Inter-Agency Electronic Grants Committee

Meeting Minutes

August 19, 2004

Final Meeting:  

November 16, 2004

Location: American Institute of Architects, Washington, DC

The meeting began at 9:30 am on August 19, 2004 with opening remarks and introductions by Tony Cavataio, co-chair.  Diana King, co-chair, announced that due to the success of the IAEGC vision now being embodied in the Grants.gov website and

the additional institutional streamlining support of the Public Law 106-107

workgroups, the original missions of the IAEGC have been accomplished.  The

final IAEGC meeting will be held in November.  She also provided a brief introduction for Luisa Montero, INAG co-chair regarding the next version of the partnership between the states and not-for-profit organizations.  November’s meeting will serve as a celebratory meeting.  IAEGC is asking for any volunteers who would be interested in helping with the plan the event.  Interested parties are asked to contact Sovia Park at sovia.park@hhs.gov.  Mr. Cavataio then introduced the meeting’s first speaker, Ms. Andrea Brandon, Director of the Division of Grants Policy.  

1.  PL 106/107 Update, Andrea Brandon, DHHS

Ms. Andrea Brandon provided an update on Public Law (PL) 106/107.  Within the past year, there have been several changes.  To begin, Ms. Brandon clarified that PL 106/107 is also known as the Federal Financial Assistance Management Improvement Act of 1999.  It is a collaborative effort between the 26 agencies to streamline processes for grant opportunities. Its goals are 4-fold:

· Improve effectiveness and performance

· Simplify application and reporting processes
· Improve the delivery of service

· Facilitate greater coordination between the service providers/Federal agencies

PL 106/107 has made several structural changes since February 2004.  Initially, there was a committee but that is no longer.  Also, the various workgroups, which include pre-award, mandatory, post-award, and audit oversight, reported directly to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB).  However, sign-off from agency management was necessary.  

Now, PL 106/107 is structurally organized like that of a pyramid with the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) facilitating and maintaining PL 106/107 and delivering finished products to OMB, who then publishes these products in the Federal Register for public comment.  PL 106/107 also has a standing executive board that reviews and approves products before they are handed over to OMB. Previously, the Grants Management Committee (GMC) held this reviewing responsibility but did not meet regularly. The Grants Executive Board, which was originally the Grants.gov Executive Board, now takes on this responsibility. 
The PL 106/107 Planning and Oversight Committee (PPOC), who reports to the Grants Executive Board, also replaced the Government-wide Policy Oversight Team (GPOT).  PPOC consists of chairs from the various workgroups and meets monthly on every 4th Thursday at the White House Conference Center to vet products either to the Executive Board, if ready, or back to the workgroups for revision.  
Since inception, the workgroups have remained consistent despite the organizational changes that have occurred.  Reporting to the workgroups are various subgroups composed of volunteers from the Federal agencies. They begin the work on various detailed projects and hand-off the work to their specific workgroup. 

Some of the products that have come out of PL 106/107 include:

· 2004 PL 106/107 Annual Report for May 2003 to May 2004 to Congress with final clearance is due to Congress by August 31st.  

· Title 2 of the Code of Federal Regulations aims to pull information all in one place for easier access by the public.  Circular A-110 has also been relocated and guidance is being moved to Title 2.  

· Standard Funding Opportunity Announcement has received positive feedback thus far.  All agencies have been required to use this standard since October 2003.

· OMB Debarment and Suspension Guidance for Title 2 of the CFR

· DUNS Number

· Increase in A-133 threshold to $500,000 from $300,000

· Standard Reports

· Unified Invention and Unified Federal Financial have not yet been finalized and are at OMB for clearance 

· Unified Real Property, Unified Personal Property and Unified Performance/Progress have all been finalized and are out for comment in the Federal Register.  

· Revision to the 2004 OMB Circular A-133 Compliance Supplement is ahead of schedule and has been completed

Current status of PL 106/107 accomplishments is that the final Federal Register Notice of revision to the cost principles Circular A-21, A-87, and A-122 have all been completed to provide clarification to the grant community and have consistent terminology.  A logo has been developed for PL 106/107 and the website is expected to launch September 10, 2004.  A domain has not yet been determined, but a notice will be distributed to the listserv once the site is functional.  

On-going activities include:

· 2004 annual report to Congress

· Standard reporting completion and OMB clearance

· Standardization of administrative terms and conditions

· Development of national policy on terms and conditions

· Development of award notice

· Development of mandatory grants application

Q:  What is a Mandatory Workgroup?

A:  Mandatory workgroups look specifically at mandatory programs and processes.  Their aim is to standardize common variables for mandatory grant programs. 

Q:  Where do state, local, or not-for-profits fit in?

A:  There are no representatives within the workgroups because they are all Federal entities.  However, the workgroups do receive comment from INAG and the state or local groups.

Q:  Will the new website have a feature for suggestions?

A:  Yes.  The website will provide the function to capture feedback.  All comments and suggestions are welcome.  

Q:  Is improving accountability a goal for PL 106/107?

A:  It is currently not a top priority.  PL 106/107 is working on auditing and an Audit Oversight Workgroup is currently in place.  A performance workgroup for standardizing reporting forms is at OMB for clearance.  

Q:  Are the Cost Principles obsolete?

A:  No.  They are only being revised for common terminology across Circular A-21, A-87 and A-122.  They will eventually be moved into Part A of Title 2 CFR this Fall so that they are all in one place for the applicants.

Q:  Where in the timeline is there support for the post-award work reports?

A:  It is not clear if these work reports will be handled through Grants.gov or the Grants Line of Business.  

2.  PL 106/107 Mandatory Grant Programs Subgroup, Chris Lipsey and Tyson Whitney, USDA

Mr. Chris Lipsey began the presentation by providing a brief history on the Mandatory Grant Programs subgroup.  It initially began as a spin-off of the pre-award workgroup of the grants life cycle.  Its mission was to look at the pre-award business processes.  Discreet grants publish a notice of the funding opportunities and have a lengthy pre-award process.  Mandatory grants fund ongoing services which a Federal agency awards to the state. The state in turn awards the monies to the local government where it is distributed to the target population.  There is also no distinct begin or end date and there is little pre-award process.

Mr. Lipsey then recapped the Program’s mission to identify pre-award needs of mandatory programs that are different from those of discretionary programs.  

Initiatives undertaken include:

· Identifying core data elements for applications used in mandatory programs

· Identifying uses of Grants.gov for mandatory programs

Mr. Lipsey then discussed the state plan and application analysis mission to determine core data elements needed for state plans, and applications used in mandatory programs.  The current scope includes:

· Focusing on the cover sheet and budget

· Focusing on the program specifics and not on the narrative portion

State plan and application analysis scope is not on assurances and certifications, because they apply equally to discretionary and mandatory programs.  

Benefits of the state plan and application analysis include:

· For the public:  greater commonality in form and content of documents required to initiate/renew a Federal award

· For Federal award agencies:  greater commonality in core data to be captured and analyzed

· For both:  facilitate submission of documents via Grants.gov

As part of the state plan and application analysis, the Mandatory Work Group recently completed analysis of the cover sheet data elements.  Next steps for the analysis include:

· Obtaining final work group approval of cover sheet data elements
· Analyzing budget requirements

· Designing a form for each piece

· Vetting each piece with the agencies

Mr. Lipsey then spoke about the Grants.gov initiative and its mission to determine potential uses of Grants.gov for mandatory programs.  Benefits would include:

· For the public

· Full disclosure

· Notice of potential sub-award opportunities and of actual awards 

· For the Federal awarding agencies

· Sub-award inquiries directed to grantees

· Some programs require public disclosure of award but if this can be done through Grants.gov, it will be a simpler process

The current status of the Grants.gov initiative is that an OMB policy letter has been drafted and shared informally with OMB, the Grants.gov Program Management Office, and the Census FAADS office.  Follow-up is needed.  Efforts are being concentrated on the grant application cover sheet.  

Next steps for the Grants.gov initiative involve:

· Consulting with Grants.gov

· Exposing the draft informally to agencies

· Refining the draft per any comments received

· Developing a Federal Register preamble

· Submitting the draft to OMB for clearance and publication

Q:  Is the public made aware of the award on Grants.gov?

A:  Date elements are made public and it is possible that the potential allocations are made public as well.

Q:  What is the purpose of making award information public to the recipients and agencies?

A:  Agencies are able to track what monies are going to which states.

Mr. Cavataio then introduced Ms. Karen Evans, OMB Administrator of E-Government and Information Technology, from the audience and asked her to provide a briefing on OMB and the E-Government initiatives.

Ms. Evans provided a summary on the marketing/outreach efforts that OMB has underway to increase the utilization of E-Government initiatives.  OMB is working with marketing experts to develop an outreach communications plan and a basic framework for each initiative.  Outreach is being conducted for each initiative and feedback is being provided.  OMB hopes to deter audiences from associating with the E-government initiative itself and to recognize each initiative as its own brand.  

Ms. Evans also commented on the Federal Demonstration Partnership (FDP) meeting.  The FDP meeting involved discussions surrounding all grant management systems.  The FDP’s purpose is to encourage the states to adopt a common grants management system and not develop their own grant systems.   However, some Federal agencies are still asking that states develop grant systems, which is a big concern for OMB.  
Q:  How can Federal agencies be stopped from forcing states to implement their own e-grant systems?

A:  OMB works at the Federal level and does not dictate on state/Federal grant programs.  Therefore, there is no current regulation from OMB regarding this issue.  

3.  NGMA Recommendations for Uniform Guidelines, Don Berkheimer and Phil Russo, Uniform Guidelines Committee

Mr. Don Berkheimer discussed the comments document addressed to the Federal IAEGC workgroup.  This is a working document and will be available on the NGMA website.  Comments may also be submitted on the website.  He highlighted several topics within the document such as NGMA’s grant streamlining efforts.  
NGMA’s entry into grants streamlining offers a grantor/grantee forum for advancing financial management reforms sought by PL 106/107.  NGMA recommended that streamlining begin with grants budgeting.  The budget process should have a structure of accountability.  It is also necessary to have only one system.  For the past 40+ years, grantors, grantees, auditors and Federal oversight agencies have not fully recognized or understood the core culture and out-of-sight practices that have interfered with ethical accounting and financial reporting, thus undermining accounting integrity and accountability through transparent program controls.  Specifically, this accountability problem with actual and revolving costs occurs due to many just reporting back to the original budget and not focusing on the revised budget numbers.  This is not accurate and is a universal problem affecting accountability.  

NGMA would like the forms to be revised for easier use from the grantee perspective. Grant budgeting principles, budget format standardization to fit expected grantee accountability, budget instructions framed for users, and reformed budgeting policies are all counterparts to NGMA’s recommended common/universal budget using a revised SF-424 or an acceptable alternative.  

NGMA outlined grants budgeting principles that should be included in grants budget administration reforms. These reforms should conform to financial management standards that could lead to effective accountability. Key highlights include:

· Legal/Legislative/Regulatory – Managing grant budgets to the statutes and regulations for expected future revenue, expenditures and performance and focusing management on performance related to overall costs of delivery.  The ultimate level of meaningful grants control is awards by activity measured against performance

· Performance – Advancing the objectives of the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) by accounting for actual activity costs and comparing them to performance as the foundation for credible assessments 

· Streamlining – A common/universal program budget format and instructions attuned to expected grantee accountability can replace many program specific budget formats as a vital step in reducing the administrative burden.  

Grants budgeting is the entry point for implementing financial standards through policies and practices.  The intent is to replace poor program management that drives ineffective controls in lieu of substantive accountability for costs related to performance.  This needs to be recognized so that recommendations can be made to specific policies.  Mr. Berkheimer then highlighted one of several budget policies that support streamlining efforts and establishes a foundation for enlightened budget administration.

· Grantees that have multiple awards or funding sources must develop Indirect Cost Principles (Cost Allocation Principles) which form the basis for budgeting direct and indirect cost pools of like expenditures.  This determines how elements should be handled for equity.  This is also a significant recommendation for not-for-profits.  Indirect Cost Principles help tie the accounting reporting process to budgeting.  Pooling items is more efficient for handling costs.

Next steps for NGMA include:

· Developing a prototype state policy to engage the states such as Tennessee 
· Communicating a standards/policy to the state government

· Develop a common cost proposal

Q:  Are the additional categories proposed by NGMA in agreement with the Uniform Guidelines?

A:  They are in agreement with the committee for three of the elements and are ready for comment.  NGMA is working with the Uniform Budget Guidelines group to come to an agreement on the other sections.

Q:  If certain line items are evident in the pooled programs but not in other elements, how should this be handled?

A:  The definition of the pool is very clear – there must also be an identifiable subcomponent which could be tested by audit.  

Q:  Should all mandatory programs adopt this accountability method?

A:  Mandatory programs are not required to do so.  Accountability is at the line item, but is not required at this level.  The grantee is responsible for tracking costs.  Ultimately, each line is used along the stream.

4.  Uniform Data Elements and Definitions – Exposure Draft 7/30/04, Tim Becker and Bill Levis, State of Michigan

Mr. Tim Becker discussed the uniform guidelines for grant budgeting and financial reporting.  Session objectives include:

· General overview of the Federal and state initiatives to streamline the government granting process

· Update on the Uniform Guidelines Coalition efforts

· Interfacing the Uniform Guidelines with Grants.gov

OMB and PL 106/107 have been assigned the task of establishing a common application and electronic reporting system including:

· A common application for financial assistance from multiple programs administered by different Federal agencies

· A common system including electronic processes to apply for, manage, and report on funding uses
· Uniform administrative rules across different Federal agencies

The Uniform Guidelines Coalition has a number of co-sponsors, all of which have worked on the recommendations to aid the federal government in reaching these goals.  In fact, the goals of the coalition, which stem from PL 106/107 are:

· Reducing cost and burden to grantees and grantors

· Improving effectiveness of grants administration

· Developing uniform guidelines for budgeting, accounting, financial reporting, and auditing

· Developing a proposed state policy for implementation of the uniform guidelines

Current objectives of the coalition include:

· Developing a manual for uniform accounting and financial reporting for not-for-profit recipients of Federal, state and local grants

· Piloting the project and encouraging policy implementation in 6 states (Idaho, Illinois, Michigan, New Jersey, Pennsylvania and Tennessee)
The Uniform Data Elements and Definitions for grant budgeting and financial reporting exposure draft was issued for comment on July 30, 2004 by the coalition.  The comment period ends September 30, 2004.  The exposure draft may be accessed on the NASACT website at http://www.nasact.org/downloads/07_04-UniformDataElements.pdf.  

A Unified Chart of Accounts (UCOA) is key to streamlining.  It is the singular solution to meet multiple external reporting requirements.  The State of Michigan has a UCOA for local units of government but not for not-for-profits.  Many states are implementing electronic grants on an agency by agency basis.  The Uniform Guidelines should be adopted by all levels of government because of the efficiencies it offers in its streamlining.  It is essential to build systems that meet the needs of all users.

The Uniform Guidelines project is interfacing with Grants.gov by making recommendations on electronic data elements.  The Uniform Guidelines project is also encouraging state and local governments to use a model aligned with Grants.gov to allow for consistent reporting at all levels.  States are also recommended to provide links and promote Grants.gov at the lower levels of government.

5.  Intergovernmental Collaboration:  Lessons from the NY State/Local Internet Gateway Prototype, Meghan Cook

Ms. Meghan Cook discussed the New York State/Local Internet Gateway Prototype project.  The impetus for the project developed out of a need to coordinate information systems between the state and local governments because, as it stands, existing intergovernmental information systems all work independently.  As a result, this causes duplication, inconveniences, and inefficiencies.  There is a potential to bridge network technologies in order to improve, streamline, and integrate processes allowing the sharing and re-use of data.  

The project goal is to define, develop, test, and evaluate an Internet Gateway dedicated to government-to-government (G2G) business relationships among state and local government organizations in the State of New York.  The research was conducted by the Center for Technology in Government at the University of Albany.  The Gateway is a prototype that would test multiple business functions and programmatic areas as well as multiple agencies and levels of government.  The Gateway would be accessible through a single sign-on, role-based system on the Internet.  The project involves a prototype team, advisory committee and field testers comprising of 80 program and IT people from across the state.  

The scope of the Gateway involves access to role-appropriate applications representing common application types such as:

· Dog licensing

· Represents high volume transaction processing

· Web-based application for registering, renewing and transferring dog licenses

· Can produce reports on a wide range of dog, owner and licensing data

· Systems are not currently interconnected

· Potential benefits

· Local governments supply information to the state which makes statewide information available electronically to all localities 

· Provides a wider range of available data

· Similar application areas:  racing and wagering, voter registration, all licensing and permits

· Parcel transfer data verification check

· A process for reporting residential and commercial property transfers and checking for potential errors using standard business rules

· Potential benefits

· Local governments run data through the Gateway verification process for checking and status updates

· Results are made available to all local users and the state agency

· Similar application areas:  local financing and accounting, environmental monitoring, Occupation Safety and Health Administration Standards

· Contact repository data management

· All state, county and municipal governments supply contact information about staff and officials to one authentic data repository

· Potential benefits

· Local and state governments manage their own data and report information and changes only once

· Share repository is available to all G2G users

· Similar application areas:  child health and well-being data, school performance data, law enforcement data

When prototype evaluation was conducted, of the thirty-four tasks, 97% were rated as easy or very easy to complete.  All applications were rated high or very high in convenience, usefulness and speed compared to current methods.  Field testing was conducted for one month and simulated for two weeks.  Overall, the Gateway is a better way of working compared to the current environment, and a better way to design systems that cross agencies, jurisdictions, and programs.  

There are two components that should be addressed -- relationships and the enterprise approach.  With regard to relationships, there is a need for long term peer-to-peer business relationships, joint ownership of processes and results, and analytical tools to elicit, evaluate and use information.  With regard to the enterprise approach, infrastructure capabilities need upgrading although they do exist at the local level statewide.  There also needs to be effective identity management with a centralized authentication process for access to applications and a single sign-on.  Data consideration needs include:

· Standards for defining common data elements

· Quality control for data sets

· Data ownership strategies and rules

· A coordinating entity

Strategies tie relationships and the enterprise framework together.  A state-local governing body is needed to represent the interests and needs across functions and levels of government.  Business process analysis is also essential for information sharing, learning and relationship building.  All communication, written and face-to-face, must be clear, consistent and frequent among all people involved and those they represent.  Solid and relevant user training is key as well as comprehensive ongoing support services.  A complete cost structure must also be identified.  One-time and ongoing costs accrue at both the state and local levels.  Most state-level costs are in development while most local costs lie in implementation and change with existing business practices.  

Q:  What are the evaluated cost savings?

A:  Cost savings have not been evaluated and are hard to estimate.

Q:  Did the project receive any grant or budget support?

A:  The Center for Technology in Government is funded 40% by the State and 60% by NSF.  State funds and a $20,000 donation from AT&T were used to fund the prototype project.

6.  State eGrants Systems:  Final Report, Jay Marshall, NCJA

Mr. Jay Marshall spoke briefly on the Electronic Grants Management Systems (eGMS) in State Criminal Justice Administering Agencies.  A draft assessment was provided and can be viewed via http://www.ncja.org/ncja_projects.html#egrants.  The assessment was not able to track where monies were being distributed and how they were being used.  The state systems are used to track these funds.  Current systems do not have a lot of planning.  It is imperative that agencies and CIO’s be engaged to think strategically about systems and spending.  

7.  Updates from:

A.  Grants.gov – Katie Root

16 agencies are now posting applications on Grants.gov.  The Program’s goal is to have all 26 agencies posting applications by October 2004.  NEH and VA posted applications this week.  Individuals can now apply on Grants.gov.  However, Grants.gov is still seeking an agency to post an application open to individuals.  To date, close to 1,000 applications have been received.  The original goal of 15,000 was unrealistic especially when compared to first year operations of other agency/departmental electronic systems.  Grants.gov is currently ramping up their marketing plan which involves a direct mail campaign, advertisement placements, grant community events and outreach to Congress.  The next agency Stakeholder meeting is Wednesday, August 25, 2004 and minutes and meeting materials will be posted to the website at http://www.grants.gov/Stakeholder.  For 2005, many agencies have committed to post applications.  There are currently approximately 1,400 grant opportunities published on Grants.gov.  The Research and Related data set forms are in testing with the Federal agencies and academic institutions.  Members from the Art and Humanities agencies are working on their data set and are expected to present their data set next month to Grants.gov.  With regards to System-to-System testing, we are working with MIT to connect their system to Grants.gov.

Q:  What is the schedule for the Stakeholder meetings and who is invited to attend?

A:  Stakeholder meetings are held on the last Wednesday of every month at the Department of Health and Human Services.  Invitees include Federal employees and some members of the grant community.  The meeting is closed to the press and vendors unless they are contractors to federal agencies.  Anyone who is interested in attending should contact Grants.gov at support@grants.gov.

Q:  Is there any state/local participation?

A:  There is not much state/local participation.  Grants.gov welcomes and encourages state participation.

B.  Interstate and Non-Profit Advisory Group (INAG) – Luisa Montero

With the current Inter-Agency Electronic Grants Committee coming to a close, IAEGC/INAG is looking to create a new coalition along the lines of the Federal Demonstration Partnership (FDP) as a model.  This new coalition would include membership at the Federal, state and local levels.  The steering group would come from the same interested parties.  OMB Watch has committed to maintain the current listserv.  A meeting will be held on Tuesday, August 24th to define the goals, objectives and organization of this group.  The NASACT meeting space at the Hall of States has been provided for this effort.  State and local governments are encouraged to attend and provide feedback.  

