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Audit of Creighton University’s Administration
of Its Federal TRIO Projects

Executive Summary

We found that Creighton University did not always administer its Federal TRIO projects in
accordance with Federal regulations. Specifically, Creighton University failed to assure that it:

could support that services were rendered to the number of participants reported to the
Department of Education as served by its Upward Bound, Upward Bound Math and Science,
and Talent Search projects,

filled, or filled timely, key positions in the administration of its TRIO projects in accordance
with Federal regulations;

obtained U.S. Department of Education approval before making changes in project scope,
objectives, and key personnel; and

adhered to management controls in the areas of accounting for travel expenses, reconciling
budgets to actual expenditures, documenting student citizenship, and inventory controls.

Creighton University was not able to provide documentation of services to the number of
participants it was funded to serve in its Upward Bound and Upward Bound Math and Science
projects during the 1996-97 and 1997-98 budget years, nor was it able to support the numbers of
participants it reported to the U.S. Department of Education for those years. We recommend that
the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education reduce the 1996-97 and 1997-98 Upward
Bound funds and 1996-97 Upward Bound Math and Science funds awarded to Creighton
University by amounts that are proportionate to the numbers of participants for whom the
University was funded but could not document having provided required services. The
University should also be required to refund $69,381, which is the amount of grant funds
received in excess of the revised award amounts. (See Exhibit 2.)

Based on our analysis of randomly selected samples of participant files, Creighton University
was not able to support that appropriate services were provided to 680 of the 850 individuals its
Talent Search project was funded to serve in the 1996-97 budget year and 530 of the 850
individuals the project was funded to serve in the 1997-98 budget year. Creighton University’s
administration of the Talent Search project was so deficient that recovery of the entire amount of
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1996-97 and 1997-98 Talent Search grant funds received by Creighton University ($303,018 as
of February 10, 2000) is appropriate.

In addition, to ensure that Creighton University complies with Federa regulations and to
improve the administration of its current and future TRIO projects, we recommend that the
Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education require Creighton University to:

1. Develop and follow specific written policies and procedures for the administration of its
TRIO projects, including policies and procedures to ensure that:

An individual’s participation in a project during the summer and academic year are
properly documented.

Reports to the U.S. Department of Education are supported by documentation
maintained by Creighton University.

Only those students who continue their participation for the minimum time required
by Federal regulation are counted as participants.

2. Obtain approval from the U.S. Department of Education before undertaking any of the
following actions with regard to its TRIO projects.

Extending the project period of agrant beyond the project period end date specified in
the most recent revision of the Grant Award Notification.

Carrying forward grant funds that the grantee has not obligated in a budget period.
Making cumulative transfers among direct-cost budget categories that exceed 10
percent of the approved budget for an award period.

3. Improve its management controls to ensure that its TRIO personnel:

Follow institutional travel policies and procedures.

Reconcile actual expenditures and revenues to the project budgets on a monthly basis.
Properly document all eligibility elements to ensure that students participating in the
TRIO projects meet all Federal requirements.

Follow institutional policies and procedures for safeguarding equipment purchased
with Federal funds.

We further recommend that the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education monitor
Creighton University’s adherence to the requirement that it obtain Department of Education
approval before making changes to the scope, objectives, or key personnel of its TRIO projects.

Creighton University officials did not agree with all of our findings and recommendations. The
full text of Creighton’s response is provided as Appendix B.
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Audit Results

We found that Creighton University did not always administer its Federal TRIO projects in
accordance with Federal regulations found in Title 34 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).!
Creighton University failed to assure that it: (1) could support that services were rendered to the
number of participants reported to the U.S. Department of Education (Department) as served by
its Upward Bound, Upward Bound Math and Science, and Talent Search projects; (2) filled, or
filled timely, key positions in the administration of its TRIO projects in accordance with Federal
regulations; (3) obtained Department approval before making changes in project scope,
objectives, and key personnel; and (4) adhered to management controls in the areas of
accounting for travel expenses, reconciling budgets to actual expenditures, documenting student
citizenship, and inventory controls.

Finding No. 1 — Creighton Could Not Support Servicesto TRIO Participants

Creighton University could not support that services were provided to the number of participants
it reported to the Department for the Upward Bound, Upward Bound Math and Science, and
Talent Search projects for the 1996-97 and 1997-98 budget years. Our analysis of a randomly
selected sample of student files indicated that Creighton University did not document that it had
served the number of students reported to the Department and the number of participants for
which the projects had been funded. We recommend that the Assistant Secretary for
Postsecondary Education reduce the 1996-97 and 1997-98 Upward Bound funds and 1996-97
Upward Bound Math and Science funds awarded to Creighton University by amounts that are
proportionate to the numbers of participants for whom the University was funded but could not
document having provided required services and the entire amount of the funds awarded for the
Talent Search projects for budget years 1996-97 and 1997-98.

! The regulations applicable to the various TRIO programs are: 34 CFR §642 - Training Program for Federal TRIO
Programs; 34 CFR 8643 - Talent Search; 34 CFR 8645 - Upward Bound and Upward Bound Math and Science; and
34 CFR 8646 - Student Support Services.
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TRIO Regulations

Student Eligibility: For an individual to be eligible to participate in TRIO projects, he or she
must meet citizenship or residency requirements. For Upward Bound and Upward Bound Math
and Science projects, the individual must also be: (1) a potential first-generation college student
or alow-income individual; (2) have a need for academic support in order to pursue successfully
a program of education beyond high school; and (3) a the time of initial selection, have
completed the eighth grade but not entered the twelfth grade and be at least 13 years old but not
older than 19. Individuals participating in a Talent Search project must have completed five
years of elementary education or be at least 11 years of age but not more than 27 years of age.

Number of Students to be Served: According to program regulations, an Upward Bound
project must serve at least 50 participants. However, Creighton’s approved grant application for
Upward Bound funding for the years covered by our audit committed the University to serve 75
students during each of the funding years, beginning July 1. An Upward Bound Math and
Science project must serve at least 50 participants. However, Creighton’ s application, which was
approved by the Department, stated that Creighton officials would identify and select 40 high
school students by July 30 of each year. A Taent Search project must serve a minimum of 600
students per year. Creighton’s approved Talent Search grant application for budget periods 1997
and 1998 stated that Creighton officials would serve 850 students annually.

Participation Requirements. To participate in a TRIO project, a student must meet the
eligibility requirements specified above and meet the definition of a“participant.” In addition, in
Upward Bound and Upward Bound Math and Science projects, students must be “... determined
by the project director to be committed to the project, as evidenced by being allowed to continue
in the project for at least—(i) Ten days in a summer component if the individual first enrolled in
an Upward Bound project’s summer component; or (ii) Sixty days if the individual first enrolled
in an Upward Bound project’ s academic year component.” To be identified as a participant in a
Talent Search project, an individual must receive “... project services designed for his or her age
or gradelevel.” TRIO program officials interpret this Talent Search requirement to mean that to
be counted as a participant a student must receive service at least twice in an award year.

Documentation Requirements. Program regulations require that student participation be
documented. Under Title 34 CFR Sections 643.32(c) (Talent Search) and 645.43(c) (Upward
Bound and Upward Bound Math and Science), a grantee institution shall maintain records on
each student participant that includes, among other things, documentation of the services
provided to the student. According to TRIO program officials, examples of documentation to
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support that services were provided to program participants include attendance records,
counseling notes, field trip records, participant progress reports, and client contact forms.

Results of Sample Reviews

Talent Search Program: For budget year 1996-97, we randomly selected 40 of 850 students on
a participant list for that year that was provided to us by Creighton officials. For budget year
1997-98, we selected 40 of 853 students on the participant list provided by Creighton. Our
anaysis of the files for these students indicated that most did not contain documentation to
support participation in the project. The results are summarized below.

Talent Search 1996-97: Only eight of the 40 student files we sampled contained
documentation of services received sufficient to meet the definition of a participant (i.e.,
receiving service at least twice during the award period). Based on the sample results, we
estimate that Creighton only had documentation supporting the participation of 170
students in the project. Thus, Creighton’s records do not support either the number of
participants that it was required to serve by regulation (600) or the number of participants
that it reported to the Department as served (850).

Talent Search 1997-98: Only 15 of the 40 student files we sampled contained
documentation of services received sufficient to meet the definition of a participant.
Based on the sample results, we estimate that Creighton only had documentation
supporting the participation of 320 students in the project. Thus, Creighton’s records do
not support either the number of participants that it was required to serve by regulation
(600) or the number of participants that it reported to the Department as being served
(850).

Based on our review, we concluded that Creighton could not support that it provided services to
the number of students it was required to serve for the 1996-97 and 1997-98 budget periods.
TRIO Program officials informed us that, had Creighton reported the actual number of students
that it could support as served, it could have jeopardized its continued funding. Creighton
University records showed that, as of February 10, 2000, it had received $119,759 of the
$201,329 it was awarded for the 1996-97 budget period and $183,259 of the $209,382 it was
awarded for the 1997-98 budget period. Because the University’s documentation of services
provided to participants in the Talent Search project was so deficient, we believe recovery of all
grant funds received is appropriate.

ED-OIG A07-80027 Page 5



Upward Bound Program: For budget year 1996-97, we randomly selected 30 of 75 students on
the 1996-97 participant list that was provided to us by Creighton officials. For budget year
1997-98, we randomly selected 30 students from the participant list of 93 provided by Creighton.
The results of thisreview are summarized below.

Upward Bound 1996-97: Twenty-two of the 30 student files we sampled contained
documentation of participation in either the summer or academic year sufficient to meet
the definition of a participant. Based on these results, we estimate that 55 of the total 75
students listed for 1996-97 had documentation supporting their participation in the
project. Although most of the files contained documentation to support student
participation in the project, our analysis indicates that Creighton’s records do not support
either the number of participants that it was funded to serve (75) or the number of
participants that it reported to the Department as served (81). For the 1996-97 budget
period, the number of participants documented as served was 20 (27 percent) below the
75 participants approved and funded by the Department.

Upward Bound 1997-98: Nineteen of the 30 student files we sampled contained
documentation of participation in either the summer or academic year sufficient to meet
the definition of a participant. Based on these results, we estimate that 59 of the total 93
students listed for 1997-98 had documentation supporting their participation in the
project. Although most of the files contained documentation to support student
participation in the project, our analysis indicates that Creighton’s records do not support
either the number of participants that it was required to serve (75) or the number of
participants that it reported to the Department as served (76). For the 1997-98 budget
period, the number of participants documented as served was 16 (21 percent) below the
75 participants approved and funded by the Department.

Based on our review, we concluded that Creighton could not support that it provided services to
the number of students it was funded to serve or the number of participants that it reported to the
Department as served for the 1996-97 and 1997-98 budget periods. TRIO Program officias
informed us that, had Creighton reported the actual number of students that it could support as
served, it could have affected future funding. Creighton University records showed that, as of
February 10, 2000, it had received $299,547 of the $350,429 it was awarded for the 1996-97
budget period and $313,513 of the $364,446 it was awarded for the 1997-98 budget period. As
discussed in the Recommendations section of this report, the Assistant Secretary for
Postsecondary Education should reduce the 1996-97 and 1997-98 Upward Bound grant funds
awarded to Creighton University by amounts that are proportionate to the numbers of
participants for whom the University was funded but could not document having provided
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required services. The Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education should then require
Creighton University to refund $69,381, which is the amount of 1996-97 and 1997-98 Upward
Bound grant funds that the University has drawn down in excess of the revised award amounts.

Upward Bound Math and Science Program: For budget year 1996-97, we selected all 41
students on the participant list that was provided to us by Creighton officials. For budget year
1997-98, we randomly selected 30 students from the participant list of 72 provided by Creighton.
We found that most of the files for these students contained documentation to support student
participation in the project. The results of this review are summarized below.

Upward Bound Math and Science 1996-97: Thirty-one of the 41 student files for this
year contained documentation of participation in either the summer or academic year
sufficient to meet the definition of a participant. Thus, Creighton’s records do not
support that services were provided to the 40 participants approved and funded by the
Department.

Upward Bound Math and Science 1997-98: Twenty-two of the 30 student files we
sampled contained documentation of participation in either the summer or academic year
sufficient to meet the definition of a participant. Based on the sample results, we
estimate that 53 of the total 72 students listed for 1997-98 had documentation supporting
their participation in the project. The estimated 53 students documented as having
received services exceeds the 40 participants approved by the Department. Therefore, we
have not recommended that the Assistant Secretary reduce the Upward Bound Math and
Science grant funds for this budget year.

Based on our review, we concluded that Creighton could not support that it provided services to
the 40 students it was funded to serve or the number of participants that it reported to the
Department as served for the 1996-97 budget period. TRIO Program officials informed us that,
had Creighton reported the actual number of students that it could support as served, it could
have affected future funding. Creighton University records showed that, as of February 10,
2000, it had received $167,856 of the $226,686 it was awarded for the 1996-97 budget period
and $151,155 of the $235,753 it was awarded for the 1997-98 budget period. Asdiscussed in the
Recommendations section of this report, the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education
should reduce the 1996-97 Upward Bound Math and Science grant funds awarded to Creighton
University by amounts that are proportionate to the numbers of participants for whom the
University was funded but could not document having provided services. We have not
recommended a cash refund related to the 1996-97 Upward Bound Math and Science project as
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Creighton University drew down 74 percent of the grant funds available ($167,856 of $226,686)
to serve 78 percent of the participants (31 of 40).

Initial Response Provided by Creighton on Our Student File Reviews

During the course of our work at Creighton University, we provided preliminary results of our
student file reviews to Creighton University. Creighton officials responded on November 19,
1998, by providing us with information indicating their position as to each student’s eligibility
for a project and receipt of services (Appendix A). However, Creighton’s November 19, 1998,
response did not substantiate its position regarding the number of project participantsin the years
covered by our review.

According to its November 19, 1998, response, Creighton officials counted some students as
participants in the 1997 Upward Bound Math and Science project because they had received
summer 1996 informational packets. We did not consider 1996 informational packets as
evidence that the student participated in the Upward Bound Math and Science project during the
1996-97 budget period, which began November 1, 1996. Creighton officials counted other
students as eligible for Upward Bound and Upward Bound Math and Science based on grade
reports. However, Creighton University officials provided no documentation with its November
19, 1998 response to show whether a counselor had met with a student regarding his grade report
or whether the student participated in any other project activities.

To document participation in the Talent Search project, Creighton included mailings of
newsletters and fliers as documentation of services provided. Based on discussions with
Department program officials, we did not consider mailings to students as “services’ for the
purpose of documenting participation.

Creighton University Response to the Draft Audit Report and Auditor Comments

Creighton University’s January 14, 2000, response to the draft report refers to additional
documentation that Creighton provided for our review on December 22, 1999, subsequent to the
issuance of the draft report. This was documentation that Creighton officials did not provide to
the auditors during their fieldwork, nor did Creighton provide it in its November 1998 response
to our preliminary results. Creighton officials offered no explanation for not providing, during
the course of our audit, the additional records we had requested to document student
participation.
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Based on the additional records made available to usin December 1999, for the 1996-97 Upward
Bound project, we revised the number of students who had documentation supporting their
participation in the program, as reported in our draft report from 3 of 30 students sampled, to 22
of the 30 students sampled. In the January 2000 response, the University acknowledged the
revised numbers, but disagreed with the concept of a pro-rata return of funds because the
projected number of 55 students served met the minimum 50 required by regulations. To support
its position, the University noted, correctly, that OIG had stated in its draft audit report that no
costs would be questioned for the 1997-98 Upward Bound project since the required minimum
number of students were served for that year.

In our draft report, we questioned the total amount the University received for the 1996-97
Upward Bound project. The documentation the school had provided, during our fieldwork and
in its November 1998 response to our preliminary results was so inadequate that the existence of
a viable project was questionable. However, the additional information supplied in December
1999 supported significantly more participants than the numbers cited in the draft report. The
issue is no longer whether Creighton had functioning Upward Bound and Upward Bound Math
and Science projects during the years audited but whether it had met the terms of its grant
awards. The regulations in 34 CFR 645.43(a) state, “In each budget period, Regular Upward
Bound projects shall serve between 50 and 150 participants....” However, since the amount of a
grant award is based on the number of individuals an applicant proposes to serve, we calculated
reductions to grant awards based on the number of students served as compared to the number
the University proposed to serve in its grant application. In addition, while we had not
recommended a recovery of funds for the Upward Bound 1997-98 budget period in our draft
report, we have re-evaluated this action after discussions with the TRIO program staff. TRIO
officials informed us that, in determining the amount of a grant award, the Department considers
the number of participants the project plans to serve. A TRIO project serving 50 participants
would receive less than a similar TRIO project serving 75 participants. Therefore, we also
applied this pro-rata formulato the Upward Bound 1997-98 budget period.

For the 1996-97 Upward Bound Math and Science project, we revised the number of students
who had documentation supporting their participation in the program, as reported in our draft
report from 9 of 41 students, to 31 of the 41 students. We have not recommended a cash refund
related to the 1996-97 Upward Bound Math and Science project as Creighton University drew
down 74 percent of the grant funds available ($167,856 of $226,686) to serve 78 percent of the
participants (31 of 40). The University noted that there were an additional six students who
should have been considered eligible based on various records. However, we did not consider
these records as acceptable documentation because they lacked signatures, they did not
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document that services had been provided for the minima 60 days, or the services that were
documented were provided outside of the budget period being reviewed.

The University also disagreed with our findings and recommendations for the 1996-97 and the
1997-98 Talent Search projects. The University indicated that its disagreement with us was due
to our differing interpretations of the program regulationsin 34 CFR 643. The main differences
involve the provision that an individual must receive project services to be counted as a
participant:

The University contends that Sec. 643.7 (b)(2) does not specify a minimum
number of services, and that one instance ... during the award year is sufficient to
meet the definition of participant. The University contends that its Needs
Assessment Process contains an element of counseling and qualifies as a service
under Sec. 643.4 (e) and (k). The University also contends that newsletters and
other communications when considered as one aggregate service (i.e. Information
Service) qualify as a service under Sec. 643.4 (k).

We disagree with the University that “one instance” of service is sufficient to meet the definition
of a participant. The regulations in 34 CFR 643.7(b)(2) define “participant” as an individual
who receives project services. The Department interprets the plural form of the word “services”
to mean that an individual must be provided at least two services to be counted as a project
participant. University officials claimed in their response, “The OIG audit team agreed that there
has not been any official clarifications, guidance, or instructions provided to the grantees...
regarding the proper determination of a participant.” Creighton officials interpretation of our
comments is incorrect. We did state in our December 1999 meeting that, to our knowledge, the
Department had not informed grantees in writing about a minimum number of services that must
be provided to a student for the student to be counted as a project participant. However, we
noted that the Department had assured us that they routinely instruct the TRIO community at
workshops and conferences (e.g., workshops for potential applicants and workshops for new
project directors) about all aspects of participant counts, including the minimum number of
services.

We aso disagree with the University that mailings should be considered as a service in defining
project participation. To support their position, University officials suggested that an official
with the Council on Educational Opportunity (CEO) agreed with their view on mailings. When
asked, this CEO officia denied making any statement indicating that mailings could be counted
as a service in documenting project participation. We maintain that a mailing may inform an
individual about a service but unless a recipient of the mailing avails her/himself of the service,
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s/he has not received the service. Furthermore, mailing a flyer does not ensure that the addressee
will read it before throwing it away, or, for that matter, even receive it. In our opinion, a
“service” that does not involve an active response on the part of the intended recipient cannot be
used to identify the recipient as a participant in any activity. Yet, Creighton University used
mailings as a significant portion of its documentation for supporting its project participation
figures.

The University’s documentation for project participation stands in contrast to its Talent Search
grant proposal, which notes, “While students may have the ability and unrefined skills to succeed
in school, they may still be missing essential counseling and assistance with academic skills,
career awareness, motivation, and financial aid.” We have listed below examples of servicesto
increase academic skills that were proposed by Creighton in its Talent Search grant application
and approved by the Department. Similar activities were planned for career and financial aid
awareness.

Outreach Advisors will discuss grades, study habits, and test taking
preparation with participants.

Outreach Advisors will discuss general academic strengths and weaknesses
and provide participants with tips for academic success during individual
counseling and/or workshops at target schools and community agencies.
Outreach Advisors will discuss implications for academic progress with
participants, and offer six postsecondary and jobsite visitations annually....
The Vocational Coordinator will make transportation arrangements,
coordinate the activity as well as make arrangements for project participants.

Tutors will assist participants improve their academic grades....

Outreach Advisors will assist participants develop short and long term
educational goals through the IEP during individual sessions or in
wor kshops.

Time management, study skills and test-taking workshops will be conducted
by Outreach Advisors twice each year.

Workshops and individual counseling on postsecondary admissions
applications will be provided to participants.
ETSwill sponsor ACT/SAT preparatory workshops for participants each year.
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In our opinion, the University’s Taent Search proposals would not have received favorable
reviews if mailings had been identified as a primary method for providing to students counseling,
academic assistance, career awareness, motivation, and assistance in applying for financial aid.

Finally, we disagree with the University that the Needs Assessment Form checklists constitute
documentation of a service. We consider needs assessment to be a procedure for determining if
a student needs one or more of the services provided by a project. The University maintained the
process may include some counseling but admitted that summaries of what happened during the
1996-97 and 1997-98 assessment meetings were not provided on the forms. The University also
acknowledged that the needs assessment checklists were not signed or dated by the counselor.
The checklists do not identify the nature of the service provided, who may have provided the
service, whether the service was provided within the budget period in question, or even whether
a counselor had met with the student in making the assessment. Because the University’s
documentation of services provided to participants in the Talent Search project was so deficient,
we believe recovery of al the grant fundsis appropriate.

Recommendations

We recommend that the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education reduce the 1996-97 and
1997-98 Upward Bound and 1996-97 Upward Bound Math and Science grant awards to
Creighton University by amounts that are proportionate to the numbers of participants for whom
the University was funded but could not document having provided services. (See Exhibit 2.)

In addition, we recommend that the Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education require
Creighton University to:

1. Refund $372,399, which represents the total of:

The amounts for the Upward Bound project for budget years 1996-97 and 1997-98,
recorded as received by Creighton University as of February 10, 2000, that are in
excess of the award amounts as adjusted based on the numbers of participants the
University could not document as having provided required services, which totals to
$69,381; and

The entire amount of Talent Search funds received by Creighton University for budget
years 1996-97 and 1997-98 ($303,018).
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2. Develop and follow specific written policies and procedures for the TRIO projects
administration, including policies and procedures to ensure that:

An individua’s participation in a project during the summer and academic year are
properly documented.

Reports to the U.S. Department of Education are supported by documentation
maintained by Creighton University.

Only those students who continue their participation for the minimum time required by
Federal regulation are counted as participants.
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Finding No. 2 - Changesin Project Scope Were Not Reported to the Department

Contrary to Federal regulations, Creighton University did not always obtain U.S. Department of
Education approval before making changes to the scope, objectives, or key personnel of its TRIO
projects. Although recent regulatory changes reduced the administrative burden for grantees and
provided more flexibility in planning and implementing project activities, grantees are still
required to obtain Department approval prior to making changes in project scope, objectives, or
key personnel. Changes to key personnel may have been a contributing factor in Creighton’s
inability to serve the number of students approved by the Department.

Expanded Authority Regulations

On July 28, 1997, the Department of Education amended Part 75 of the Education Department
Genera Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) to provide “Expanded Authorities’ to
discretionary grant recipients. This amendment reduced regulatory and administrative burden
and allowed grantees more flexibility in planning and implementing project activities. The new
provisions permit grantees to do the following without seeking prior Department approval:

Extend a grant at the end of its project period for a period of up to one year.
Carry funds over from one budget period to the next.

Obligate funds up to 90 days before the effective date of the grant award.
Transfer funds between direct cost line items.

Nonetheless, grantees still must request prior approval for a number of program and budget
related changes. The regulations in 34 CFR 8§874.25 clarify that recipients must obtain prior
approval from the Department for the following:

Change in the scope or the objectives of a project (even if there is no associated budget
revision requiring prior written approval).

Change in key personnel specified in the application or award document.

Absence by the approved project director or principal investigator for more than three
months or a 25 percent reduction in time devoted to a project.

ED-OIG AQ07-80027 Page 14



Key Personnel Changes Not Reported to the Department

Creighton University TRIO officials did not request approval from the U.S. Department of
Education for key personnel changes. Officials from Creighton University submitted grant
proposals to the Department that outlined key personnel positions for implementation and
oversight of al of its TRIO projects. However, we found that several of the key positions were
never filled or remained vacant for more than the three months allowed by Department
regulations. We identified the exceptions listed below:

Talent Search: The project director position remained vacant for five months. Once the
position was filled, the time allocated for the position decreased from the proposed 100
percent to 50 percent. In addition, the grant proposed three counselor positions. These
positions have become vacant several times throughout the course of the grant. One position
remained vacant for 11 months. In November 1998, two of the counselor positions again
became vacant.

Upward Bound: The project director position remained vacant for eight months prior to
being filled. In addition, the assistant director position became vacant in August 1997 and
still had not been filled at the time of our review.

Upward Bound Math and Science: In October 1998, an assistant director position was
created and filled. A Creighton official informed us that the creation of this position resulted
in the elimination of the academic advisor position, four instructors and four tutors for the
academic year, sixteen summer tutors and a decrease in the supply expense account. In
addition to the elimination of positions, the tutoring sessions were reduced from four days to
two days aweek. Approval from the Department was not requested for this change in scope.

Training Program: During the first year of the grant (1996-97), the project director position
was budgeted at 50 percent time charged to the project for a 12-month period at $20,000.
However, this position was never filled in the first year. The individual hired as the project
director for the 1997-98 year held a bachelor’ s degree, which did not meet the qualifications
outlined in the grant. According to the grant document, the project director is required to
hold a master's degree as well as have at least five year's work experience with TRIO
projects.

Student Support Services. The grant document shows that the project director position will
be charged 100 percent to the project. However, in 1998, the time devoted to the Student
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Support Services grant was reduced to 50 percent time charged to the project, without
notifying the Department of the change.

Expenditures Sgnificantly Less Than Amounts Awarded

The significant changes in project scope and unfilled key positions resulted in $643,649, or 15
percent of the total amount awarded, not being drawn down or expended as of February 10,
2000. If 