes the purchase, verifies the transaction in PoopleSoft is valid and the item 
has been received then allocates it to the correct chartfield string and account number. 

PCARO Administrator for the PCARO holder reviews t he transaction and approves the 
purchase in PeopleSoft. Once the PCARO administrator approves the purchase, the 
transaction will be posted in PoopleSoft for the Department, Principal Investigator, and 

Office of Sponsored Projects to view the transaction in the PeopleSoft Grant Module and 
reports. URI believes t he PCARD holder followed existing policies. 

c. $180,150 in unsupported personnel costs 
d. $47,470 in unsupported fringe benefit costs 

URI Management Response 

URI does not concur with these findings of unsupported questioned costs. 

Per DIG Audit report page 8: 

"We also found all three budgets allowed for a Technical Programmer, but the URI 
charged the awards for a Technical Programmer, two Informational Technologists, a 
Lead Informational Technologist and on occasion all three positions were paid with 
the cooperative agreement funds. In addition, we also identified expenditures with no 
justification or support allocated to personnel and fringe benefit costs . .-

See management response to recommendation 1 c and d above which reviews all of the 
Personnel and Fringe questioned costs. Recommendation:2 duplicates many of t hese costs 

claiming they are unsupportable. 

Page 16 Date I SeptemberS, 2016 
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""' ...... afQuo ....... d 
~,~ Do.alptlon af()o~"'"""dc.... (Un __ l E>.pI ........ 

• I""""'.\jon Tochoolot;ilt $162,967.96 loek>ded in'M "'-I Bud, ... n<! ooGAN ""lui .... .., dian ... in 

, 
~ 

Empb,ft~ $54,008.00 -. Ird.oded in . h< f'r<>!>oool Bud,et.n<! ..,GAN ""IuileO, ooct..n&e in 

• G~""'$tud.nt __ $7,9:14.64 (iAN"'" ""Iu_ undo.-lO" b..dptcho"",,_ GAN.~foo-

1012-Mu-o.:-KOOJ 

U _.ntl'oyfollA=ul1 $2,591l.ll2 AI.".,. ... • "",,,,,, I ..... oa:oo.ntinl G.AAP\GASII 

U SO>!! Bo nolits Alaat<>n $10'1.01 CalaJ lotIod<.On'8Clt,o 

,~ S;i:21.619.49 

3. Ensure the URI properly identifies publications in line w ith award requirements and provide 
these publications to the program manager prior to disbursement. 
URI Management Response 

URI concurs wi th the recommendation " ensure URI properly identifies publications in line with 

award requirements". 

For all future publications, Principal Investigator will include the requi red language as 
recommended in any Office of Justice Programs awards: 

'This project was supported by Award NO. ___ --;;-;Qwarded by the National 
Institute of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The 
opinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations expressed in this 
publication/program/exhibition are those of the author,s) and da not necessarily 
reflect those of the Departmentof Justice." 

The language included in t he Publication by t he PI: 

"This work was supported by a grant from the U.S. Department of Justice's National 

Institute of Justice Electronic Cr imes Research and Development program - Grant # 
201HD-CX-KOll." 

URI does not concur with the f inding "ensure URI provide these publications to the program 
manager prior to disbursement". PI did send a copy of the report prior to the paper being 
presented to _ , Program Manager on October 19, 2012. The Publication was 

presented on October 25, 2012. URI will continue to provide any publication to program manager 
prior to releasing.. Exhibit 16. 

4. Ensure the URI develops poliCies and procedures to ensure that all award requirements are 
met. 

URI Management Response 

URI does COIlcur with this recommendation. URI will work towards developing a policy or 

procedure for Pis to comply with reporting requirements and deadlines. The URI Office of 
Sponsored Projects will continue to remind Pis when reports are due, that submission of reports 

Page 17 Date 1 September S, 2016 
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is an important aspect of fulfilling the award conditions and may request Pis not ify Office of 
Sponsored Projects when t hey submit their reports. 

5. Ensure the URI develops and implements policies and procedures for the Grant Module to 
ensure proper control of the module. 

URI Management Response 

URI does not concur wit h the finding and recommendation. 

Per OIG Audit report page 5: 

"After reviewing URI policies and procedures and interviewing a URI official, we found 
the URI has limited policy and procedures related to the Grant Module. The existing 
procedures /or their financial system do not define the roles and responsibilities for 
those using the Grant Module and the permissions granted to users and we could not 
verify what controls exist in the module. Without dear defined roles and 
responsibilities there is a higher risk that award requirements are not met and funds 
can be mismanaged. n 

PeopleSoft (PS) Grant module is a separate module in the PeopleSoft ERP Financial System. The 

purpose of the grant module is to assist in monitoring and managing grant activities, budgets, 
milestones, dates, etc. Access security in PeopleSoft modules is built-on defined "permission 

lists/user roles" based on the URI employee's job title and their department. Example security 

roles for the PS Grants module: 

• Office of Sponsored Projects (OSP) is assigned - U _FGM_OSP _GENERAL_USER 
• Sponsored & Cost Accounting (SC&AI is assigned - UJGM_SCA_GENERAl_USER 
• Departments and PI - Inquiry only is assigned - U _FGM_PORTAl_DEPT 

Actual financial t ransactions such as payroll, accounts, payable, journal entries, award billing, 

PCARD, etc. are fed into the grants module from the source syst em, the general ledger. No 
financial transactions are generated by the grants module. If a Pr incipal Investigator (PI) or their 
staff wants to access the Grant Portal for their awards, they are required to complete a 

PeopleSoft Security Form. Control ler's Office Financial System Team is the only staff authorized 
to grant permissions and assign roles in the PeopleSoft Financial system. PeopleSoft is an 
extremely complex ERP system. 

6. Ensure the URI develops polides and procedures to ensure award expenditures paid with a 

purchase card, for other than travel, are approved prior to purchase to ensure proper approval 
of expenditures charged to awards. 

URI Management Response 

URI does not concur wit h this finding and recommendation t hat Purchase card transactions 
require pre-approval, since URI has strict internal control processes in place to review transactions 
as required by Circular A-21 and Uniform Guidance. 

Per OIG Audit report page S: 

"In addition, the URI used purchase cards /or award expenditures. According to a URI 
official, the Controller's office instituted the purchase card program and removed the 
prior approval of award expenditures by the Office of Sponsored Projects. As a result, 
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the approval of award expenditures charged to a purchase card (with the exception 
of travel expenses) did not happen until after the fact when a spreadsheet of 
transactions was provided to the Office of Sponsored Projects who was responsible 
for pulling a sample of transactions to verify. 

However, according to a URI official, sample testing of the expenditures has not been 
done in several months due to a lack of resources. fl 

PCARD holder must complete a PCARD Application form, which is approved by their supervisor. 
PCARD holder makes the purchase, verifies the transaction in PeopleSoft is valid, the item was 

received then allocates it to the correct chartfield string and account number. PCARD 
Administrat or for the PCARD holder reviews the transaction and approves the purchase in 
PeopleSoft. Once the PCARD administrator approves the purchase, the transaction will be p05ted 

in PeopleSoft, for the Department, Principal Investigator, and Office of Sponsored Projects to view 
the transaction in the PeopleSoft Grant Module\pOftal and reports. At the end of the month, the 

PCARD holder completes the month-end reconciliation fOfm for all transactions, PCARD 
Administrat or approves reconciliation and the Controller's PCARD staff audits the month-end 

package. If there are any questionable purchases, the ControUer's PCARD staff will inquire more 
infOfmation from the PCARD holder and\or PCARD administrator or if the transaction is on a grant, 

they will notify DSP to review if expense is allowable on the grant . 

PCARD program is for small dollar transactions. For the awards audited, there was only one non

travel expense PCARD transaction from Amazon in July 2011 fOf $129.95, Exhibit 14. 

Each PCARD has a t ransaction dollar limit, monthly dollar limit and purchases are only allowed for 
approved Merchant Category Codes (MCC). If a transaction falls outside of these parameters, it is 

denied by JP MOfgan Chase and Controller's PCARD staff is notified. 

All research purchases require a written explanation to be entered in the PeopleSoft PCARD 

module. Attaching scanned documents and receipts is strongly encouraged. Since the PCARD 
office tracks violations, if a PCARD holder violates the PCARD policy and procedures, the holder's 

card may be canceled indefinitely for major violations. 

Purchase Card Policy http:Uweb.uri.edu/controlier/Policies/ includes an appendix for Grant 

purchases on page 23. 

7. Ensure the URI properly updates its policies and procedures when changes occur and ensures 
that its policies match instructions listed in related forms. 

URI Management Response 

URI does not concur with t he finding and recommendation. 

Per DIG Audit report page 5: 

'The URI's Purchase Card Manual describes the proper use of the purchase card 
including what can or cannot be purchased with the card. The April 2009 Purchase 
Card Manual in effect during the award periods identified that the purchase card was 
not to be used to pay for travel expenses, including lodging and transportation. 
However, the current version of the Purchase Card Manual dated September 2015 
states that effective January 1, 2009 an individual's purchase card may be used for 
travel expenses including lodging and transportation. We asked URI officiols about 
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the differences in the policies and were told that the change to the purchase card 
policies related to travel expenses was communicated to the URI community in March 
and October 2009. Nevertheless, the URI Purchase enrd Manual was not updated to 
reflect these changes until the September 2015 revision. We also found that the 
Purchase Card Manual identifies that purchase cards are issued to a specific pef!MJn 
and can only be used by that person. 

URI believes the auditors are misinterpreting the URI Purchase Card Policy 

nh"""'c:/"I"w""bC'""1i.".d.""I'eon"nt"W"'""",I"'"""','nh",",,-,,,,",dl1/ . According to the URI Purchase Card Policy: 

Potential Cardholders 

The PCARD is available to University employees, paid through the state payroll 
system, upon the approval of their Dean, Director or Department Head, and 
President's delegated authorized signer (Vice President!Vice Provost or Provost). This 
card is issued only to those authorized to make purchases on the University's behalf. 
Each card is issued to a specific person, who assumes responsibility for authenticating 
the validity of charges incurred. 

IMPORTANT: PCARDs are assigned by the University to specific individuals and may 
be used only by that individual. 

The policy has a restriction that only t he cardholder can authorize charges on their PCARD that 
are for the benefit of the Universit y. A PCARD holder can authorize charges for department, 
departmental employees, etc. if it is within their signature authority. PCARD holder is not allowed 
to give their PCARD to another employee in order for them to charge an expense on the PCARD. 

The Purchase Card Policy is fOJ the typical PCARD holders and outlines what is allowable and not 

allowable. According to the URI Purchase Card Policy, under Restrictions I Non-Allowable 
Expenditures it states: 

• Other Exceptions: At times there may be a benefit to the University to expand the 
use of the card to make purchases which may require an exception to the list above. 
Exceptions to these restrictions may be granted on a case by case basis upon the 
approval of the Controller. An exception request with detailed justification for 
business purpose should be emailed to PCARD@etal.uri.edu. 

URI Controller approved an exception to the Purchase Card Policy for travel expenses if the 

PCARD holder completed a Travel Addendum Form, Exhibit 15. 

URI established a "Travel Addendum" to allow travel related cost s to be charged on approved 

PCARD holder accounts. This was an exception basis only for card holders who were frequent 
travelers. URI first established the travel addendum as a pilot program to see if there were any 
issues. URI found the Travel Addendum to be effective and rolled it out to more users so 

employees would not have to pay certain travel costs out of pocket and then submit for 
reimbursement. URI Controller's Office informed the Departmental Fiscal Staff of this option in 
March and October 2(X)9. 
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8. Ensure the URI enforces existing travel policy to ensure travel costs are properly approved, 
justified, and supported by receipts. 

URI Management Response 

URI does not I:oncur with this finding and recommendation. 

Per OIG Audit report page 5 and 6: 

"However, we found that a purchase card was used to pay for travel expenses for an 
employee who did not have a purchase card. The Purchase card Manual does not 
include procedures for how to pay for expenses for non-rord holding employees." 

'We also found inconsistencies in the URI's travel policy and between the policy and 
instructions in the travel authorization request form. The travel authorization request 
form employees use to identify travel expenses included instructions which stared 
that conference registration fees should be paid with a purl:hase card or the traveler's 
personal funds and the traveler must comply with the travel policy. However, both the 
CUffent travel policy and previous versions identify that conference registrations are 
to be paid by purchase card or prepayment by the accounting offICe. Inconsistencies 
in policies and procedures can cause confusion and potential misuse offunds." 

URI policies or forms do not instruct employee to pay conferenCeS with personal funds. URI 

encourages staff to utilize their employee PCARD or t heir Department's PCARD, to pay for 
conferenCeS instead of having Accounting Office set up vendors for a one-time transaction and 
process the payment. If the Accounting OffiCe prOCeSSeS the payment, the vendor needs to 
submit a W-9 form to be entered into PeopleSoft for payment . 

Per URI TAR Instructions http:Uweb.uri.edu/controlier/forms/ 

• Registration - conference fees should be paid by traveler or department using PCard 
Per URlTravel Policy http:Uweb.uri.edu/controlier/policies/ 

VIII. CONFERENCE FEES/REGlSfRATIONS 

The preferred method of paying a conference or registration fee is by the employee 
PCARO. An approved TAR must be in place before paying a conference or registration 
fee. Indicote on the TAR that the fee(s} will be paid on a PCARO and indicote the 
PCARO holder name in the Comments section. If you do not have a PCARO, process 
the fees on an invoice voucher for prepayment. Attach 2 copies of the 
conference/registration form and forward to the General Accounting Office along 
with the approved TAR at least 15 days prior to the due date. No guarantee can be 
made if the invoice voucher is received after 15 days. Employee can personally pay 
cost, provide original receipts and request reimbursement on TEV. 

9. Ensure the URI implements policies and proredures to ensure that only personnel listed in OJP 
approved ilWilrd budget are charged to the related OJP cooperative agreements. 

URI does not concur with these findings (reviewed in 1.c. above) and recommendations that URI 
implements po licies and procedures to ensure t hat only personnel listed in OJP approved award 
budget(s) are charged to the related OJP cooperating agreements. 
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Per OIG Audit report page 8: 

"In order to ensure compliance with the OlP Finandal Guide, the URI must submit a 
Grant Adjustment Notice (GAN) when making changes to the organization or stoff 
with primary responsibility of implementing the award. We determined the URI did 
not submit any GANs and used award funding to pay personnel costs for positions not 
identified in the approved budgets for the cooperative agreements and charged the 
awards mare than the budget allowed. All three cooperative agreement budgets 
allowed for one or two graduate students to be paid on an hourly basis using the URI 
graduate student allowable rate. However, we found the URI hired two employees as 
Graduate Assistants multiple times, who were paid on a stipend/contract basis and 
on multiple occasions in addition to other employees paid with award funding as 
graduate students. We also found all three budgets allowed for a Technical 
Programmer, but the URI charged the awards for a Technical Programmer, two 
Informational Technologists, a Lead Informational Technologist and on occasion all 
three positions were paid with the cooperative agreementfunds. In addition, we also 
identified expenditures with no justification or support allocated to personnel and 
fringe benefit costs. " 

Office of Sponsored Projects staff review awards and communicate with all sponsors on a regular 

basis when there are significant changes to awards that require agency approval. 

URI submitted propo~ls according to the OJP's Instructions for Budget Detail Worksheet, under 

(A) Personnel, it states the following: 

"A. Personnel - List each position by titfe and name of employee, if available. Show 
the annual salary rate and the percentage of time to be devoted to the project. 
Compensation paid for employees engaged in grant activities must be consistent with 
that paid for similar work within the applicant organization. Include a description of 
the responsibilities and duties of each position in relationship to fulfilling the project 
goals and objectives" 

URI believes a GAN for budget modifications was not required based on OJp Financial Guide 2009 
and 2011 language: 

"Movement of dollars between approved budget categories without a GAN is 
allowable up to ten percent of the total award amount (the ten percent rule), 
provided there is no change in project scope." 

The changes to grant s did not exceed 10% and scope was not changed. Per OIG Draft Report 

page 9: 

"we determined that the cumulative difference between category expenditures and 
approved budget category totals was not greater than 10"4 " 

For OJP, URI will continue to submit a GAN for personnel and fringe related changes when those 
changes exceed 10% of the budget category and when there are changes in scope and/or 

changing the primary organization (URI) changing the primary staff (PII. 
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10. Ensure the URI implements policies and procedures that are in compliance with federal 
regulations relating to compensation for personal services for employees working on multiple 
award programs or cost activities. 

URI Management Response 

URI does not concur with these findings and recommendations. 

Per OIG Audit report page 8 and 9: 

"We a/so determined the URI failed to document employee time and effort reporting 
in acrordance with OlP requirements." 

'The URI lacks policies and procedures relating to the compensation for personal 
services for employees working on multiple award programs or cost activities. The 
potential for fraud, waste, ond abuse of award funding is increased without accurate 
and properly completed effort certification reports. Therefore, we recommend that 
OlP ensure the URI implements policies and procedures that are in compliance with 
federal regulations relating to compensation for personal services for employees 
working on multiple award programs or cost activities. " 

URI complies w ith our approved Disclosure Statement DS-2 for effort certification reports. 

According to Circular OMB-A21 https:Uwww.whitehouse.gov!omb!circulars a021 2004#d 
Section C. Basis of Considerations, 14(a) Disclosure statement it states: "Educational institutions 
that received aggregate sponsored agreements totaling $ZS million or more subject to this 
Circular during their most recently completed fiscal year shall disclose their cost accounting 
practices by filing a Disclosure Statement (05-2)" (drEducational institutions are responsible for 
maintaining an accurate OS-Z and complying with disclosed cost accounting practices." 

URI is in compliance with our approved 05-2 section Z.S.Z "Salaf)' and Wage Cost 
Accumulation System" for the various employees categories. Pages 1/-9 to 1/-10. URI 
complete OSZ is posted on website 
http://web.uri.edu!controller!sponsored cost accounting! 

11. Ensure the URI implements controls related to award closeout monitoring including 
drawdown requests. 

URI Management Response 

URI does not concur w ith the finding and recommendation: 

Per OIG Auditors draft report page 10: 

"According to the DlP Financial Guide, within!NJ days of the end of the award: 

(1) recipients must request final reimbursement (drawdown) of Federal expenditures 
made within the approved project period in conjunction with the final SF4ZS; (Z) the 
finalSF-425 (Federal Financial Report (FFR) must be submitted by the recipient to the 
awarding agency; and (3) the submission of the final SF-42S, final progress report, 
and an invention report [if applicable - in this case a technical report] by the end of 
the 9O-day period. Once an administrative closeout begins, the recipient is unable to 
draw any additional funds on the award. 
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We found the following: (1) the URI did not request the /inol drowdown for each 
cooperative agreement within the approved project period and (2) for two of the 
three awards, Cooperative Agreement Numbers 2009-FD-CX-K215 and 2011-FD-CX

KOll, the final progress reports were submitted outside of the allowable closeout 
period. 

We determined the URI lacked written policies and procedures on award closeout, 
submitted the final close-out reports late for all the cooperotive agreements resulting 
in the special condition to be removed late and the last drowdown wos requested 
late. However, because OJP accepted the reports and removed the special candition 
DlP allowed the late drowdown to occur." 

URI did not complete the drawdowns within in the 90 days due to late report submission which is 
addressed In management response to recommendation 4 above. 

Funds were not available to dr3w on OJP's website until the fln31 reports were accepted by OJP. 
Consequently, URI could not draw the fin31 funds until OJP lifted the restriction. URI did submit draft 

SF-425s wit hin the 90 d3y close out period. The final SF-425 was submitted once the final drawdown 
w as completed. 

Per DIG Auditors draft report page 10: 

"we did not identify significant deficiencies related to the recipient's process for 
developing drawdown requests and concluded drawdowns were made by URI on a 
reimbursement basis" 

Due to the reasons above, URI does not concur with finding below, per DIG Auditors draft report 

page 11: 

"Nevertheless when awardees fail to properly manage and minimize the time 
elapsing between the receipt of funds and disbursement of those funds for award 

eligible expenditures the risk of fraud, waste and abuse of funds increases" 

Grant spending occurred within the grant's stated period of performance. Drawdowns were made 

on the reimbursement basis, and the only reason for the late drawdown was the late submission of 
reports. 

Thank you for allowing the University of Rhode Island the opportunity to comment and respond to 
the draft audit report. If you need additional information or have any questions, please cont act me. 

aron B. Bell, CPA, CFE, CGMA 
Controller 
University of Rhode Island 

75 lower College Road, Kingston, RI 02881 
sbbell@uri.edu 1401.874.2378 (phone) 1401.874.2589 (fax) 

-
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APPENDIX 4 

OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS 
RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT REPORT 
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U,S. Department of Justice 

Office of Justice Programs 

Office of Audit, Assessment, and Ma1ll1gemenl 

w.w.m""" D_C 26$JI 

SEP 2 1 2016 

MEMORANDUM TO; David M. Shecren 
Regional Audit Manager 
Denver Regional Audit Office 
Office ofthc Inspector General 

FROM: Ralph E~Jh.'7) 
Direct~ 

SUBJECT: Response to the Draft Audit Report, Audit of the Office of Justice 
Programs, National Institute of Justice, Cooperative Agreements 
Awarded to the University of Rhode Island, Kingston, Rlwde 
Island 

This memorandum is in reference to your correspondence, dated August 12,2016, trnnsmining 
the above---rcfcrem:cd draft audit report for the University of Rhode Island (URI). We consider 
the subject report resolved and request written acceptanct: of this action from your office. 

1 The draft report contains I I recommendations and $266,374 in net questioned costs. The 
following is the Office of Justice Programs' (OJP) analysis of the draft audit report 
recommendations. For ease of review, the recommendations directed to OlP are restated in bold 
and .are followed by our response. 

1. We ~commend that OJP remedy the 5266,200 in unallowable CO~h resulting rrom: 

a. 5456 or unallowable travel costs. 
b. $446 of unallowable advertising costs. 
e. S216,469 in unallowabk penonncl costs. 
d. 548,83{t in unallowable fringe benefit cosh. 

OJP agrees with all subparts of this recommendation. We will coordinate with URI to 
remedy the $266,200 in questioned costs, related to unallowable costs associated with 
travel ($456), advcrUsing ($446), pcrsoonel ($216,469), and fringe benefits ($48,830) 
that were charged to cooperative agreement oumbers 2009-FD·CX-K215, 
2011-FO-CX-KOll, and 2012-MU-CX-KOO2. 

'Some costs wen: questioned for mo~ than one reason. Net questioned costs exclude duplicative iIDIOunU. 



 

 
 

2. We recommend that OJP remedy the 5227,985 in unsupported costs resulting from: 

a. $236 of unsupported travel costs. 
h. $130 OfUDSUpPOrted computer suppUes. 
c. 5180,150 in unsupported persoDnel costs. 
d. $47,470 in unsupported fringe benefit costs. 

OJP agrees with all subparts of this recommendation. We will coordinate with URI to 
remedy the $227,985 in questioned costs, related to unsupported costs associated with 
travel (5236), computer supplies (5130), personnel (5180,150), and fringe benefits 
($47,470) that were charged to cooperative agreement nwnbers 2009-FD-CX-K2tS, 
2011 .PD-CX-KO Il , and 2012-MU-CX-KOO2. 

3. We recommend that OJP ensures that the URI properly identifietl publkatiolls in 
line with award requirements and provides these publilo':atioDs to the program 
manager prior to disbursement. 

QJP agrees with this recommendation. We will coordinate with URlto obtain a copy of 
written policies and procedures, developed and implemented, to ensure that future 
publications comply with thc award requirements and are provided to OJP for review and 
approval prior to disbursement. 

4. We recommend that OJP ewures that the URI develops policies and procedures to 
ensure that all award require.ments are met. 

QJP agrees with this recommendation. We will coordinate with URI to obUlin a copy of 
written policies and procedures, developed and implemented, to ensure that all award 
requirements are met. 

5. We recommend that OJP ensures that the URI deve10ps and implements policies 
and procedures for the Grant Module to ensure proper control of the module. 

DIP agrees with this recommendation. We will coordinate with URI to obtain a copy of 
written policies and procedures, developed and implemented, to ensure proper controls 
are clearly defined and enforced for users of its Grant Module. 

6. We recommend that OJP ensures tbat tbe URI develops policies and procedures to 
emure award expenditures paid with a purchase card, for other than travel, are 
approved prior to purchase to emure proper a pproval of upcnditures charged to 
awards. 

OJP agrees with this recommendation. We will coordinate with URI to obtain a copy of 
written policies and procedures. developed and implemented, to ensure that purchase card 
expenditures which involve Federal funds, for other than travel, are individually received 
and approved prior to purchase. 
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7. We RlCOmmend tbat 0Jp ensures that the URI properly updates its policies and 
procedures when changes occur and ensures that iu polieiel match imtruetions 
listed in related fonns. 

DlP agrees with this recommendation. We will coordinate with URI to obtain a copy of 
written policies and procedures, developed and implemented, for maintaining updated 
policies and procedures. Specifically, we will work with URI to ensure that their 
policies, procedures, and related fonns are timely and accurately updated, whenever 
processes change. 

8. We recommend that OJP ensures that the URI enforces existing travel policy to 
emure travel costs are properly approved. justified, and supported by rueiptl. 

QJP agrees with this recommendation. We will coordinate with URI to obtain evidence 
that it monitors its existing travel policy to ensure that travel costs are properly approved, 
justified, and sUPIXlrted by actual receipts. 

9. We recommend that OJP ensurel'l that tbe URI implements policies and procedures 
to ensure that only personnel listed in OJP approved award budget are charged to 
the related OJP cooperative agreements. 

OJP agrees with this recommendation. We will coordinate with URI to obtain a copy of 
written policies and procedures, developed and implemented, to ensure that only 
personnel listed in OlP approved award budgets are charged to the related OJP awards. 

10. We recommend that OJP ensures that the URI implements polidel and procedures 
that are in compliance with federal regulations relating to compensation for 
personal servi<:es for employees working on multiple award programs or cost 
activities. 

OJP agrees with this recommendation. We will coordinate with URI to obtain a copy of 
wrinen policies and procedures, developed and implemented, to ensure that compensation 
for personal services for employees working on multiple award programs or cost 
activities are in compliance with Federal regulations. 

11. We recommend that OJP ensures that the URI implements controls related to 
award doseout monitoring, induding drawdown requests. 

OJP agrees with this recommendation. We will coordinate with URI to obtain a copy of 
written policies and procedures, developed and implemented, to ensure that adequate 
controls are in place to monitor closeout of the award, including requests for drawdowns. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the draft audit report. If you have any 
questions or require additional information, please contact Jeffery A. Haley, Deputy Director, 
Audit and Review Division, on (202) 616-2936. 
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cc: Maureen A. Henneberg 
Deputy Assistant Attorney General 

for Operations and Management 

Anna Martinez 
Senior Policy Advisor 
Office of the Assistant Attorney General 

Jeffery A. Haley 
Deputy Director, Audit and Review Division 
Office of Audit, Assessment, and Management 

Nancy Rodriguez 
Director 
National Institute of Justice 

Howard Spivak 
Deputy Director 
National Institute of Justice 

Jennifer Scherer 
Deputy Director 
National Institute of Justice 

Portia Graham 
Office Director, Office of Operations 
National Institute of Justice 

Renee Cooper 
Director, Office of Grants Management 
National Institute of Justice 

Barry Bratburd 
Associate Director, Office of Operations 
National Institute of Justice 

Charlene Hunter 
Program Analyst 
National Institute of Justice 

Jessica Highland 
Program Operations Specialist 
National Institute of Justice 
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cc: Charles E. Moses 
Deputy Gcncral COWlSei 

Silas V. Darden 
Director 
Office ofComrnunicatioIDl 

Leigh A. Benda 
ChicfFinancial Officer 

Christal McNeil-Wright 
Associate ChiefFinancial Officer 
Grants Financial Management Division 
Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

Joanne M. Suttington 
Associate ChiefFinanciai Officer 
Finance, Accounting, and Analysis Division 
Office of the ChicfFinancial Officer 

Jeny Conty 
Assistant Chief Financial Officer 
Grants Financial Management Division 
Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

Alex Rosario 
Assistant Chief Financial Officer 
Finance., Accounting, and Analysis Division 
Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

Aida. Brumme 
Manager, Evaluation and Ovcnight Branch 
Grants Financial Management Division 
Office of the Chief Financial Officer 

Richard P. Theis 
Assistant Director, Audit Liaison Group 
Internal Review and Evaluation Office 
Justice Management Division 

OJP Executive SC(;retariat 
Conlmi Number m0160817154557 
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APPENDIX 5 

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

The Office of the Inspector General (OIG) provided a draft of this audit report 
to the University of Rhode Island (URI) and Office of Justice Programs (OJP). The 
URI’s response is incorporated in Appendix 3 and OJP’s response is incorporated in 
Appendix 4 of this final report. In response to our draft audit report, OJP concurred 
with our recommendations, and as a result, the status of the audit report is 
resolved. The following provides the OIG analysis of the response and summary of 
actions necessary to close the report. 

Recommendation: 

1. Remedy the $266,200 in unallowable costs resulting from: 

a. $456 of unallowable travel costs. 
b. $446 of unallowable advertising costs. 
c. $216,469 in unallowable personnel costs. 
d. $48,830 in unallowable fringe benefit costs. 

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation.  OJP stated in its 
response that it will coordinate with URI to remedy the unallowable 
questioned costs. 

The URI did not concur with our recommendation. In its response the URI 
commented on the individual transactions for each category we questioned 
as unallowable. 

The URI stated, in its response, it believes the questioned costs for travel 
and advertising are allowable and reimbursable and submitted additional 
documentation with its response.  We are removing $485 from the 
unallowable questioned costs for travel and advertising since the additional 
documentation provided supported these costs. 

However, the URI Travel policy, dated October 1, 2009, states it is the 
requirement of the traveler to obtain receipts for all travel and attach them 
to the TEV even if the travel was prepaid using the University’s travel card. 
The Policy also states the URI use per diem rates from the General Services 
Administration (GSA) for federally funded awards.  The Policy does not state 
it is URI practice to deduct meals based on time of travel, as the URI 
indicates in its response.  According to the GSA website, travelers receive 
75 percent of the per diem amount for the first and last day of travel. 
Additionally, the URI documentation provided with its response did not show 
that an employee registered for or attended a conference, but that the 
employee traveled only to attend a 2-hour meeting with the Principal 
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Investigator (PI).  Therefore, we believe the travel costs for this individual 
were in addition to the travel costs approved in the budget. 

The URI stated, in its response, that changes to positions not related to the 
URI’s organization or the Principle Investigator would not require a Grant 
Adjustment Notice (GAN).  However, the URI identified positions other than 
the PI as direct personnel that would charge personnel costs and fringe 
benefits to these awards in the approved budgets.  If there are any 
deviations from these positions, URI is required to submit a GAN to OJP for 
budget modification to include any positions that were not included in the 
approved budgets for this award.  Therefore, we believe personnel and fringe 
benefit costs not identified in the budget are unallowable. 

We understand the budgets submitted to OJP for the awards were estimates. 
However, personnel costs made up the majority of these awards and changes 
in personnel affect the performance of the awards.  We believe because of 
the uncertainty of the personnel and time required, at the start of the 
awards, the URI should have submitted updated budgets to OJP for approval 
once the PI determined who would work on the awards and in what capacity. 
The OJP Financial Guides highlight that for recordkeeping purposes and audit 
documentation, it is advised to submit a GAN even if the proposed budget 
modification is less than 10 percent of the total award amount; as it also 
provides the Program Grant Manager with notification.  We are removing 
$23,536 from unallowable personnel and fringe benefit costs because we 
determined the additional documentation the URI submitted with its response 
supported these costs. 

We believe $417 of travel costs, $193,921 of personnel costs, and $47,843 of 
fringe benefits costs, totaling $242,181 are still unallowable. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive documentation 
demonstrating that the $242,181 in remaining unallowable costs for travel, 
personnel, and fringe benefits have been remedied. 

2. Remedy the $227,985 in unsupported costs resulting from: 

a. $236 of unsupported travel costs. 
b. $130 of unsupported computer supplies. 
c. $180,150 in unsupported personnel costs. 
d. $47,470 in unsupported fringe benefit costs. 

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation.  OJP stated in its 
response it will coordinate with URI to remedy the unsupported questioned 
costs. 

The URI did not concur with our recommendation. In its response the URI 
commented on the individual transactions for each category we questioned 
as unsupported. 
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The URI stated in its response that it believes the questioned costs for travel 
and computer supplies are allowable and reimbursable. The URI agreed that 
the documentation provided during the audit for travel costs was difficult to 
read.  We are removing $353 in unsupported costs for travel and computer 
supplies because the additional documentation the URI submitted with its 
response provided support for these costs.  However, the additional 
documentation did not include a receipt or other support for a transaction for 
gas; the URI stated in its response, the receipt was reviewed when the 
Travel Expense Voucher (TEV) was approved.  Therefore, we are removing 
this cost from the unsupported travel costs because we deem the amount to 
be immaterial.  The URI Travel Policy, dated October 1, 2009, states that all 
original receipts must be attached in order for the TEV to be reimbursed. 
Any travel expenses that are not properly documented will not be 
reimbursed. We believe the URI should ensure that all receipts are attached 
to a traveler’s TEV and properly maintained. 

We explained in our response to Recommendation 1 that we understand the 
budgets submitted to OJP for the awards were estimates.  However, 
personnel costs made up the majority of these awards and changes in 
personnel affect the performance of the awards.  We believe because of the 
uncertainty of the personnel and time required, at the start of the awards, 
the URI should have submitted updated budgets to OJP for approval once the 
PI determined who would work on the awards and in what capacity.  In 
addition, if there are any deviations from positions identified in the approved 
budgets, the URI is required to submit a GAN to OJP for a budget 
modification.  Therefore, we believe personnel and fringe benefit costs not 
identified in the budget are unsupported. We are removing $14,344 in 
unsupported personnel and fringe benefit questioned costs because the 
additional documentation the URI submitted with their response provided 
support for these costs. 

We believe $166,742 of personnel costs and $46,534 of fringe benefits costs, 
totaling $213,276 are still unsupported. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive documentation 
supporting that the $213,276 in remaining unsupported expenditures has 
been remedied. 

3.	 Ensure the URI properly identifies publications in line with award 
requirements and provide these publications to the program manager 
prior to disbursement. 

Closed. This recommendation is closed.  OJP concurred with our 
recommendation.  OJP stated in its response that it will coordinate with URI to 
obtain a copy of written policies and procedures, developed and implemented, 
to ensure that future publications comply with the award requirements and are 
provided to OJP for review and approval prior to disbursement. 
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The URI partially concurred with our recommendation and stated in its response 
that for all future publications, the Principle Investigator will include the 
required language as recommended by OJP awards. During our fieldwork and 
at our audit closeout meeting with URI, we requested documentation related to 
the publications, but the URI did not provide documentation supporting its 
coordination with OJP.  However, in the additional documentation the URI 
submitted with its response, it provided an email between the Principal 
Investigator and the OJP program manager evidencing that it provided the 
publication to OJP prior to presenting the publication at an international 
conference.  Nevertheless, the URI stated in its response it will continue to 
provide any publications to the program manager prior to releasing. 

We reviewed the URI’s response and documentation and determined that these 
actions adequately address our recommendation. 

4.	 Ensure the URI develops policies and procedures to ensure that all 
award requirements are met. 

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation.  OJP stated in its response 
it will coordinate with the URI to obtain a copy of written policies and 
procedures, developed and implemented, to ensure that all award requirements 
are met. 

The URI also concurred with our recommendation. The URI stated it will work 
towards developing a policy or procedure for Principle Investigators to comply 
with reporting requirements and deadlines.  In addition, the URI Office of 
Sponsored Projects will continue to remind Principle Investigator when reports 
are due and that the Office of Sponsored Projects may request Principle 
Investigators to provide notification when they submit their reports. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive a copy of the policy that 
addresses adherence to award requirements. 

5.	 Ensure the URI develops and implements policies and procedures for 
the Grant Module to ensure proper control of the module. 

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation.  OJP stated in its response 
that it will coordinate with URI to obtain a copy of written policies and 
procedures, developed and implemented, to ensure proper controls are clearly 
defined and enforced for users of its Grant Module. 

The URI did not concur with our recommendation.  The URI stated access 
security in PeopleSoft modules is built based on defined permission lists/user 
roles based on the URI employee’s job title and their department.  However, we 
presented this issue to the URI during our audit and at our audit closeout 
meeting and requested documentation that would evidence adequate controls 
for the Grant Module. However, the URI did not provide documentation during 
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the audit or with its response supporting that permissions are documented and 
who is authorized access of the module. As a result, this recommendation 
remains open. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive a copy of written policy 
and procedures that address user permissions and access controls for the Grant 
Module. 

6.	 Ensure the URI develops policies and procedures to ensure award 
expenditures paid with a purchase card, for other than travel, are 
approved prior to purchase to ensure proper approval of expenditures 
charged to awards. 

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation.  OJP stated in its response 
that it will coordinate with the URI to obtain a copy of written policies and 
procedures, developed and implemented, to ensure that purchase card 
expenses which involve Federal funds, for other than travel, are individually 
received and approved prior to purchase. 

The URI did not concur with our recommendation and detailed in its response 
the procedures for using a purchase card.  In its response URI identified that a 
purchase card holder makes the purchase, verifies the transaction and allocates 
the expense to the award.  These procedures do not include approval of the 
expense by a supervisor prior to a card holder making the purchase.  The URI 
stated that all research purchases require a written explanation to be entered in 
the Purchase Card Module and encourages but does not require scanned 
documents and receipts in the module.  The URI did not provide us with the 
written explanation for the purchase card transaction for the awards or show 
the approval of the expense in the Purchase Card Module. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive a copy of policies and 
procedures that support purchases are approved prior to expenditures charged 
to awards. 

7.	 Ensure the URI properly updates its policies and procedures when 
changes occur and ensures that its policies match instructions listed in 
related forms. 

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation.  OJP stated in its response 
that it will coordinate with the URI to obtain a copy of written policies and 
procedures, developed and implemented, for maintaining updated policies and 
procedures.  Specifically, OJP will work with the URI to ensure that their 
policies, procedures, and related forms are timely and accurately updated, 
whenever processes change. 

The URI did not concur with our recommendation and stated in its response 
that we misinterpreted their Purchase Card Policy and the that the URI 
Controller approved an exception to the Purchase Card policy for travel 
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expenses if the card holder completed a Travel Addendum form. We reviewed 
the Purchase Card Manual, dated April 29, 2009, in effect during the award 
periods.  This version identified that the purchase card was not to be used for 
travel expenses and using the purchase card for travel expenses was limited to 
registration costs only for grant purchases.  The Purchase Card Manual dated 
September 2015, did include an update to the travel exceptions which allowed 
purchase card users to use their card for travel expenses with an approved 
travel addendum form, effective January 1, 2009. However, the URI did not 
update its written policy to reflect these changes.  The changes were not 
updated in its written policy until the September 2015 version, 6 years later. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive concurrence from the URI 
that they will update their policies and procedures when changes occur. 

8.	 Ensure the URI enforces existing travel policy to ensure travel costs are 
properly approved, justified, and supported by receipts. 

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation.  OJP stated in its response 
that it will coordinate with the URI to obtain evidence that it monitors its 
existing travel policy to ensure that travel costs are properly approved, 
justified, and supported by actual receipts. 

The URI did not concur with our recommendation and stated in its response 
that URI policies or forms do not instruct employees to pay for conference 
registrations with personal funds.  However, both the Travel Authorization 
Request Form (TAR) used by employees who charged travel expenses to the 
awards, and the current TAR form the URI provided a link to in its response, 
identifies under instructions: “2) Registration fees and lodging should be paid 
with [a purchase] card or personal funds.” 

Additionally, in its response to Recommendation 1, the URI commented on the 
justification form for rental cars.  The URI stated in its response that URI policy 
requests a rental car justification at the time the TAR is processed; however, 
this is not always feasible because the need for an auto rental is not always 
known at the time the TAR is completed. However, an employee who charged 
travel costs to the awards, including a rental car, did include rental car costs on 
the approved TAR, but the TAR did not include a completed car rental 
justification form.  The URI Travel Policy, dated October 1, 2009, clearly states 
that a car rental justification must be submitted with a TAR explaining the need 
for a rental car.  The Car Rental Justification Form included in the policy and the 
current form on the URI website clearly identifies that the form must be 
attached to a completed TAR when a rental car is needed. 

We noted under Recommendation 1, that an expense for gas was still 
unsupported because the URI did not provide documentation to support this 
expense.  The URI Travel Policy dated October 1, 2009, states that all original 
receipts must be attached in order for the TEV to be reimbursed.  Any travel 
expenses that are not properly documented will not be reimbursed. 
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This recommendation can be closed when we receive documentation from the 
URI to support that they have revised the TAR form instructions to reflect 
Travel Policy procedures and we receive concurrence from the URI that they will 
ensure employees submit car rental justification forms when rental cars are 
needed and ensure receipts are kept for all travel expenses charged to awards. 

9.	 Ensure the URI implements policies and procedures to ensure that only 
personnel listed in OJP approved award budgets are charged to the 
related OJP cooperative agreements. 

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation.  OJP stated in its response 
that it will coordinate with the URI to obtain a copy of written policies and 
procedures, developed and implemented, to ensure that only personnel listed in 
OJP approved award budgets are charged to the related OJP awards. 

The URI did not concur with our recommendation and stated in its response the 
URI submitted proposals according to the OJP Budget Detail Worksheet and it 
does not believe a GAN for budget modifications was required because the 
changes did not exceed 10 percent.  While the URI completed the Budget Detail 
Worksheet, the worksheet is an estimate before the award has been received. 
While the OJP Financial Guide requires GANs for changes of 10 percent or more, 
it also requires GANs to approve significant changes in scope, as well as 
changes in key personnel. Further, we believe adding additional personnel to 
those approved in the budget after an award has started is an important 
change that affects performance of the awards; especially since personnel costs 
made up the majority of the award budgets. Such reporting has implications 
for the grantee’s compliance with suspension and debarment grant 
requirements. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive documentation to support 
that the URI has policies and procedures to ensure that only personnel listed in 
approved budgets are charged to awards or a GAN is submitted when additional 
personnel are added to awards. 

10. Ensure the URI implements policies and procedures that are in 
compliance with federal regulations relating to compensation for 
personal services for employees working on multiple award programs 
or cost activities. 

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation.  OJP stated in its response 
that it will coordinate with the URI to obtain a copy of written policies and 
procedures, developed and implemented, to ensure that compensation for 
personal services for employees working on multiple award programs or cost 
activities are in compliance with Federal regulations. 

The URI did not concur with our recommendation and stated in its response 
that the URI complied with their approved Disclosure Statement for effort 
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certification reports. While the URI has an approved Disclosure Statement for 
effort certification reports, it is still required to follow the OJP Financial Guide 
requirements, as indicated by Special Condition 1 in the acceptance documents 
for each award.  If other criteria applicable to the URI conflicts with OJP 
Financial Guide requirements, the URI should consult with the program 
manager for the awards on how to proceed.  The URI did not provide any 
documentation to support discussions with the program manager for the 
awards regarding OJP Financial Guide requirements. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive evidence to support that 
the URI has either discussed and come to an agreement with OJP on the effort 
certification criteria within its Disclosure Statement or we receive 
documentation to support that the URI has policies and procedures in place 
related to employees working on multiple awards that are in compliance with 
OJP Financial Guide requirements. 

11. Ensure the URI implements controls related to award closeout 
monitoring including drawdown requests. 

Resolved. OJP concurred with our recommendation.  OJP stated in its response 
that it will coordinate with the URI to obtain a copy of written policies and 
procedures, developed and implemented, to ensure that adequate controls are 
in place to monitor closeout of the award, including requests for drawdowns. 

The URI did not concur with our recommendation and stated in its response 
that the URI did not complete the drawdowns within the 90 days due to late 
report submission.  In its response to Recommendation 4, the URI agreed to 
work towards developing a policy or procedure for Principle Investigators to 
comply with reporting requirements and deadlines. We believe that if URI had 
an award closeout monitoring policy and procedures in place it may have 
prevented the late report submissions and late drawdown requests. 

This recommendation can be closed when we receive documentation that 
supports the URI has policies and procedures for award closeout monitoring, 
including drawdown requests in place. 
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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. Information may be reported to the DOJ 
OIG’s hotline at www.justice.gov/oig/hotline or 
(800) 869-4499. 
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