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WHY CNCS-OIG CONDUCTED THIS AUDIT 
The Social Innovation Fund (SIF), a program of the 

WHAT WE FOUND 
Youthprise improperly awarded sole-source 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
AUDIT REPORT: OIG-AR-20-07 
September 30, 2020 

paid contractors without reviewing Corporation for National and Community Service 
(CNCS), was established by the Edward M. Kennedy 
Serve America Act of 2009 to implement programs 
for economic opportunity, youth development, and 
health and safety.  In August 2015, CNCS awarded a 
$3 million SIF grant to Youthprise, an intermediary 
organization (prime grantee) for an Opportunity 
Reboot Program to provide social-emotional skills 
for at-risk youth to strengthen education and career 
outcomes. Youthprise procured three contracts to 
assist with the program and selection of 
subrecipients.  Subsequently, it awarded about $3 
million of federal and match funds to six 
subgrantees. 

The Corporation for National and Community 
Service, Office of Inspector General (CNCS-OIG) 
initiated this audit based on concerns identified by 
CNCS in its grant monitoring activities.  Our audit 
objectives were to determine whether Youthprise 
managed and expended SIF grant funds in 
accordance with grant terms and conditions and 
applicable Federal regulations. 

HOW WE DID THIS AUDIT 

We conducted site visits and reviewed and analyzed 
grant expenditures, financial records and 
supporting documentation from Youthprise, its 
contractors and subgrantees covering the period of 
August 1, 2016 through June 30, 2018.  We also 
interviewed personnel and judgmentally selected 
expenditures for testing to determine compliance 
with grant terms and conditions and applicable 
Federal regulations.  

contracts, 
supporting documentation for invoices, and did not 
fully monitor contractors and subgrantees.  In 
addition, we identified timesheet and criminal history 
check deficiencies within Youthprise and its 
subgrantees.  For example, time records did not 
accurately reflect the work performed, and criminal 
history check documentation was not always 
retained.  Lastly, Youthprise did not meet its 
regulatory obligations with respect to subrecipient 
monitoring and subgrantees’ Federal and match costs 
were unsupported due to weaknesses in financial 
management systems. 

We questioned approximately $1.6 million ($626,099 
in Federal and $990,137 in match) of Youthprise’s 
claimed costs, including awards to subgrantees, due 
to improper procurement practices and unsupported 
salary expenses and expenditures. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommended CNCS to disallow and recover 
approximately $1.6 million ($626,099 in Federal and 
$990,137 in match) in questioned costs and require 
Youthprise to strengthen its internal controls and 
monitoring of contractors and subgrantees. 

Overall CNCS’s proposed actions addressed our 
recommendations.  CNCS disagreed with five 
recommendations due to the grant period ending and 
the absence of future funding. CNCS has committed 
to monitoring Youthprise’s compliance with federal 
regulations for future grants – which satisfies the 
intent of these recommendations. 

Also, Youthprise and its subgrantees took corrective 
actions to improve controls over monitoring 
contractors; implemented a new timekeeping 
system, and engaged CNCS preferred vendors to 
enhance its compliance with National Service 
Criminal History Checks. 
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Introduction 

Youthprise is a non-profit organization located in Minneapolis, Minnesota.  It works with youth-
focused organizations within the state, providing resources in three areas: learning and 
leadership, economic opportunity, and health and safety. In August 2015, the Corporation for 
National and Community Service (CNCS) awarded Youthprise a $3 million Social Innovation Fund 
(SIF) grant with a five-year grant term. Youthprise contracted with three organizations: Search 
Institute (SI), Mentoring Partnership of Minnesota (MPMN), and Minnesota Department of 
Employment and Economic Development’s Office of Youth Development (MN DEED) to assist in 
selecting subgrantees, project evaluation and reporting, and other administrative tasks. 

In 2016 Youthprise launched the Opportunity Reboot program to provide social-emotional skills 
for at-risk youth to strengthen education and career outcomes. Youthprise awarded SIF funds to 
six subgrantees to carry out the program: Amherst H. Wilder Foundation (Wilder), MIGIZI 
Communications (MIGIZI), Sauk-Rapids Rice (Sauk), Guadalupe Alternative Programs (GAP), 
Northfield Healthy Community Initiative (Northfield), and SOAR Career Solutions (SOAR). 

The Corporation for National and Community Service, Office of Inspector General (CNCS-OIG) 
initiated this audit based on concerns identified in CNCS grant monitoring activities.  During FY 
2017, CNCS’s Office of Grants Management found deficiencies in Youthprise’s compliance with 
SIF grant requirements and placed Youthprise on a manual hold effective September 2017.  Our 
audit objectives were to determine whether Youthprise managed and expended SIF grant funds 
in accordance with grant terms and conditions, and applicable Federal regulations. Appendix A 
contains the details of our objective, scope and methodology. 

Youthprise Findings 

Noncompliance with Federal Procurement Requirements 

Youthprise awarded three sole-source contracts without proper justification in violation of 
Federal regulations and its own procurement policies and procedures.  Sole-source contracts may 
be awarded for when one or more of the following circumstances apply: 

(1) inadequate competition after solicitation of several sources; 

(2) public exigency or emergency requires rapid procurement; 

(3) procured items or services are only available from one source; or 

(4) the Federal awarding agency or pass-through entity authorizes a noncompetitive 
proposal in response to a written request from the non-Federal entity.1 

1 2 CFR §200.320(a)-(f), Methods of procurement to be followed. 
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The SIF Notice of Funding Announcement stated that contracted research partners and all other 
contracts must be procured in accordance with the Federal procurement requirements in 2 CFR 
§200.317-200.326.  In its SIF grant application, Youthprise identified SI, MN DEED, and MPMN as 
contracted research partners to develop the request for proposal for subgrantee selections, 
perform subgrantee monitoring, and provide program training and evaluation. An excerpt from 
the approved application demonstrates that CNCS sought and obtained confirmation that 
Youthprise would adhere to the procurement requirements in contracting with the three 
research partners listed: 

Narrative Section: Budget Issues for Clarification - In the clarification summary, 
please confirm that each contracted partner identified in the budget was or will 
be procured in accordance with the Federal procurement requirements 
outlined in the NOFA.  Youthprise agrees to comply with the requirements 
found at 2 CFR §§200.317-200.326 and has a written Procurement Policy. 

However, after receiving the SIF grant, Youthprise awarded sole-source contracts to the 
contracted partners to carry out these activities.    They listed several reasons for awarding sole-
source contracts, including time constraints, but none met the Federal procurement 
requirements identified above.  To ensure fair and open competition, Youthprise should have 
solicited bids from multiple qualified sources before acquiring goods and services, as it 
committed to during award negotiations.2 

Without open competition in awarding contracts and proper management of contract services 
and costs, there is no assurance that CNCS funds were efficiently used or that Youthprise received 
the best value in its contracts.  As a result of this failure to follow procurement requirements, we 
questioned $310,316 ($47,220 in Federal and $263,096 in match) in costs claimed from July 2016 
through November 2017.  See Table 1 below for questioned procurement costs. 

2 2 CFR §200.320(d)(2), Methods of procurement to be followed. 
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Table 1:  Questioned Procurement Costs 

Contracted Research 
Partners & Program Years 

Contract 
Value 

Federal 
Questioned 

Costs Claimed 

Match 
Questioned 

Costs Claimed 

Total 
Questioned 

Costs 
Search Institute - - -

Program Year 1 - 20,336 20,336 
Program Year 2 47,220 149,910 197,130 
Program Year 3 - - -

Subtotal 1,114,200 47,220 170,246 217,466 
MPMN -

Program Year 1 - 12,565 12,565 
Program Year 2 - 12,823 12,823 
Program Year 3 - 955 955 

Subtotal 40,000 - 26,342 26,342 
MN DEED -

Program Year 1 - 31,507 31,507 
Program Year 2 - 35,000 35,000 
Program Year 3 -

Subtotal 35,000 - 66,507.47 66,507.47 
TOTAL $1,154,200 $47,220 $263,096 $310,316 

Source: OIG Analysis 

Contractor Expenditures Not Verified 

During the first two years of the program, Youthprise paid contractor invoices without reviewing 
supporting documentation. Applicable Federal regulations require that costs associated with 
Federal awards be adequately documented and supported.3 SI’s contract terms required it to 
provide supporting documentation along with invoices submitted for payment.  However, MPMN 
and MN DEED’s contracts did not contain such a provision.  Youthprise was uncertain whether SI 
provided supporting documentation and whether its prior SIF director retained or reviewed the 
documentation. Further, Youthprise did not review timesheets, billing rates, or indirect cost 
allocations to validate the accuracy of contractor invoices before processing payments. 

This occurred because Youthprise did not have adequate internal controls to ensure the accuracy 
of transactions.  Specifically, its policies did not include procedures to obtain and review 
supporting documentation before paying contractor invoices.  As a result of these internal control 
deficiencies, Youthprise may have overpaid contractors for services provided or for unallowable 
costs. 

Contractor Performance Was Not Monitored 

Youthprise did not monitor contractors’ performance.  Its policies and procedures required an 
evaluation and documentation of performance to ensure the contracts’ terms, conditions, and 

3 2 CFR §200.403 (g), Factors affecting allowability of costs. 
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specifications were met. Additionally, SI’s contract stated that Youthprise would collaborate to 
create work plans.  However, no plans were provided.  Overall, Youthprise did not adhere to its 
policies and procedures or to the contract terms and conditions. 

Contract monitoring ensures that a contractor adequately performs the contracted services.  As 
an effective internal control, monitoring should be conducted continually to assess the quality of 
performance over time in order to ensure Federal funds are being managed in compliance with 
laws, rules, and regulations.4  Without these internal controls, Youthprise risked mismanaging 
Federal funds and may have experienced delays in meeting program goals and objectives. 

Subgrantees Were Not Adequately Monitored 

Pass-through entities are required to notify subgrantees of applicable Federal requirements5, as 
well as to monitor subgrantees to ensure compliance with grant terms and conditions.6 

Youthprise did not perform any subgrantee monitoring during the subgrantees’ first program 
year and performed limited monitoring at the beginning of the second program year. 

Beginning in 2017, Youthprise performed desk reviews (checklists) and on-site visits to monitor 
subgrantees’ policies and procedures, match commitments and related cash receipts, chart of 
accounts, and criminal history check documentation. While a clear improvement from failing to 
perform any subrecipient monitoring, Youthprise did not: 

• Review subgrantees’ financial systems to determine whether costs were segregated by 
program and funding codes; 

• Verify timesheets or personnel records to determine the accuracy of work performed; 
• Verify supporting documentation for criminal history checks and match cost 

requirements; 
• Request and verify supporting documentation to determine whether claimed costs were 

allowable, allocable, and reasonable; or 
• Provide or maintain documentation of desk reviews and on-site visits. 

This occurred because Youthprise did not have policies and procedures to ensure that it 
performed the required monitoring of its subgrantees. 

According to the staff, they did not perform thorough monitoring in order to meet CNCS’s 
deadline for the submission of desk reviews.  Without an effective subgrantee monitoring 
program and internal controls, Youthprise put Federal funds at risk of financial mismanagement. 
In May 2017, Youthprise improved its internal controls and created a Subgrantee Compliance 
Manual.  The manual includes procedures for monitoring, reviewing, and verifying supporting 
documentation for the areas above. 

4 Standards for Internal Control in the Federal Government, GAO-14-704G, published September 2014, pgs. 71-72 
5 2 CFR §200.331(a)(2)-(3), Requirements for pass-through entities. 
6 2 CFR §200.331(a)(2), (d) & (e), Requirements for pass-through entities. 
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Timekeeping Deficiencies 

Youthprise did not comply with Federal regulations or its own policy for approving timesheets. 
Salary and wages charged to the grant must be supported by a system of internal controls to 
ensure that the time charged is accurate, allowable, and properly allocated.7 

Additionally, Youthprise’s policies require the Chief Financial Officer (CFO) to approve timecard 
submissions for senior and support staff, and that all supervisors approve the timecards for their 
subordinates.  However, the CFO approved her own timesheets, and supervisors did not approve 
timesheets for four employees. The CFO stated that her timesheets were self-approved because 
her supervisor, the President, did not have technical knowledge of the timekeeping system. 
Further, she approved the employees’ timesheets without prior approval from their supervisors. 

We also reviewed timesheets and payroll registers for 10 employees.  Youthprise incorrectly 
coded and paid two employees’ salaries as match funds.  Grantees are required to keep accurate 
records detailing the distribution of payroll expenses among different cost objectives if working 
on more than one grant.8 The incorrectly coded salary should have been charged to the Federal 
share of the SIF grant.  This error occurred because supervisors did not properly review 
employees’ timesheets to ensure the correct funding codes were assigned. As a result of these 
deficiencies, we questioned $11,335 ($2,271 in Federal and $9,064 in match costs) for 
unapproved timesheets and incorrectly coded salaries. 

National Service Criminal History Checks 

Employees are required to undergo a National Service Criminal History Check (criminal history 
check) before working on CNCS grants.  Criminal history checks include a search of the National 
Sex Offender Public Website (NSOPW), state criminal history check, and a Federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI) inquiry when working with vulnerable populations.  Grantees are required to 
retain documentation of all required checks.  Lastly, personnel files should include verification of 
the employee’s identity and written authorization for the criminal history check.  The written 
authorization should also provide the employee with an opportunity to review the findings and 
ensure confidentiality. 

Contrary to the above requirements, Youthprise did not maintain NSOPW documentation for one 
employee, and 11 employees’ personnel files did not include required legal documents. Without 
this documentation, we could not determine whether the employees were eligible for 
employment or whether the required checks were completed timely. 

While Youthprise contracted with a payroll company to perform and obtain criminal history 
checks for its employees, it did not verify or provide documentation to show all NSOPWs were 
completed. Additionally, personnel files did not contain documentation that employees were 

7 2 CFR §200.430(i), Compensation – Personal Services. 
8 2 CFR §200.430(i)(1)(vii), Compensation – Personal Services. 
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notified of their opportunity to review findings and that Youthprise would ensure the 
confidentiality of information related to the criminal history checks. 

As a result, we questioned $3,059 in Federal costs for the employees’ salaries and benefits over 
the life of the grant. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that CNCS: 

1. Disallow and recover $310,316 ($47,220 in Federal and $263,096 in match cost) for 
contract costs claimed for Search Institute, the Mentoring Partnership of Minnesota, and 
the Minnesota Department of Employment Economic Development from July 2016 
through November 2017 due to noncompliance with Federal procurement regulations. 

2. Recover additional costs expended during program years 4 and 5 on contracts for Search 
Institute, the Mentoring Partnership of Minnesota, and the Minnesota Department of 
Employment Economic Development due to noncompliance with Federal procurement 
regulations. 

3. Disallow and recover $11,335 ($2,271 in Federal and $9,064 in match costs) for 
unapproved timesheets and incorrectly coded salaries. 

4. Disallow and recover $3,059 in Federal cost for the employees’ salaries and benefits for 
noncompliance with maintaining proper documentation of criminal history checks. 

5. Require Youthprise to update its procedures and contractor agreements to include a 
review of supporting documentation for invoices before processing payments. 

6. Require Youthprise to implement internal controls to ensure that contract performance 
is adequately monitored (status updates, detailed project timelines, on-site visits, work 
plans, etc.) 

7. Require Youthprise to conduct monitoring activities to ensure that subgrantees: 

• Develop and implement timekeeping policies and procedures in compliance with 
Federal regulations (Uniform Grant Guidance); 

• Meet and fully understand the match cost requirements; 
• Develop financial management systems that comply with Federal regulations 

(Uniform Grant Guidance); 
• Develop and implement policies and procedures for reviewing actual verses 

budget expenses in compliance with Federal regulations; 
• Perform the required criminal history checks and ensure that that personnel files 

contain required legal documents. 
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8. Require Youthprise’s Subgrantee Compliance Manual to comply with Federal regulations 
(Uniform Grant Guidance). 

9. Require Youthprise to strengthen its timekeeping policies and train employees to ensure 
time is accurately recorded, approved, and charged to the correct funding code. 

10. Require Youthprise design and implement internal controls to ensure that employee 
personnel files comply with CNCS’s criminal history check requirements. 

Subgrantee Findings 

Timekeeping Deficiencies 

Sauk used timekeeping records for employee compensation that did not accurately reflect the 
work performed and total grant activities as required by Uniform Grant Guidance.9 Instead, Sauk 
used Personnel Activity Reports (PARs) to estimate the work hours, charging an average of 25 to 
35 percent of employees’ budgeted time to the SIF grant.  It also did not provide documentation 
to support employees’ actual work hours charged to the SIF grant.  Budget estimates alone do 
not qualify as support for charges to Federal awards, but may be used if there is a process to 
review after-the-fact interim charges and make necessary adjustments to Federal awards so that 
the final amount charged to the Federal award is accurate, allowable, and properly allocated .10 

Without adequate support, we could not verify the accuracy of the time charged.  Therefore, we 
questioned $603,476 ($228,614 in Federal and $374,861 in match costs) for salary expenses. 

Sauk also incorrectly reported employee salaries as match expenses on its Periodic Expense 
Reports (PERs).11  With the removal of these improper match costs, Sauk fell short of meeting its 
match requirement, making it ineligible to receive Federal funding.  Per SIF Terms and Conditions, 
in-kind donations are not eligible for match contributions, and subrecipients must provide at 
least fifty percent of the cost of carrying out the activities supported under their subawards. 
Failure to meet the match at any of the 12-month increments results in grant fund termination. 
The subgrantee may complete the current grant cycle but may not receive subsequent funding.12 

As a result, we questioned an additional $3,192 for other Federal costs claimed. 

GAP did not allocate employees’ time by grant activity or specific cost objective.13 Employees 
used sign-in sheets to record daily work hours, but the sheets did not contain details on how the 
time was allocated and charged between different grant programs.  When working on multiple 
awards, documentation must support the distribution of the employee's salary or wages among 

9 2 CFR §200.430(i), Compensation – Personal Services. 
10 2 CFR §200.430(i)(1)(viii), Compensation – Personal Services. 
11 Periodic Expense Reports (PERs) are the financial reports submitted to pass through entities by its subgrantee(s). 
These reports detail all funds expended (both Federal and match) against the awarded grant. 
12 2015 SIF Terms and Conditions (42 U.S. Code § 12653k – Funds) 
13 2 CFR §200.28, Cost objective – cost objective means a program, function, activity, award, organizational 
subdivision, contract, or work unit for which data are desired. 
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specific activities or cost objectives.14 Additionally, GAP’s Executive Director certified timesheets 
without first-hand knowledge of actual time worked on the grants.  Its Financial Procedures 
Manual requires direct supervisors to approve staff’s weekly timesheets. 

These errors occurred because GAP’s policies and procedures did not require employees to 
record actual work hours by program or project code, and it did not follow its own procedures 
for approving employee timesheets. Without the distribution of actual hours worked, we could 
not verify the accuracy of the labor charged to the grant.  As a result, we questioned $673,178 
($336,062 in Federal and $337,116 in match costs) for salary expenses. 

Financial Management System Deficiencies 

Three subgrantees, Sauk, MIGIZI, and Wilder, claimed unsupported Federal and match costs.  To 
be accepted, shared costs or matching funds must be verifiable from the non-Federal entity's 
records.15  However, expenditures reported on the PERs were not recorded in the general ledger. 
We found that: 

• MIGIZI did not support $6,000 of match expenditures claimed for the first program year; 
• Wilder’s did not support $5,681 in Federal expenditures claimed; and 
• Sauk did not support $8,494 of Federal and $1,445 of match expenditures claimed for the 

second program year. 

Table 2:  Financial Management System Questioned Costs 

Questioned Costs 

Subgrantee & Program Year 
Federal 
Costs 

Match 
Costs Total Costs Schedule 

MIGIZI - Program Year 1 - 6,000 6,000 C 
WILDER - Program Year 1 4,703 - 4,703 E 
WILDER - Program Year 2 978 - 978 E 
Total $5,681 $6,000 $11,681 

Source:  OIG Analysis 

As a result, we questioned $11,681 ($5,681 in Federal and $6,000 in match costs) for 
unsupported expenditures.  We did not question the costs for Sauk because all of Sauk’s 
claimed costs were questioned in a previous finding. Our audit also identified weaknesses in 
GAP’s financial management system.  For example, its financial management system did not 
allow for the comparison of actual versus budgeted expenditures for Federal awards.  Financial 
management systems must provide for the comparison of actual expenditures to the budget of 
the Federal award.16 

14 2 CFR §200.430(i)(1)(vii) Compensation - Personal services. 
15 2 CFR §200.306 (b) – Cost sharing or matching. 
16 2 CFR §200.302(b)(5), Financial management. 
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Also, costs were not categorized by program year, budget category, or by direct and indirect 
costs.  Without budgetary controls, GAP risks overspending the allowable budget amounts for a 
program year and the inability to sustain the grant for remaining program years. 

National Service Criminal History Check Deficiencies 

Of the 21 GAP employees reviewed, GAP did not properly complete criminal history checks for 
six employees and did not retain the FBI check supporting documentation for three employees. 
Specifically: 

• Five employees’ criminal history checks were performed using incorrect or misspelled 
legal names for the NSOPW and state criminal history checks, yielding inaccurate results; 

• One employee did not have an NSOPW inquiry; and 
• Three employees’ FBI checks were missing. 

Beyond technical compliance, this deficiency posed a safety risk to program beneficiaries. 

Additionally, we found other deficiencies in the 21 employees’ personnel files. The files did not 
include the following required legal documents: 

• 13 files did not have verification of employees’ identifications; 
• One file did not have written authorization to perform the criminal history checks; and 
• 11 employee personnel files did not contain documentation stating that employees had 

an opportunity to review the criminal history check results. 

GAP’s Coordinator of Administration was responsible for completing the criminal history checks 
and maintaining personnel files.  When the position was vacated, GAP hired an audit firm to 
review personnel files for completeness of criminal history checks.  However, the audit firm did 
not identify any findings, and GAP assumed all employees completed the required checks. 

Without maintaining supporting documentation, we could not determine whether criminal 
history checks were performed accurately, completely, and fairly in accordance with the CNCS’s 
criminal history check policies and procedures. 

We identified questioned costs associated with this finding totaling $278,116 ($85,312 in Federal 
and $192,804 in match costs) for the five employees whose NSOPW and state criminal history 
checks were performed with incorrect or misspelled names and 283,942 ($58,719 in Federal and 
$225,223 in match costs) for the three employees with missing FBI checks. 

We will not include these costs in our overall questioned costs because we questioned these 
costs in previous findings. 
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Indirect Costs 

For all program years, GAP incorrectly allocated indirect costs to the grant using the de minimis 
rate for total costs (direct and indirect), rather than just for direct costs.  Costs must be 
consistently charged as either indirect or direct costs and may not be double charged.17 Its 
Director of Advancement confirmed that calculations were based on ten percent of the total 
costs instead of the modified total indirect costs. 

We questioned costs associated with this finding totaling $37,096 ($1,614 in Federal and $35,482 
in match costs) for incorrectly allocating indirect costs. We will not include these costs in our 
overall questioned costs because we questioned these costs in previous findings. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend CNCS: 

11. Disallow and recover $603,476 ($231,806 in Federal and $374,861 in match costs) from 
Sauk-Rapids Rice due to the lack of support for employee’s time worked on the grant and 
$3,192 for other Federal costs claimed because of insufficient match contributions. 

12. Disallow and recover $673,178 ($336,062 in Federal and $337,116 in match) from 
Guadalupe Alternative Programs due to being unable to verify the accuracy of employees’ 
time worked on the grant because of the lack of time being segregated by 
project/program codes. 

13. Disallow and recover $11,681 ($5,681 in Federal from Amherst H. Wilder, and $6,000 in 
match from Sauk-Rapids Rice) due to unsupported costs in its financial management 
systems 

14. Require Youthprise to determine the allowability, allocability, and reasonability of 
Guadalupe Alternative Programs’ indirect grant costs. 

17 2 CFR §200.414(f), Indirect (F&A) Costs. 
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APPENDIX A: OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

Our audit objectives were to determine whether Youthprise managed and expended SIF grant 
funds in accordance with grant terms and conditions and applicable Federal regulations. The 
scope of our audit covered August 1, 2016, through June 30, 2018. During this period, Youthprise 
received $3 million in SIF grant funds.  We performed audit fieldwork site visits at Youthprise and 
GAP in Minneapolis, Minnesota, from July 30, 2018, to August 3, 2018, and again from September 
10, 2018, to September 12, 2018, respectively. 

We conducted the audit between January 2018 and June 2020 in accordance with generally 
accepted government auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the 
audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a 
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. 

To accomplish our objectives, we: 

• Reviewed policies and procedures to obtain an understanding of Youthprise, and 
subgrantees’ grant activities, processes, and internal controls over Federal expenditures. 

• Requested and reviewed financial and grant award documentation at Youthprise and 
GAP’s office for cost claimed on the SIF grant. 

• Reviewed Youthprise and its subgrantee’s employee personal files. 
• Selected judgmental samples of costs claimed by Youthprise and Gap and tested for 

compliance with the SIF grant agreement and applicable Federal regulations. The 
questioned costs were not projected. 

• Interviewed grantee and subgrantee personnel to gain an understanding of internal 
controls over Federal programs and expenditures. 
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APPENDIX B: SCHEDULES OF CLAIMED AND QUESTIONED COSTS 
SCHEDULE A – CONSOLIDATED FINDINGS & COSTS 

Finding 
Number Finding Description 

Questioned 
Federal 
Costs 

Questioned 
Match 
Costs 

Total Schedule 

Procurement and Contract Management 

1 Youthprise improperly sole-source contracts 47,220 263,096 310,316 G 

2 
Youthprise paid contractor invoices without reviewing 
supporting documentation. 

3 Youthprise did not monitor contractors’ performance. 
Subgrantee Monitoring 

4 
Youthprise did not adequately perform subgrantee 
monitoring. 
Timekeeping Deficiencies 

5 
Youthprise did not comply with Federal regulation or its 
policy for approving timesheets. 

6 
Youthprise incorrectly coded employees’ salaries as 
match funds (program income). 

7 
Youthprise officials did not adequately approve 
timesheets. 2,271 9,064 11,335 H 

8 
Sauk used timekeeping records that did not accurately 
reflect the work performed and total activity. 228,614 374,861 603,475 D 

9 
Sauk did not meet its match requirement due to 
incorrectly reporting employee salaries as match costs. 3,192 - 3,192 D 

10 
GAP did not allocate employee’s time by grant activity or 
specific cost objective. 336,062 337,116 673,178 F 

Financial Management System Deficiencies 

11 
MIGIZI and Wilder claimed unsupported Federal and 
match costs. 5,681 6,000 11,681 C & E 

12 
GAP's financial management system did not allow for the 
comparison of actual versus budget expenditures. 
National Service Criminal History Check 

13 
Youthprise did not maintain National Sex Offender Public 
Website (NSOPW) documentation for one employee. 3,059 3,059 H 

14 
GAP did not properly complete criminal history checks 
and retain the FBI check supporting documentation. 

15 
Youthprise and GAP employee personnel files did not 
include required legal documents. 
Indirect Costs 

16 
GAP incorrectly allocated indirect costs to the grant 
using the de minimis rate for total costs. 

TOTAL $626,099 $990,137 $1,616,236 

12



SCHEDULE B – YOUTHPRISE’S SUBGRANTEES CONSOLIDATED COSTS 

Awarded Claimed Questioned 

Subgrantee 
Federal 
Funds 

Federal 
Costs Match Costs 

Federal 
Costs 

Match 
Costs 

Total 
Costs Schedule 

Program Year 1 
Migizi $188,866 $90,675 $ 96,069 $ - $6,000 $6,000 C 

Sauk Rapids 166,467 76,929 135,517 76,929 135,517 212,446 D 
Wilder 165,667 25,657 116,182 4,703 - 4,703 E 

GAP 161,667 215,748 215,708 192,299 192,299 384,598 F 
Subtotal $682,667 $409,009 $563,476 $273,931 $333,816 $607,747 
Program Year 2 

Migizi $188,866 $179,253 $281,192 $ - $ - $ - C 
Sauk Rapids 166,467 110,824 175,283 110,824 175,283 286,107 D 

Wilder 165,667 121,299 178,333 978 - 978 E 
GAP 161,667 132,126 132,126 118,914 119,970 238,884 F 

Subtotal $682,667 $543,502 $766,934 $230,716 $295,253 $525,969 
Program Year 3 -

Migizi $188,866 $53,127 $69,044 $ - $ - $ - C 
Sauk Rapids 166,467 44,054 64,061 44,054 64,061 108,115 D 

Wilder 165,667 26,970 49,492 - - - E 
GAP 161,667 27,610 27,468 24,848 24,848 49,696 F 

Subtotal $682,667 $151,761 $210,065 $68,902 $88,909 $157,811 

Totals $2,048,001 $1,104,272 $1,540,475 $573,549 $717,978 $1,291,527 

SCHEDULE C – MIGIZI CONSOLIDATED COSTS 

Awarded Claimed Questioned 
Federal Federal Match Federal Match Total Finding 

Program Year Funds Costs Costs Costs Costs Costs Number 
Program Year 1 188,866.00 90,675.00 96,069.00 - 6,000.00 6,000.00 11 

Program Year 2 188,866.00 179,253.00 281,192.00 - - - 11 
Program Year 3 188,866.00 53,127.00 69,044.00 - - - 11 

Total $566,598 $323,055 $446,305 $- $6,000 $6,000 
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SCHEDULE D - SAUK RAPIDS CONSOLIDATED COSTS 

Awarded Claimed Questioned 
Federal Federal Match Federal Match Finding 

Program Year Funds Costs Costs Costs Costs Total Costs Number 

Program Year 1 

Program Year 2 

Program Year 3 

166,467.00 

166,467.00 
166,467.00 

76,929.00 135,517.00 

110,824.00 175,283.00 
44,054.00 64,061.00 

76,929.00 

110,824.00 
44,054.00 

135,517.00 

175,283.00 
64,061.00 

212,446.00 

286,107.00 
108,115.00 

8 & 9 

8 & 9 
8 & 9 

Total $    
499,401 

$    $    
231,807 374,861 

$    
231,807 $    374,861 $    606,668 Note * 

Note: Total includes additional $3,192 for other Federal costs claimed during PY’s 1, 2, & 3 

SCHEDULE E – WILDER CONSOLIDATED COSTS 

Awarded Claimed Questioned 

Federal Federal Match Finding 
Program Year Federal Funds Costs Match Costs Costs Costs Total Costs Number 

Program Year 1 $165,667 $25,657 $116,182 $4,703 $- $4,703 11 
Program Year 2 165,667 121,299 178,333 978 - 978 11 
Program Year 3 165,667 26,970 49,492 - - - 11 

Total $497,001 $173,926 $344,007 $5,681 - $5,681 

SCHEDULE F – GAP CONSOLIDATED COSTS 

Awarded Claimed Questioned 

Federal Federal Match Federal Match Finding 
Program Year Funds Costs Costs Costs Costs Total Costs Number 
Program Year 1 161,667 215,748 215,708 192,299 192,299 384,598 10 
Program Year 2 161,667 132,126 132,126 118,914 119,970 238,884 10 
Program Year 3 161,667 27,610 27,468 24,848 24,848 49,696 10 

Total $485,001 $375,484 $375,302 $336,061 $337,117 $673,178 
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SCHEDULE G – YOUTHPRISE’S CONTRACTED RESEARCH PARTNERS CONSOLIDATED COSTS 

Contracted Research 
Partners & Program Years 

Contract 
Amount 

Federal 
Claimed 

Costs 

Match 
Claimed 

Costs 

Federal 
Questioned 

Costs 

Match 
Questioned 

Costs 

Total 
Questioned 

Costs 
Finding 
Number 

Search Institute - - -
Program Year 1 $ $- $20,366 $- $20,366 $-20,366 
Program Year 2 47,220 149,910 47,220 149,910 197,130 1 
Program Year 3 - - - - - 1 

Subtotal 1,114,200.00 47,220 170,246 47,220 170,246 217,466 1 
MPM -

Program Year 1 - 12,565 - 12,565 12,565 1 
Program Year 2 - 12,823 - 12,823 12,823 1 
Program Year 3 - 955 - 955 955 1 

Subtotal 40,000.00 - 26,342 - 26,342 26,342 1 
DEED -

Program Year 1 - 31,507 - 31,507 31,507 
Program Year 2 - 35,000.00 - 35,000 35,000 1 
Program Year 3 - - - - - 1 

Subtotal 35,000.00 - 66,507 - 66,507 66,507 1 
TOTAL $1,154,200 $47,220 $263,096 $47,220 $263,096 $310,316 1 

SCHEDULE H – YOUTHPRISE CONSOLIDATED COSTS 

Grantee & Program 
Year 

Federal 
Award 

Federal 
Claimed 

Costs 

Match 
Claimed 

Costs 

Federal 
Questioned 

Costs 

Match 
Questioned 

Costs 

Total 
Questioned Finding 

Cost Number 
Youthprise -Year 1 $1,000,000 $68,477 $120,412 $- $- $-
Youthprise - Year 2 - 938 938 
Youthprise - Year 2 1,000,000 352,169 1,573,649 2,271 7,481 9,752 
Youthprise - Year 3 - 645 645 

Subtotal 2,271 9,064 11,335 7 
Youthprise - Year 2 - - -
Youthprise - Year 2 2,144 2,144 
Youthprise - Year 3 1,000,000 1,115,096 1,847,029 915 - 915 

Subtotal 3,059 - 3,059 13 

Total $3,000,000 $1,535,742 $3,541,090 $5,330 $9,064 $14,394 
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY AND EVALUATION OF CNCS COMMENTS 

CNCS provided formal written comments in response to our draft report. A copy of CNCS’s 
response in its entirety can be found in Appendix D.  The following is a a summary of those 
reponses: 

• Recommendations 1 and 2:  CNCS will disallow any portion of the costs that it determines 
were made under an improperly awarded contract. CNCS will request and review contract 
and payment documentation related to program years 4 and 5 that fall under the scope 
of the audit testing dates and will similarly disallow costs associated with improperly 
awarded contracts. 

• Recommendation 3: CNCS will review the associated timekeeping and payroll records, 
Youthprise’s personnel policies, contemporaneous documentation of work activities 
performed, and the auditors’ working papers to determine if the costs were adequately 
supported. Staffing costs that are determined to be unsupported will be subject to 
disallowance. 

• Recommendation 4: For each individual identified, CNCS will review the auditors’ 
working papers and copies of the NSCHC checks performed by Youthprise to verify if the 
checks complied with the contemporaneous NSCHC requirements. In instances of 
noncompliance, CNCS will apply the enforcement policy outlined in the National Service 
Criminal History Check Guide to Enforcement Action (Effective July 1, 2019) to determine 
the appropriate disallowance. 

• Recommendations 5, 6, 7, and 8: CNCS did not concur with these recommendations. 
While CNCS agrees with the importance of subrecipient monitoring to ensure compliance 
(recommendation 7), Youthprise’s oversight responsibilities for its subrecipients ended in 
July 2020. Since Youthprise’s CNCS grant ended in July 2020, CNCS will encourage 
Youthprise to update its policies and procedures and make the recommended 
modifications to its contractor agreements; use the resources for enhancing its existing 
processes and existing tools for use on any future monitoring efforts tied to federal 
awards if Youthprise receives CNCS or other federal funding in the future. 

• Recommendation 9:  CNCS concurs with the auditors’ finding and recommendation. CNCS 
will ensure Youthprise has adequate policies and procedures on timekeeping that align 
with 2 CFR § 200.430(i), Compensation – Personal Services. CNCS will also verify that 
Youthprise trains its employees on proper timekeeping practices, including recording and 
charging time accurately and approving time. CNCS will review evidence of the training to 
verify completion. 

• Recommendation 10: CNCS concurs with the auditor’s finding and recommendation. 
CNCS will ensure Youthprise has appropriate internal controls in place regarding 
employee personnel files. 
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CNCS will ensure the internal controls focus on Youthprise’s personnel files holistically 
(with NSCHC documentation as one component), since Youthprise’s CNCS grant has 
ended and the SIF program is not continuing.  CNCS also noted that the draft report did 
not contain a corresponding recommendation for the portion of the finding that is related 
to GAP. 

• Recommendation 11: CNCS will review the associated timekeeping and payroll records 
(including Sauk’s Personnel Activity Reports), Sauk’s personnel policies, 
contemporaneous documentation of work activities performed, and the auditors’ 
working papers to determine if the costs were adequately supported. Staffing costs that 
are determined to be unsupported will be subject to disallowance. CNCS’s standard audit 
resolution practice is to perform a calculation that verifies whether the auditee had 
sufficient match, once any disallowed federal costs are removed. 

• Recommendation 12: CNCS will review the associated timekeeping and payroll records, 
GAP’s personnel policies, contemporaneous documentation of work activities performed, 
and the auditors’ working papers to determine if the costs were adequately supported. It 
further stated that Staffing costs that are determined to be unsupported will be subject 
to disallowance. 

• Recommendation 13:  CNCS will review the financial support for each of these 
transactions to determine the allowability of the costs claimed and will disallow costs 
determined to be unallowable. 

• Recommendation 14: CNCS does not concur with the recommendation.  As Youthprise’s 
CNCS grant has ended and GAP is no longer a subrecipient of Youthprise, CNCS does not 
find it reasonable to require Youthprise to perform this analysis. Nonetheless, CNCS will 
share examples of prime grantee monitoring tools that address reviewing claimed indirect 
costs, so that Youthprise is able to update its monitoring resources for future monitoring 
efforts. 

Also within its comments, CNCS noted discrepancies in the Schedule A - Consolidated 
Findings and Costs and finding narratives: (1) a discrepancy of $3,192 between the amount 
of questioned federal costs contained within the report narrative  and with the Schedule, 
attributed to Sauk’s incorrectly reporting employee salaries as match costs and (2) the 
unsupported costs allocated to MIGIZI was misclassified to Sauk on the Schedule. 
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Evaluation of Management’s Comments 

Overall, we consider management’s proposed actions responsive to our recommendations. 
CNCS deferred the decision to agree or disagree with recommendations 1, 2, 3, 4, 11, 12, and 
13 to recover questioned costs until it has evaluated YouthPrise’s documentation through its 
audit resolution process. These recommendations will remain open until we assess CNCS’s 
management decision, which should be finalized within a year of the final report issuance date. 

CNCS disagreed with recommendations 5, 6, 7, 8, and 14 because the grant period has ended 
and Youthprise does not have any current CNCS grants. However, CNCS’s commitment to 
adequately monitor Youthprise’s compliance with federal regulations in the event that CNCS 
awards future grants to Youthprise satisfies the intent of our recommendations. We will close 
these recommendations with the issuance of this final report. 

CNCS concurred with recommendations 9 and 10.  These recommendations will remain open 
until CNCS management provides documentation demonstrating that the recommendations 
were implemented.  CNCS noted that we did not include a recommendation for the finding 
related to GAP’s insufficiencies in criminal history checks and documentation in employee files. 
GAP’s finding was addressed in recommendation 7.  Our intent was for Youthprise to focus on  
GAP’s NSCHC compliance and documentation through its subrecipient monitoring activities. 

We appreciate CNCS bringing the discrepancies between the amounts listed in our narratives 
and Schedule A – Consolidated Findings and Costs to our attention.  We have corrected the 
amount on page 11 to accurately report the $228,614 in federal questioned costs due to Sauk’s 
inadequate timekeeping deficiencies.  We also removed Sauk from Schedule A because the 
questioned costs were relevant to MIGIZI and Wilder only.  We did not question the costs for 
Sauk because Sauk’s claimed costs were questioned in a previous finding for timekeeping 
deficiencies. 
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Corporation for National and Community Service 
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TO: 

FROM 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Monique Colter, Assistant Inspector -Gerner.ii for Audit 

Office of the Inspector General 

Cindy Galyen, Acting Senior Grants Otlicer, Audit and !Policy CI NID Y 
Office of Audit and Debt Resolution GA LYIEIN 

August 20, 2020 

Management Response to Office of ilnspecftor Gemeral Draft Report: 

IJ1<f~allv ;gned by 
CINDY GALYDI 
Date: 2020.os.io 
115:29:0.7,.»4'00' 

Audit of Corporation for National and Commimify Service Grants Awarded ifo Ycruthprise 

1he Corporation for National and Community Serv.ice (CNCS) 1lhank-s the Office of Cmspecror Gemeral 
(OIG) staff for their work in performing this audit ,and issuing the draft report. -CNCS also appreciates 
the OIG' s Dexibility in approving the request for an extension. 

In the draft report, ·the OIG identified 16 findings and 14 recommendations .. 'l'ihe,comments ibelow 
summarize CNCS' s initial response. CNCS will make ~ts final -determination for all lfmdings,, 

recon:unendations, and questioned costs after recei,pt ,of llhte •final •r.e,pont and afitet· ,-evieiv,illl,g the 

auditor' s working papet'S and Y outhprise' s correcti~"e adtio11 piait. ·We ·will work \iath Y00tttltprisEt s 

representatives to e:ns,_u-e its corrective actions adequate~,· ad~ess all aumit findiiJ~gs \l1'1.lll. 

recommendations. CNCS notes that Youthprise' s ·g,cant ,e.r;i,ded on ffil!llr 31l, :21]1'2-0l and tlie SIF pro,gtram is 
no longer funded. 

CNCS additionally notes that due to the organizatiom of the ·dr.aft reipor;'t, the Recommendation 
numbers included in our responses below are sometimes out of nwnerical ,order. -ONICS followed its 

standard process in organizing the responses by finding number. 

Procurement and Contract Managemen t 

Hruling 1: Y outhpn-se improperly awardt!d contracts .as .sole ,source. 

The auditors recommend that CNCS: 
1. Disallow and recover $310,316 ($47,220 in Federal and$263,0% ill\ mat<Jh cosf ) for .contract costs 

claimed for Search Institute, the Mentoring Partnership of Minmesota" amd 11:he Minnesota 

Department of Employment Economic De"'e<l<~pmenit foomfuly '2016 throughiNov:em~ 2017 
due to noncompliance with Federal procurement regulatioms. 

2. Recover additional costs expended during [ll'togram years 4 and '5 on ,com.tracts for Search 
Institute, the Mentoring Partnership of Minnesota, ,and the Minnesota Department ,of 

250 E street, SW 
Washingloo, D,C. 20525 
202-606-5000 [ 800-942-2677 1 TTY 800-833-3722 
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Employment Economic Development dt1e to noncompliance with Federal proect1'ement 
regulations. 

J.\llanagement Response: 
11,e audito1-s questioned $47,220 in federnl costs and $263,096 in match costs for Yot1thp1'ise' s claimed 

costs related to three contracts it awarded as sole som·ce, from July 2016 throt1gh November 2017. 
CNCS will review copies of the contracts/contractt1al agreements, d0Cct1nentation related to 

Y outhprise' s review and seledion of the contracted entities (including any jt1stifications for usmg the 
sole-sot1rce proetu·ement method), and the approp1iate SIF tenns and conditions. CN CS will disallow 
any p01iion of the costs that it determines we1-e made unde1· an improperly awarded contract. CNCS 
will reqt1est and review contract and payment doecunentation 1·elated to program years 4 and 5 that fall 
under the scope of the audit testing dates1 and will similarly disallow costs associated with improperly 
awarded contrncts. 

Finding 2: Youthprise pt1i'1 contractor invofres without ,·eviewi,ig documentation. 

The auditors recommend that CNCS: 
5. Require Yottthprise to update its procedt1res an d contractor agreements to inclt1de a review of 

supporting documentation for invoices before processing payments. 

Management Response: 
CNCS does not c011=· with the auditors' rec01iunendati011. Si.nee Youthprise' s CNCS grant ended i.n 
July 2020, CNCS will encot1rage Y outhprise to update their policies and procedm·es and make the 
recoounended modifications to their contractor agreements if Youthprise receives CNCS or othe1· 

federal funding i.n the future. 

Fi.Jtdi11g 3: Youthprise dia not m.onito,· contractors' pe,form1111.ce. 

The auditors recommend that CNCS: 
6. Require Youthprise to implement mtemal controls to ensure that contract performance is 

adequately mOllitored (status updates, detailed project timelines, 011-site visits, work plans, etc.) 

Management Response: 
CNCS does not c011=· with the auditors' rec01nmendati011. While CNCS agrees that appropriate 
intemal c011trols related to contract management are important, Y outhpt'ise no longe1· receives CNCS 

funding. TI1erefo1·e, CNCS finds it reasonable to share examples of internal controls that have been 
implemented by CNCS grantees and will encot1rage Youthp1'ise to use the resom·ces for enhancing 
their existing processes should they receive future CNCS or other federal funding. 

1 The period tested under the audit ended Jw1e 30, 2018. Therefore, CNCS will review contractor costs from 
program years 4 and 5 that were incurred before that date. 
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Subgrantee Monitoring 

Fi11diiig 4: Youthprise did 1tot adequately perform s-ubgra11tee 111011itori11g. 

The auditors recommend that CNCS: 

7. Require Youthprise to conduct monitoring activities to ens,.u·e that subgrantees: 

• Develop and implement timekeeping policies and procedures in compliance with 

Federal regulations (Unifom1 Grant Guidance); 

• Meet and fully understand the match cost requirements; 

• Develop financial management systems that comply with Fede1·al regulations (Unifonn 

Grant Guidance); 

• Develop and implement policies and procedures for reviewing actual verses budget 

expenses in compliance with Federal 1·egulations; 

• Perform the 1·equired criminal history d1ecks and ensure that personnel files contain 

required legal documents. 

8 . Require Youthpri.se' s Subgrantee Compliance Manual to comply with Federal regulations 

(Unifonn Grant Guidance) . 

Management Response: 

CNCS partially c011etu-s with the auditors' finding and 1-econunendations. While CNCS agrees with the 

importance of subredpient monitoring to enstu-e compliance, Y0ttthprise' s CNCS grant ended on J tt!y 

31, 2020 al011g with the oversight resp011sibilities for their subrecipient organizations. Youthpri.se does 

not mn-ently receive any CNCS funding and the SIF program is not continuing. Based 011 this timing, 

CNCS finds it reasonable to share examples of monitoring tools and procedures and will encourage 

Y ot,thprise to enhance their existing tools for use on any future monitoting efforts tied to federal 

awards. CNCS will additionally encourage Youthprise to comply with the monitoring responsibilities 

of pass-tl1rottgh entities in 2 CFR § 200.33l(d). 

Timekeeping Deficiencies 

Fi1uJi11g 5: Yo11thprise did not comply witlt fe,leral regulatiotis or its poliC1J for approving timeslteets. 

The auditors reconunend that CNCS: 

9. Require Yottthpri.se to strengthen its timekeeping policies and train employees to ensure time 

is acettrately recorded, approved, and d1a1·ged to the con-ect funding code. 

Management Response: 

CNCS conettrs v\'ith the auditors' finding and reconunendati011. CNCS will ensure Youthprise has 

adequate policies and procedures on timekeeping that align witl1 2 CFR § 200.430(i), Compensation -

Personal Services. CNCS will also verify that Youthprise trains its employees on proper timekeeping 

practices, including recording and cl1ai·ging time acetu:ately and approving ti.me. CNCS will review 

evidence of the training to verify c01npletion. 
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Fiitd/1,g 6: Yo11tlrpr•/.se incorTutly coded ti,., salaries for two (2) emtiloyus ns a r·es11lt of using the 
wro-ng ,1cco·u11ti1rg code ,wd ins11.fficie11t snpemisor review. 

The auditors recommend that CNCS: 

3. Disallow and recover $11,335 ($2,271 in Federal and $9,064. in matd, costs) for tmapproved 
timesheets and incorrectly coded salaries. 

Management Response: 
TI1e auditors questioned $2,271 in fedei·al costs and $9,064. in match costs due to salary costs fo1· two (2) 
employees being incon-ectly coded and approved as match costs and for employee tim.esheets 
approved by an inilividual with0\1t direct knowledge of the employees' work. CNCS will 

review the associated timekeeping and payroll 1-ecords, Youthprise's personnel 
policies, contemporaneous documentation of work activities performed, and the auditors' working 

papers to dete1mine if the costs were adequately supported. Staffing costs that are detemtined to be 
unsupported will be subject to disallowance. 

Finding 7: Yoritlrpr/.se officials did /rot adeqruitely ai1prove timesl,eets. 

The auditors recommend that CNCS: 

9. Require Youthprise to strengthen its timekeeping policies and train employees to ensure time 

is accurately recorded, approved, and d1arged to the con·ect ftmcli.ng code. 

Ma.nageinent Response: 

Titis recommendation was previ0\1sly addressed in relation to Finding 5, Recommendation 9. 

Finding 8: Sa11k-Rapids Rice (Sa111,) rtsed ti111ekeepi11g records tlrnt did ,rot acwrntely 1·eJ1ect tire worl< 
performed rmd total activity. 

The auditors recommend that CNCS: 
11. Disallow and recover $603,476 ($231,806 in Federal and $374,861 in. m,ttd, costs) from Sauk 

due to the lack of support for employee' s time worked on the grant and $3,192 for other Federal 
costs daimed because of insufficient matd, contributions. 

Management Response: 

TI1e auditors questioned $231,806 in federal costs and $374,861 in matdi costs for Sauk staffing costs 

that were based on budget estimates and lacked adequate supporting documentation. TI1e auditors also 
questioned an additional $3,192 in other cl.timed federal costs whid, was attributed to Sauk's 

insufficient matdting contn'btttions as a result of incorrectly reporting employee salaries as matdl costs. 
CNCS will review the associated timekeeping and payroll records (including Sauk' s Personnel Activity 

Reports), Sauk's personnel policies, contemporaneO\IS documentation of work activities perfonned, 
and the auditors' working papers to deterntine if the costs were adequately supported. Staffin.g costs 

that are detel'mined to be unsupported will be subject to disallowance. CNCS' s standard audit 
resolution practice is to pedonn a calculation that verifies whether the auditee had sufficient matd1, 
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once any disallowed federal costs are removed. 

CNCS notes that the1·e is a discrepancy between the amount of questioned federal costs contained 
within the report narrative (page 12) and within Scl,edttle A - Consolidated Findings and Costs (page 
17). The information on page 12 states the questioned federal cost fo1· this finding totals $231,806, while 
Scl.edttle A on page 17 states the questioned federal cost totals $228,614. It appears the questioned 
federal cost in the narrative (page 12) may include the additional questioned fede1·al costs of $3,192. 

Fi11ditig 9: Sau.k di.d not meet ·its mate], 1·equfreme11t d11e to incorrectly reporting employee salaries as 
match costs. 

The auditors recommend that CNCS: 

11. Disallow and 1·ecover $603,476 ($231,806 in Federal and $374,861 in matct. costs) from Sauk­
Rapids Rice due to the lack of suppo1i for employee' s time w orked on the grant and $3,192 for 
other Federal costs claimed because of insufficient matd, confributions. 

Management Response: 
TI'lis recommendation was previously addressed in relation to Finding 8, Recommendation 11. 

Fi.tiding 10: Guadalttpe Altematfoe P,·ograms (GAP) did not allocate employee's time l,y grant activity 
or specific cost objecti.ve. 

The auditors recommend that CNCS: 
12. Disallow and 1-ecover $673,178 ($336,062 in Federal and $337,116 in matcl,) from Guadalupe 

Altemative Pl'Ograms due to being unable to verify the accuracy of employees' time wo,·ked on 
the grant because of the lack of time being segregated by pl'Oject/program codes. 

l\1anagement Response: 
TI,e auditors questioned $336,062 in federal costs and $337,116 in matd, costs for GAP staffing costs 

because GAP' s timekeeping practices did not include allocating and recording employee time among 

different grant programs. CNCS will ,·eview the associated timekeeping and payroll records, GAP' s 
personnel policies, contemporaneous documentation of work activities perfom,ed, 

and the auditors' w orking papei·s to detem'line if the costs were adequately supported. Staffing costs 
that a1-e detern'lined to be unsupported will be subject to disallowance. 

Financial Management System Deficiencies 

Fitidi1ig 11: Sau.k, l-.ifIGIZI, a11d l,Vilder, claimed 1111supported Fede.-al ,md match costs. 

The auditors recommend that CNCS: 
13. Disallow and 1·ecover $11,681 ($5,681 in Federal from Wilder, and $6,000 in match from 

MIGIZI) due to unsupported costs in the financial managemei,t systeins. 
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Management Response: 
1he auditors' questioned $5,681 in Federal costs and $6,000 in match costs related to claimed costs for 

Wilder and MIGIZI for which no suppo1iing dorumentation was provided. CNCS v,ill 1·eview the 
financial support fo1· each of these transactions to detennine the allowability of the costs claimed and 
will disallow costs detemlined to be unallowable. 

CNCS notes that the,·e is a discrepancy concerning the subrecipients indicated. T11e nan-ative 
infom1ation on page 13 states sttbrecipients Wilder and MIGIZlhad unsupported costs. Schedule A­

Consolidated Findings and Costs on page 17 states subrecipients Wilde,· and Sauk h ad unsupported 
costs.2 CNCS based its management response on the information contained in the narrative, referencing 
Wilder and MIGIZI. 

Ffodi11g 12: G.4P's ft1uwcial management system did not allow for tl,e comparison of actual ver,ms 
lmdget expenditmes. 

The auditors recommend that CNCS: 
12. Disallow and recover $673,178 ($336,062 in Federal and $337,116 in nutcl1) from Guadalupe 
Alternative Programs due to being unable to verify the accuracy of employees' time worked on 

the grant because of the lack of time being segregated by proje...-t/program codes. 

Management Response: 
TI-us recommendation was previously addressed in relation to Finding 10, Recommendation 12. 

National Service Criminal History Check (NSCHC) 

Fi11ding 1.3: Yout1tprise ,lid 11ot maintain National Sex Offewle,· P"blic Website (NSOPW) 
donime11ta.tio11 .fo,· one emp1oyee. 

The auditors recommend that CNCS: 
4. Disallow and recover $3,059 in Federal cost for the employ ees' salai-ies and benefits for 

noncompliance with maintaining proper documentation of criminal history cl1ecks. 

Management Response: 
TI1e auditors questioned $3,059 in federal costs related to noncompliant NSCHCs for 11 employees in 
covered positions whose employee files did not contain copies of the NSOPW cl1eck. For each 
individual identified, CNCS will review the auditors' working papers and copies of the NSCHC cl1ecks 

perfom1ed by Youthprise to ve,-ify if the cl1ecks complied with the contemporaneous NSCHC 
requirements, In instances of noncompliance, CNCS will apply the enforcement policy outlined in the 
Natumal. Service Crimi11al Histon; Check Guide to Enforcement Action (Effective ]11ly 1, 2019) to determine 
the approp1-iate disallowance. 

2 The draft report farther states on page 13 that the w1Supported costs for Sauk were not questioned in this 
fincling as all of Sauk' s claimed costs were questioned in a previous finding. 
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Fi11<ling 14: GAP di<t uotpt·ope,·ly complete critn;1tal 1,iston; cltecks and retain tl,e FBI check sttpporting 
doo,me11tatio1t,, 

The draft a udit report does not contain a con-esponding recommendation for this finding. CNCS notes 
that, while the OIG questioned costs associated with GAP' s NSCHC noncompliance,; the costs are n.ot 

mduded i:n the ove1·all questioned costs because they were mduded as part of a previous finding. 

Managen, ent Response: 

Not applicable, 

Fi11,ting 15: Yo11tl,prise and GAP employee pe.,-so1tnel files d1d 110t i11d11,te reqi,ire,l legal doc,,ments. 

The auditors recommend that CNCS: 

10, Require Youthprise design. and implement mtemal controls to ensure that employee 
pe1·s01u1el files comply with CNCS' s criminal histo,y check requirements, 

Management Response: 
CNCS concurs with the auditor's finding and reconunendati011, CNCS will ensure Youthp1'ise has 

app1·opriate intemal controls in p lace regarding employee personnel files, This could include controls 
sud1 as maintaining and updating d1ecklists of required docmnen.tati011, training appropriate staff on. 
records m.anagement requirements, or conducting periodic reviews or audits of the pe1-soiu1el files, 
While CNCS agrees that maintaining NSCHC documentation is essential for compliance, CNCS will 
ensure the intemal controls focus on Youthprise' s personnel files holistically (with NSCHC 
documentation as on.e component), since Youthprise's CNCS grant has ended and the SIF progrnm is 

not continuing, 

CNCS notes that the draft audit repo1i does not contain a corresponding recommendation for the 
portion of th e finding that is related to GAP. 

Indirect Costs 

Fittdi11g 16: G.<\P ittcorrectly aUornted ,i1tdirect costs to tltegra11t 11si1tg tlte de mini mis rate for total 

costs.' 

The auditors recommend that CNCS: 
14, Require Youthprise to detennine the allowability, allocability, and reason.ability of GAP's 
il:tdii'ect grant costs. 

; The amotult of costs questioned but not included total $85,312 in federal costs and $192,804 in matd1 costs. Th e 
costs were n1ot included here because they were included in a previous finding. 
• The auditors identified questioned costs associated with this finding in the amount of $1,614 in federal costs and 
$35,482 in matd1 costs. but these costs were not h1duded in the overall questioned costs as they were included. in 
previotts fi11dh1gs, 
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Management Response: 
CNCS does not c011cut· with the reconunendati011. As Youthprise' s CNCS grant has ended, they receive 

no additional CNCS funding, and GAP is no longer a subrecipient of Youthprise, CNCS does not find it 

reasonable to require Youthprise to perfom1 this analysis. N011etheless, CNCS will shal'e examples of 
prime grantee 111011.itoring tools that adtfress 1-eviewi.ng claimed indi.1-ect costs, so that Youthprise is able 
to update their monitoring resources for fu ture monitoring efforts. 

TI1ank you again for the opporti.111.ity to review and provide comment on the subject draft audit report. 

Please let me know if you have any questions regarding our response. 

Cc: Malena Brookshire, Ouef Financial Officer 
Helen Serassio, Acting General Counsel 

Mar.y Hyde, Director of Researd1 and Evaluation 

Jill Graham, Acting O1.ief Risk Officer 
Lisa Bishop, Diredo1~ Office of Grant Adm.itustration 
Brittany Banks, OIG Audit Manager 



APPENDIX E: SUMMARY AND EVALUATION OF YOUTHPRISE COMMENTS 

Youthprise provided formal written comments to our report findings, except for Finding 12, 
GAP’s financial management system deficiency . A copy of Youthprise’s response in its entirety 
can be found in Appendix F. Youthprise concurred with findings 6, Youthprise incorrectly coded  
employees’ salaries as match, and 13, Youthprise did not maintain NSOPW documentation, but 
did not concur with the remaining 13 findings. 

Despite its disagreements, Youthprise and its subgrantees took some corrective actions. 
Youthprise revised its policies for reviewing documents supporting contractors’ invoices; and 
implemented a new timekeeping system to resolve its timekeeping deficiences.  Youthprise 
engaged in using the CNCS preferred vendors to enhance its compliance with NSCHCs while 
GAP made improvements to its internal NSCHC processes. Further, subgrantees MIGIZI and 
Wilder resolved discrepancies between its PERS and financial management systems.  The 
following is our summary and evaluations of Youthprise’s disagreements with the remaining 
recommendations: 

• Finding 1, Noncompliance with Federal Procurement Requirements: Youthprise 
asserts that the sole source procurement was justified for all three contractors. It stated 
that Search Institute and MN DEED were selected because the services were available 
from a single source and needed due to time constraints; and also MPMN was selected 
because services were available from a single source.  Youthprise stated that it 
identified these organizations as core partners in its original application to CNCS and 
contemporaneously produced written justifications and explanations for its decisions 
regarding each of the three core partners at the beginning of the grant performance 
period.  Additionally, Youthprise stated that a cost and price analysis was conducted for 
each contractor. 

CNCS-OIG Evaluation:  We disagree that Youthprise contemporaneously produced 
written justifications and documentation to support its noncompetitive selection of the 
three contractors and prepared cost and price analyses. On August 21, 2018, CNCS-OIG 
requested documentation for all cost and price analysis completed, as well as any other 
sources Youthprise researched prior to selecting the three contractors. In response, 
Youthprise provided a worksheet with a list of five consultants, none of which included 
MPMN, MN DEED or Search Institute.  On September 7, 2018, we asked for the meeting 
minutes of the inquiries completed for the consultants listed.  Instead, Youthprise 
responded: “Consultants were asked for their hourly consultant rate and program 
components were discussed along with their previous experience in project 
management and training.  There are no further documents to provide at this time.” 
Because Youthprise was unable to provide any adequate justifications and price and 
cost analyses, we were unable to determine if Search, MN DEED, and MPMN met the 
criteria for a sole source procurement. 
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Additionally, there was no documentation provided to show that MPMN, MN DEED, or 
Search Institute were the only contractors in the state of Minnesota who could provide 
the services and expertise Youthprise needed. 

Youthprise stated that the reason for making sole source contracts were due to time 
constraints with the SIF subgrantee process beginning on October 1, 2015. Youthprise 
represented that it needed to get all evaluators in place to help with the RFP process 
and subgrantee selection.  However, Youthprise submitted its SIF grant application in 
July 2015 and listed MPMN, MN DEED, and Search Institute as contractors; indicating 
that it intended to use them prior to the inception of the program.  Additionally, delays 
in the startup program is not a proper justification unless it is a public exigency or 
emergency.  In this case, there were no national disasters, catastrophic events, 
immediate health or safety concern, or declared state of emergency in which required 
these services.  Further, Youthprise did not provide any documentation after our June 
23, 2020 briefing on preliminary findings during which we provided them the 
opportunity to submit additional documentation to refute this finding.  

• Finding 3, Contractor Performance was not Monitored:  Youthprise acknowledged it 
could have documented its practices better but did continually monitor its contractors. 
Youthprise asserted that it had regular meetings and calls to create evaluation plans; 
strategize technical assistance approaches, review workplan progress, review budget 
spending, problem solve emerging issues, and perform administrative planning. Search 
Institute evaluation plans were readily available and were co-created with Youthprise, the 
subrecipients, and the extended evaluation team. In addition, the evaluation plans were 
revised at the behest of CNCS.  Youthprise stated it was fully engaged in each decision 
and routinely discussed contract terms and federal regulations at regular meetings with 
its contractors but did not document these discussions. 

CNCS-OIG Evaluation: Because Youthprise did not provide supporting documentation 
of work plans, work plan reviews, or meeting minutes, we concluded that contractor 
performance was not monitored.  Youthprise admits that it did not document 
discussions held even though its policies and procedures required an evaluation and 
documentation of performance to ensure the contracts’ terms, conditions, and 
specifications were met. Youthprise may have engaged its contractors in conversations, 
plans, etc., however, there was no evidence to demonstrate that performance was 
actually being monitored. 

Finding 4, Subrecipients were not Adequately Monitored: Youthprise contests our 
finding that no monitoring was performed during the first year of the award, before it 
made improvements to its monitoring process during its second program year. 
Youthprise stated it conducted 12 subgrantee training convenings over the life of the 
grant. Six occurred during the scope of the audit.  Youthprise stated it conducted two 
on-site visits and two desk reviews on subrecipients before closing out the grant in 
spring of 2020. 
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To provide additional checks and balances, Youthprise was subject to a monthly manual 
hold process with CNCS that lasted from April 2018 until its final month of performance, 
July 2020. 

Youthprise expressed its difficulty monitoring the program due to time burden caused 
by a two-year OIG audit with three different OIG audit managers, transfer to four 
different CNCS Program Officers, three different Office of Grants Management Grants 
Officers, a new Federal Administration, and other internal and external factors.  
Youthprise acknowledged that it needed to make improvements but challenges the 
assertion that it conducted no subrecipient monitoring before improvements were 
made. 

CNCS-OIG Evaluation:  We understand that OIG and CNCS organizational changes may 
impact grantee operations and the current volatile environment and circumstances 
under which our grantees must operate during this time. However, as the primary 
recipient of CNCS funds, it is Youthprise’s responsibility to monitor the financial 
compliance of its subgrantees. Its Subgrantee Compliance Manual was not completed 
until May 2018, two years after subgrantees were selected. 

On October 23, 2018, Youthprise confirmed through email that no subgrantee 
monitoring activities were conducted during the first program year and that only some 
monitoring was done in the second year.  Youthprise stated it conducted two on-site 
visits and two desk reviews in the spring of 2020, a few months before the end of its 
grant performance.  However, Youthprise awarded CNCS funds for six subrecipients. 
Per CNCS guidance, it is a good rule of thumb to do at least one site visit per subgrantee 
during a grant period.18 In sum, Youthprise has not provided adequate documentation 
to substantiate that onsite monitoring was performed for all six subgrantees and 
further, Youthprise previously informed our office that it conducted no subrecipient 
monitoring during the first program year. 

Findings 8 and 9, Sauk’s Timekeeping Deficiencies:  Youthprise stated that instead of 
completing timesheets, Sauk’s contracted employees were required to complete a 
personnel activity report (PAR) to reflect the percentage of time spent working on their 
assigned duties according to their contracts. These reports are used to conduct an after 
the fact certification.  Youthprise believes it is an accepted practice in accordance with 
the district’s Federal Title I funds, Federal Special Education funds, and Minnesota 
Department of Education funds. 

CNCS-OIG Evaluation: Youthprise’s response does not address our finding.  The SIF 
grant did not allow for in-kind contributions (salary) to be used as match; therefore, 
Sauk’s matching contributions were unallowable, regardless of what form was used to 

18 Financial Monitoring: A tutorial for CNCS programs, Covering risk assessment, monitoring methods, identifying 
issues, and correction actions, Developed by Education Northwest, 2013 
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document contract employee time. Only cash or unrestricted funds were allowed to be 
claimed as matching funds.  We further note that Sauk’s employees’ hours that were 
submitted as match expenditures were based on estimates rather than actual hours. 

• Finding 10, GAP’s Timekeeping Deficiencies: Youthprise disagreed with part of the 
finding and the OIG’s questioning of all costs.  As a result of the OIG audit, GAP modified 
its practices to meet the identified deficiencies. All timecards are now completed by 
individual employees based on actual time worked in a cloud-based system.  It is reviewed 
and approved by the supervisor.  In late 2018, the subrecipient switched to an online 
service provider for financial and accounting management. It allows for the comparison 
of actual versus budget expenditures, which are monitored and reviewed monthly by the 
organization’s Finance Committee and then presented to the Board of Directors. 

CNCS-OIG Evaluation:  While we appreciate that GAP has made efforts to address our 
findings and recommendations, during the time of our audit, GAP’s time and effort 
documentation did not allow its employees to distinguish hours spent on the CNCS 
project vs. hours spent on other federal and non-federal projects and work. In addition, 
GAP’s executive director certified timesheets without first-hand knowledge of 
employees’ activities, which was not in alignment with GAP’s Financial Procedure 
Manual.  The Manual required supervisors to approve staff’s weekly timesheets.  Our 
questioned costs are based on results at the time of the audit and for the period under 
review. Additionally, On June 23, 2020, we briefed Youthprise officials on our 
preliminary findings and provided them the opportunity to submit additional 
documentation to refute this finding.  No further documentation was provided.  In order 
to ensure appropriate corrective action, we recommend that CNCS verify that GAP’s 
modified financial practices allow employees to allocate time charged between different 
grant programs. 

• Finding 11, Sauk’s, MIGIZI’s, and Wilder’s Financial Management Systems:  Sauk stated 
it requested clarification on the specifics of this finding but did not receive any 
information from the OIG on calculations for unsupported costs in the General Ledger and 
was therefore unable to provide an additional response. 

MIGIZI acknowledged the unsupported costs of $6,000 in match funds and corrected the 
documentation of matching funds received and expended in the preceding years of the 
SIF grant. To prevent this from happening again, it hired an outside consulting company 
with broad experience in federal, state and philanthropic funding to, among other 
services, manage their finances. 

Wilder reported the correct indirect rate amount over the three program years. 
However, the indirect rate was not recorded on its financial records during the correct 
grant time period for the quarterly reports. For the remainder of the grant period, 
Wilder took corrective action to report only the indirect rate on financial reports after it 
showed as an expense on their financial records and Youthprise confirmed. 
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CNCS-OIG Evaluation:  In November 2018, we briefed Sauk that $8,494 of federal funds 
and $1,445 of match funds in Program Year 2 were claimed on its PERs in excess of the 
expenses reported in its financial management system. 
We did not have any additional details to share and it was Sauk’s responsibility to 
explain the discrepancies between its own financial management system and PERs.  
MIGIZI and Wilder identified and corrected the discrepancies between its PERs and 
financial management systems and made improvements. 

• Finding 13 and 15, Youthprise’s NSCHC Deficiencies including Documentation: 
Youthprise did not fully agree with the finding and associated questioned costs.  But it 
acknowledged as an oversight that it did not obtain a NSOPW for one staff member who 
worked very minimally on the grant in an administrative function. 

In September 2018, Youthprise underwent a restructuring of the documentation of 
personnel files, revised the background check authorization and process, and voluntarily 
rechecked all staff, contractors, and subgrantee organizations using the preferred 
TrueScreen and Fieldprint service providers. 

CNCS-OIG Response: We recognize Youthprise’s improvements in its background check 
authorization and process and its acknowledgement of the oversight  to obtain a 
NSOPW for a staff member who worked minimally and in administrative role. As of 
January 1, 2013 (which covers the timeframe of the audit), all staff and all participants 
receiving a salary, stipend, living allowance, education award under the grant either on 
the federal share or grantee share of the budget were required to have a national sex 
offender check, regardless of whether or not they had access to vulnerable 
populations.19 

Findings 14 and 15, GAP’s NSCHC Deficiencies including Documentation: Youthprise 
disagreed in part with this finding.  After the OIG site visit conducted in September 
2018, GAP (now Change Inc.) corrected the files missing supporting documentation and 
submitted the information to the Audit Manager. Additionally, it updated its procedure 
to include a checklist for all new employee onboarding processes to include retention of 
FBI check supporting documentation. 

CNCS-OIG Evaluation: We are pleased to know that GAP has revised its procedures to 
retain FBI check supporting documentation.  However, the documentation that GAP 
provided was insufficient because it did not contain the actual results from the FBI 
check.  Therefore, during its audit resolution process, GAP should provide CNCS with the 
actual check results. 

19 https://www.nationalservice.gov/sites/default/files/resource/nschc_-_nsopw_guidance.pdf 
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Augusi 20, 2020 

Monique C.oltier 
Assistant Inspector General for Audit 
Corporation for National and Commu nity Service 
250 E Street, S. W,, Suite 4100 
Washington, DC 20525 

Dear M s. Coltier . 

( Y) youthprise 
a 1nro@youthpr1se.org \.. 612 S64 -d8S8 

Thank you for t he opport unity to respond t o the Office of Inspector Gef'leral lOIGJ draft report 
on the Social Innovation Fund grant (15S!HMNOOl) to Youthp rise. Yout hprise takes its ro le In 
t he ove rsight, compliance and ste wa rdship of fed e ral funds ve ry seriously, a nd appreciates th e 
opportunity to provide a full rEspo nse. As t he foll owing pages describe 10 detail, \I.Ji: concurw1t ll 
only two of t he sixteen findings in t he OJG's d raft report (Findings 6 and 13, for $3,059 in 
questioned costs). 

The OIG has now cond ucted an exha ustive a nd thorough a udit of Youtllprise' s work and that of 
all six of o ur subrecipiems. As a result , the OIG draft report questioned $1.6M in co sts fncluding 
$626,0 99 in federal a nd $990,137 in match expen ses. Below a re t he re5ponses w e have 
gefle rated based on the docume ntation we have o n file . We do not concur with 14 of the 16 
findings and provide o ur rationa le and interpretat io n w here pe rtine nt. 

We loo k forward to working with CNCS to resolve any outsta nding issues in a mut ua lly 
satisfactory manne r in the coming months. We have used t his opportunity to strengthen t he 
programmatic and fiduciary respon.sibifities of both the organization and our subrecipients. W e 
a re all more resilient as a result o f hav ing undergone this proce.:s-s. 

Since re ly, 

Wokie W eah 
?resident 
Yo ut hpris.f 
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I Y} youthprise 

Preliminary Findings 

Noncompliance with Federal Procurement Requirements 

Three sole-source contracts w ere awarded to Search Institute (SI), the Minnesota Deportment of 

Employment and Economic Development (MN DEED/, and the Mentoring Partnership of 
Minneso ta {MPMN) without proper justification. Contracts acqui ring goods and services are to be 
properly competed and only sole sourced under special circumstances. We are questioning 

$310,316 ($47,220 in federal and $263,096 in match/ which includes al/funds expended on each 
of the three contracts. 

Youthprise Response: 

YOuthprise strongly d isagrees w ith t he determination by the OIG for t his finding. 

to its origina l application to CNCS, YOuthprise id entified #core partne r" organizations with which 
it i ntended to subcontract t o carry out its SIF grant, ff awarded. Those cone partners were: M N 
Depa rtment of Employment and Economic Development's Office of Youth Development (DEED), 
Search Instit ute, and Me" toring Partn ership of Minnesota (M PM). Each of t he core partners 
broug" t unique experience and experti se to the SIF grant , and Youthprise follow ed rts own 
policies and federal regulations in procuring t he services of each of these partners. The 
regulati ons require that t he non·Federal entit y follow one of t he meth ods of procurement 
outlined in CfR 200.320. Youthpris, followed t he method out lined in part (f) of t he regulation, 
procurement by noncompet itive proposals. In support of t hat decision, Youthprise 
contemporaneously produced written just ifications and explanations for its decisions regarding 
each of t he-three core partners. Those documents \Yere provided to CNCS as soon as was possible 
at t he beginning of the grant per forma nee per iod. 

3ased on Youthprise' s actions. we respectfulty d is.agree w it h the OIG's statement t hat Youthprise 
failed to provide p roper justification, as we did in fact follow the requirements laid out in 
regulatjons. Ea ch sole source justification addressed Youthprise' s analysi s of why rt met one or 

more of the required circumstances. A determination that sole source procurement is necessary 
was a busines~ j udgment made by Yout hprise, Yout hprise was awarded t his Slf grant in part 
because of its expertise, deep knowledge of the fi eld and t he players wJth strong records of 
success and commitment to youth, and our own uniquely youth-cent ered approach. Youthprise 
clearly followed the requi red process here and so we can only infer that t he OIG' s criticism is 
actually t hat it does not accept t he rat ionale provided by Youthp rise. We acknowledge and 
respect t he OIG and its exp ertise in federal regulations, the oversight of CNCS and tts monito ring 
of recipients of fede.ra) funds. However, the OIG is not an expert on t he entities that exist to 
provide these specific servi ces for t he specific grant objectives in Youthprise' s SIF award. 



34

( Y] youthprise 

Youthprise~ s experience and knowledge in t his area does provide us with t h e expertise t o make 
the judgment that these partners were the onfy organziations that could bring the specific skills 
and knowledge needed. We have provided a summary below as a reminder of the justifications 
fc, each of t he core partners. 

Search lnstit ute 1s engagement as evaluation partner in this project rr-e t two of the criteria of CFR 
§ 200.320 for a noncompetrtive prop:3sal when ontv one is required. First, Search Inst itute was 
tt-:e single source for the proprie tary mea sures and unique combination of subject rr-atter and 
m ethodological e<pertis.e re,;uin,d for this evaluat ion (CFR § 200.320.f.1). As discussed in the 
just ificatjon provided prior to CNCS. Search lnstrtute is th.e only organizat ion that offers the 
particular blend of quant itat ive and quafitative a pplied research cap-abilit ies, positive youth 
developme nt expe rtise, aligned practicaJ tools and se rvices, a nd evaluaUon implementation 
capacities for grantees . Search Jnstitute's already existing asse:ssment tools provided the basis 
fer the further customization t hat mea nt that Voutbprise was not required to start from scratch 
with other vendors and/ or iJ'lcur significa nt expenses licensing those s.a me tools and paying 
Search Institute to improve on them,. a nd losing time and money while another vendor got up to 
SPeed on those too ls. further, Youthprise dotum ented that it d id reviie:w the fietd of potential 
vendors and det ermined that none of th ,: them brought the unique expertise and tools t hat 
Search Institute brought to the table. Second~ the time that would have been necessary to s.oliol: 
multiple bids would have seriously d~ ayed startup of the programs. undermining t he quaJity oi 
the evaluation (CFR § 200.320.f.2 ). 

In addition, Youthprise concocted a cost and price a natysis for Search Institute. As a part of t hat 
analysis* we fc(Jno that based on industry standard information the cost o f an evaluation is 
approximately 10% of the en tire g rant budget. ·w hile the Search Institute contracr was beyond 
10%, Youthorise followed the counsel of CNCS reoresentatives and increased the allocation to 
20% of the grantmaking budget so we could cover costs for a more rigorous evaluation. Further_, 
this amount also a-ccounts for the provision of technical assistance to subredpients, which is an 
addit ional t ask that is beyond the scope of the third-pa rty evaluat ion. 

Search lnstitutets perforrnancie throughou,: the project demonstrates that funds were useo 
efficieritly and thatYouthprise received high value through Seardl lrut itute 's work. In addition 
to revising t he evaluat ion plan multiple t imes in responSe to staffing and progra mrratic cha nges 
at CNCS, the indepe ndent evaluator completed several p.eer-reviewed journal articles and a 
propensity-sco re matching study (not in the o rigina l design) t hat met t he criteria for a 
moderate level of evidence of impact. f urthermore, Sea rch lnstitute~s em powerme nt 
evaluation approach with communit ies that have historically been rrarginalized (including 
opportunity youth) was highly valued by subrecjpients a nd the young people who participat ed 
in ihe programs and the study. The intangible value of this approach is of critical importance to 
building knowledge about and t rust with communities that have been too often taken 
ao'vantage of by t he res.earch community. 
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fy) youthprise 

DEED's engagement in t his project also met two of t he crrte.ria of CFR § 200.320 for a 
noncompetit ive proposal when onfy one is requi red. First, DEED was t he onfv organization t hat 
manages yout h workforce development funds on a stat ewide basis in Minnesota (CFR § 

200.320.f.1). Wit h t hat expertise and status1 DEED brings a great deal of experience in managing 

WIA grants and sub-grant ing t hem t o l ocal Workforce Service Areas and independent service 
providers. in acco rdance with State and Fede ra l regulations. No other ent ity in the state has the 
history, expe rience, and expertise of playing this type of role "in administering public funding, 
parti cularly in the cont ext of youth workforce development . Second, t he t ight t imefram e­
required by t he grant schedule meant t hat Youthp rise could not afford to work w it h a cont ractor 
t hat did not have t his breadth of experience. DEED's work was necessary for th.e subrecipient RfP 
development. The RFP needed to be fully developed and issued within two months of Youthpris, 
receiving the NOGA. DEfD's expertise and experience enabled Youthprise to meet t hi s t ight 
t im e-frame because it already had t he knowledge and experience with the process, t he players, 
and syst ems t hat would need to be t raversed by both Youth pr ise and its subreceipient s. 

Additionally, because of t he amount of t he-cont ract , Youth pr ise was only required to use t he 
'"'small purchase" procedures. ~ven so, Youth pr ise conducted a cost and pr ice analysts for DEED, 
which found t hat the price analysis was conduct ed based on industry st andard information for 
expertise-or ient ed t raining and technical assistance. The per-day rat e of approximately S500 was 
less t han o r equal t o bids Youthprise received from other consultants for different, but 

comparable services related to t his grant. Youthprise and CNCS t hus received great value from 
DEED's participat ion as a cont ractor for t hi s SIF grant. 

Mentor ing Partnership of M innesota's e11gagernent as a technical assistance and t raining partner 
in t his project met one of the required criteria from CFR § 200.320 for a noncompetit ive p roposal. 
Mentor ing Partnership of Minnesota is t he only o rganization in the stat e wit h t he experience and 
capability to provide t raining and technical assistance across t he state of Minnesota as it relat es 
specifically to mentoring and social emotional learning (CFR § 200.320.f.l ). There is no other 
·organization in t he stat e w ith t he comprehensive set of t ools and resou rces to support program s. 
i n starting, st rengthening, and evaluat ing ment oring programs. They are also tied t o a national 
network- M ENTOR Nat ional. They maintain t he National Quality M entor ing Syst em {NQMS) 
which creat e-d recognized standards and procedures for t he operation of high qualit y mentoring 
programs based on evidence and a process for cont inuous improvement w ithin a program. 

Youthpri se conduct ed a cost and price analysis for M entoring :Partnership of Minnesota, whicl. 

found t hat the price analysi s w as conducted based on indust ry standard information for 
expertise-or ient ed t raining and t echnical assistance. The per-day rate is les$ t han o r equal to 
what Youthpri$e received in respon se to a requ est for bids from other technical assi stance 

providers for d iffer ent, but comparable servi"ces for the Slf grant Youthprise and CNCS t hus 
received significant value from M ent or ing Partner:ihip of Minnesota and its work on t he SIF grant 
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( Y'] youthprise 

Contract Expenditures Not Verified 

Contractor invoices were paid without the review of supporling documentation to include#' but not 
limited to, timeshuts, billing rotes, or Indirect eost allocations Costs ossorloted with fedtrol 
awards must be adequately documented and supported. No costs were questioned for this 
finding. 

Youthpri.se Response: 

Youthprise disagrees with this finding. Vouthprise provided notice to all contractors regarding Its 
abilit y to access any books, documents. paper, and reeord; o f the contractor which are directly 
pert inent to the activlt le. conducted under their agreement for the pc1rpose of making audit>, 
examinations. excerpts and transcripts. Contractors were instructed to retain thc-se source 
document! as support for their monthly 1nvotced ekpenses Project workplans were created In 
conjunction with key Youthprise staff and all contracts were reviewed by at feast two staff who 
si11ned off on them in accordonce with our stondord accountin& policies. Vout hprise thoroui:hly 
reviewed monthly i1wolces subniltted by contractors which documented salary, benefits, Indirect 
costs, and other expenses approved in their annual budgets and aligned with their approved 

workplans. Federal reaulatloM do not require that V01111lprlse review all documentation 
underlying contractor invoices in order to have proper internal controls; to require that would be 

counter to the Intent of the Uniform Guidance. In fact, In FA~ reaardin& establlshin& internal 
control ,, the Council on Flnancial Assistance Reform (COFAR) specifically stated that " [n [on ­
f eder.al entities and their auditors will need to exercise judgment in determining the most 
appropriate and cost effectl ve Internal control In a given environment or circumstance to provide 
reasonable assurance for compliance with federal program requirements." (200.303-3, 

Frequently A$led Qu!Stions, Updated: July 2017, for the Office of Mana&ement and Bud&ei's 
Uniform Administ rative Requirements, Cost Principles, and Audit Requirements for Federal 
Awards at 2 CFR 200). What constitut es proper internal controls and ;s not overly burdensome 
from a cost perspective will vary depend ing on a variety of circumstance,, Including factors such 
as: how closefy Youthprise is working with a contractor or grantee; whether Youthprise has an 
established rolatlonshlp with the contractor or &raniee, the amount of money In question in the 
contract or grant ; and whether the amount differs from the submitted budget. 

Although the Implementation of Internal cont rols 1, situation-dependent, following the OIG 
auditors' recommendation to increase invoice requirements, Youthprise revised its review 

proce$S to require contractors submit n 1ppor1ln& documentation with their monthly Invoices 
beginning in November of 2018, 
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Contractor Pe,tormance was not Monitored 

Contractors performance was not monitored as required by Youthprise's policies and procedures. 
Youthpn·se's policies and procedures indicated that i t would evaluate and document performance 

to ensure the contract terms, conditions, and specifications were m et. However, this was not 
conducted. Monitoring is an effective internal control to ensure compliance with lows, rules, and 
regulations. No costs were questioned for this finding. 

Youthprise Response: 

Youthpris.e dis.agrees with t his finding. While Yout hprise a cknowledges t hat int ernal controls can 
a lmost always be im proved upon a nd it could have documented ·its practices bette r, it was 

cont inually monitoring its cont ractors. Core Partners were in regular contact t hrough : monthly 
group meet ings and more frequent individual calls; co-creating plans for evaluat ion; st rategizing 
t echnical assistance- approaches, revie.wing workpfan progress, review ing budget spending, 
problem solving emerging issues. and administ rative planning. Cont rary t o t he audit or's assertion 

that Search lnstit,1te did not provide evaluation plans, those plans were readily available and 
were co-created w ith Youthp rise-, the subrecipient s, and and extended evaluation team. In 
addition, t he evaluation plans were revised at t he behest of CNCS, ;ncluding t he integrat ion of a 

photovoice project w it h young people, in addit ion to t he Implem entat ion evaluation plan. 
Yout h prise was fully engaged in each decision. In addit ion, Youth pr ise rout inely d iscussed 
cont ract t erms and federal regulations at regular meet ings with its cont ractors, but unfortunat ely 
did not document these discussions. Finally, as was stat ed with regard to t he p rior fi nding, what 
constit utes proper int ernal controls (and thus proper monitoring) is case-specific and judgments 
must be made after consider ing all of t he relevant factors. 

Subrecipients were not Adequately Monitored 

Youthpn·se did not monitor its subrecipients in the first program year, and only conducted limited 
monitoring in tlie beginning of the second program year. Poss throughs ore required to conduct 
monitoring to ensure compliance with grant terms and conditions. No costs were questioned for 
this finding. 

Youthp,;se Response: 

Youthprise st rongiy disagrees w ith t his finding. As with t he prior two findings, t hel"e is not a 

procedure for subrecipient monitoring t hat fits every situation. Youthprise acknowledges t hat 
improvements needed to be made and -it made t ho$e improvements during rts second grant vear. 

Even t hough improvement s were needed, Yout hprise di sagrees w it h t he a$sert ion t hat it 
conducted no recipient monitoring before t hose improvement s were made. For example, in a 
CNCS-approved Subgrantee Select ion Plan and in accordance with t he requirements outl ined in 
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t he NOFA, Youtl'lprise conducted a risk-based ana lysis of each .subrecipient based on budget size, 
990 review, audit review, and other facto rs to ide ntify and categorize risk level. Also included was 
a supplemental assessment questionnaire around governance, procurement , program 
ope rat ions, grievance processes, fiscal/account ing procedures and payroll systems informa tion 
to assess organizationa l capacity. i ina lly, record management information was communica ted to 
subrecipients, including the not ice of a sii,,:-yea r record retent ion policy beyond t he finaJ grant. 
report requirement . In fact, in supp ort of th e strength of these init ial reviews, t he Deput y Director 
for SIF at t he t ime congratulated us on selecting a robust cohort of subrecipients. 

We had weekly calls w it h our program officer at t he beginning of t he grant to outline t he requi red 
onboarding document s, including policies and procedures to help develop t he necessa ry 
infrast ructure to support all six subrecipients during t he grant peri od+ Youthprise complet ed 
corrective action plans to document subrecipient monitoring plans t hat include,d pre-post award 

r isk assessments and fiscal and programmat ic reviews. All of t his was compiled into a board­
approved grants manual. 

Youthpri"se conducted a total of twelve (12 } subgrant ee convenings over th e life of the grant, 
including six (6) t hat occurred dur ing t he period of t he audit review- August 1, 1016 through June 

30, 2018. At these convenings, t rainings in cluded t opics on finance and compliance, evaluati on, 
and program management breakout sess;ons for appropriate staff from each :subgrantee. As 
Youthprise continued to develop and implement t he evaluat ion structu re, and in conjunction 
w ith ou r CNCS program and grants officers alt t he t ime. Youthprise developed an app roved 
onboarding process, annual review policy, no cost extension poli cy, carry ovef policy, and other 
required policies for finandal review of subgrant ee expenses and procedures for requesting 
funds from CNCS. Staff attended mandatorv SIF g rant ee convenings in Washington D.C. and when 
t hose were discontinued due to t he SI f bran ch closing, an additional three• day f~,deral grants and 
compliance forum in October 2019 put on by Tltomp:son Grants. 

Youthprise staff conducted t wo (2) in-person site visits and two (2) desk reviews on subrecipient s 

before implement ing a closeout to the grant while in an active audit dur ing spring of 2020. 

To provide addit ional checks and balances, Youthprtse completed a monthly manual hold process 
with CNCS that lasted from April 2018 unt il the f inal month in our period of performance- July 
2020. This process involved the following sign fficant steps: gathering source documentati on 
(genera) ledgers, timesheets, receipts, et c.) from all partjes including cont racto rs and 

subrecipients; coordinating t he t ransfer of informat ion between Youthpfise and CNCS, waiting 
for official review s. t o take place, any questioni and answer around present ed information,_ an 
approval aut horization to submit a request into t he payment management system, conf irmation 
email between t he CNCS grants officer t o t he PMS systems administ rator for re~ease of funds, 
fulfilment of t he d rawdown request by Youthp rise, al)d receiving t he funds. Each o f t hese 
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additional ba rrie rs to accessing funds cont ributed to a SlM receivables for Youthprise t hat lasted 
ove r a year. 

Youthprise's capacity to monitor t his program in such a tight t imeframe wa.s stretched beyond 

wh at we had expected by the added t irr e burden caused by a two-year OIG audit , transfe r to 
four (4) different CNCS Program Officers, three (3) d ifferent Office o f Grants Management Grant s 
Officers, a new f ederal Administ ration, the closing of a federal branch of the gove rnment, 
sunsetting of the SI f program, ina bility to apply for continuation fonds, an eva luation restructure 
within the origina l budget limits whUe adding two .addit ional program years, a subrecipi-ent 1s 
Board of Directors required program closure after t he OIG audit f irst d raft, t hree (3) different OIG 
a udit managers, restarting ha lted programming, Youthprise's fi rst Single Audit, and, t he most 
s ignificant - COVI0-19 government shutdown and the civil unrest in the wake of George Floyd's 
murde r in o ur hometown, w hich included the burning o f one of ou r subgrantee' s buildings. As 
with the prior two findings, there i~ noi a procedure for subrecipient monitoring that fits every 
sit uatio n. Youth prise acknowledges that ·improvements needed l o be made and rt made those 
improvements during its second grant year. That said, Youthplise challenges the assertion that 
rt conducted no recipient monitoring before t hose improvements were made. 

Youthprise Timekeeping Deficiencies 

Youthpn·se did not c.omply with federal regulations or its o wn policies for approving timesheets. 
The Chief Financial Officer was approving her own time sheets and supervisors were not approving 
employee timesheets. The lotter led to employees' time being charged to the incorrect funding 
code. As a result, we questioned $11,335 ($2,271 in federal and $9,064 in match}. 

Youtbprise Response: 

Youthprise does not fulfy concur with this finding. Youthprise required a pproval of t imesheets 

by supe rvisors (including the Chief f inancia l Officer's supervisor}, however it did not realize that 
in its previous timekeeping system this a pproval was not documented in a way that it could 
repro duce. Staff hours cha rged to the Slf grant are based on actual time and e ffort. Youthprise 
has monitoring procedures in place to monitor its grants and ensure t he accuracy of t he afte r· 
t he-fact t ime and effort reporting. 

During t he investigative process Youthprise wa'S a lready in transit ion to a different human 
resources provider as we ll as an industry-recognized t imekeeping system (ADP). Youth prise took 
a nd implemented the a uditor's recommendations to maintain copies of an timesheets and 
a pprova ls in house and not with a t hird -pa rty platform. Youth prise created a p roces-s to download 
a nd certify those timesheets wrth employee and supervisor approvals. All documentatio n is now 
saved o n our secure cloud-based server. 
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Youthprise National Service Criminal History Checks 

Youthpn·se did not maintain NSOPW documentation for one employee and 11 employees' 
personnel files did not include required legal documents. As a result of the employee without 
documentation of the NSOPW, we questioned $3,059 in f ederal costs for the employees' salaries 
and benefits over the life of the grant. 

Youthpri.se Response: 

Youthprise does not agree fully with t his finding and associat ed questioned costs. One -staff 
member worked very minimally on t he grant in an administrat ive function processing cont racts. 
and invoices for the proje-ct. This staff member did not have documentat ion of a NSOPW. Given 

t heir minimal and ancillary work on t he project, t he failure t o obtain a NSOPW was ao 
acknowledged oversight 

following the initial fi ndings of the OIG audit in September o f 2:018, Youthprise underwent a 
restructur ing of the documentat ion of personnel files, revised the background check 
authorizati on and process, and voluntaritJv rechecked all staff using t he preferred TruScreen and 
fieldpr int service p roviders as recommended by CNCS. This documentati on more explicitly 
acknowledged denial of employment for refusal to consent to checks, anyone convicted of felony 
murder charges, as weU as individuals required to regi ster on t he national sex offender registry 
website. f i nally, t his level of checks was complet ed for all cont ractors working on the project and 
subgrant ee organizations as well. 

Subqrantee Timekeeping Deficiencies 

Sauk employees1 hours charged to the grant were based on budget_, not actual t im e worked. 
Employees used Personnel Activity Reports to estimate the hours worked which was 25 to 35 
percen t of their workday. After the fact certifications are required if budget est imates are used 
to record time. As a result, we questioned $603, 476 ($231,806 in federal and $374,861 in match). 

Youthprise Response: 

Yo tithprise disagrees wit h this finding. As stated in an email on Novem ber 30, 2018 t o c.at her ine 
M. Chunn, CNCS OIG Audit Manager, Sauk Rapids Rice cont ract ed employees don't complet e 
t imesheets l ike non-cont racted employees. In lieu of t his, Sauk Rapids-Rice Public Schools have 
cont ract ed employees complete a personnel activity report (PAR). These are t hen used to 
conduct the requi red after-t he-fact certif ications based on t he percent of t ime spent working on 
t heir assigned dut ies and according t o t heir cont ract. The distri ct staff th et'l takes the PARs to 
make sure t,he coding is t he appropr iat e amount of t ime to t he match (or grant ). This is an 
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accepted practice wl th t he dist rict' s f ederal tit le I funds, i ederal Special i:ducaUon funds, and 
M innesota Department of Educat ion funds .. 

GAP did not segregate employees' time by gran t or specific cost obj ective. Employees' simply 

completed daily sign-in sheets to record work hours. Documentation must be able to support 
employees' salary or wages when working on multiple grants. As a result, we questioned 
$673,178 ($336,062 in f ederal and $337,116 in match/. 

Youthprise Response: 

Youthprise di~agrees with pa rt o f t his finding.and the· OIG's questioning of all costs. Asa result 
of the OJG a udit, GAP modifie d the ir pra ctici:s· t o meet the ident ified de ficiencie s. All t imecards 
are now complet ed by i ndividual employees based on actual t ime worked in a cjo,; d-based 

numan Resources Information System (HRIS) and t hen reviewed and approved by t he 
supervi sor. In late 2018, Change Inc. (formerly GAP) migrat ed from Peachtree t o QuickBooks 
Onli ne for f in ancial and account ing managemen t. QuickBooks Online allows for t he 
comparison of actual versus budget expendit ures, wh ich are monitored and review ed monthly 
by t he organization's Finance Committee and t hen presented to the Board of Directors. 

Subqrantee Financial Management System Deficiencies 

Sauk, MIG/ZI, and Wilder claimed unsupported f ederal and match costs. The expendi tures 
reported on the PERs were not recorded ;n the subrecipien ts general ledgers. The claimed costs 

must be verifiable f rom the subrecip ients records. As a result,. we quest ioned $11,.681 ($5,.681 in 
federal and $6,000 in match/. Costs were not questioned for Sauk due to oil of Souk's c/o;med 
costs being questioned in the subgrantee timekeeping deficiency finding above. 

Youthprise Response: 

Yout hprise disagrees wit h these findings. 

Sauk Rapids Rice School Distr ict reqoest ed clarification on th e specifi cs of t his finding but did not 
receive any informat ion from the OJG on calculations for unsupported costs in t he General Ledger 
and was t herefore unable to provide an additional response. 

The OtG report stat es unsupported costs of $6,000 in match funds for program year one at MIGIZI 
were idenUfied but not. supp orted in th e general ledger. M IGIZI acknowledged t his discrepancy 
and corrected the documentat ion of matching funds received and expended in t he preceding 

yea~ of the SIF grant. In order to prevent this fro m happening again, in 2019 they hired an 
outside consult ing company w it h broad experience itn f ederal, state and philanthropic funding to 
manage M IGIZI finances. That consult ing company \·, orks w it h MIGIZI t o: 
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Assure that all expenses are properly entered into the financial system with proper coding 
designat ing grant o r matching funds. 
Utilize General Ledger as source for document at ion of income and expenses t o support 
both grant and matching funds acknowledgement. 
Input amounts from General Ledger int o SIT report forms for submission. 

At Amherst. Wilder r oundat ion, the costs in question • ~4,703 in f ederal funds in program year 
one and S978 in federal fu nds in program year two - relat e to t he indirect rate reported. Over 
t he t hree program years, t hey reported t he correct indi rect rate amount. However, the indirect 
rat :: was not recorded on their finandats during the correct grant t ime per iod for t he-quarterly 
reports. For example, in year one (April 2016 to March 2017), t hey reported t o Youthpri.se 
$4,848.49 in indirect rate reimbursement . On their financiai.s, they r-ecorded s.·34.02 as of M arch 

3t, ·2011, and recorded an additi onal $4,814.47 as of Ap ril 30, 2017. For t he remainder of t he 
grant period, Wilder took the correct-ed st eps of onfy reporting t he indirect rate on financiaf 
reports after it showed as an expense on t hei r finand al records. Youthpris.e ident ifi ed the 
appropriate corrective act ion steps in thei r January 7, 2019 let ter t itled OIG Audet Findings 
Corrective Action, and Wilder responded w it h corrective action st eps in a response letter on 
January 22, 2019. In a Feb ruary 8, 2019 letter from Youthprise, Wilder was cleared t o resume 
programm"ing. 

Subqrantee National Service Criminal History Check Deficiencies 

Criminal history checks were not properly completed for six GAP employees and FBI 
documentation was not retained for three employees. This discrepancy included five employees 
whose criminal history checks were performed using misspelled or incorrect names, one employee 
who did not have an NSOPW inquiry, and three employees with missing FBI checks. Additionally, 
21 employee personnel files were missing required legal documentation including identification, 
written authorizat ion to perform the criminal history check, and documentation stating that 
employees had an opportunity to review findings. Costs were not questioned for this finding due 
to all claimed costs for GAP being questioned in the subgrantee timekeeping deficiency finding 
above. 

Youthprise Response: 

Youthpri se disag(ees in part w it h this f inding. After t he OIG site visit conducted in Sept ember 
2018, GAP (now Change Inc.) corrected t he files missing supporting documentation and 
submitted t he information to t he Audit Manager. Addit ionalfy, t hey updated their procedure t o 
include a checklist for all new employee-onboarding processes t o include retent ion of TOI check 
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supporting documentation. During t he term of th e .subgrant , Youthp rise approved pe rsonnel 
docume nts provided. 

Subredpie nt Indirect Cost Discrepancies 

GAP incorrectly allocated indirect costs to the grant us;ng the de minimis rate for total costs-. 

Youthprise Response: 

Vout hplise agrees with this finding. Since th is f inding, Change Inc. has updated its procedures to 
Invoice t he de minimis rat-e for direct costs only, not total cost~. 

Addit ional Subrecipient Monitoring 

As a result of the OIG' s initial f indings Yout hprise implementtd corrective action plans for each 

of t he subrecipients and included acti on steps for each o f the OIG's prelimina1y find ings. This 
included a gene ra l ledger verification pla n for fut ure fina ncial re porting_ a nd e nsuring 
tlmekeeping coding accuracy for atl staff charging t ime to t he gra nt. All s1.1.brecipients made 
changes in response t o eacn of t he items on the ir respective corrective action pta ns. Plans we re 
specific to each of the subre cipients' sit uations a nd required imple mentation to e nsure 
accurat e assignment of cha rges to the Slf grant. Subrecipients were instruct ed, tor exa mple . 
that " Beginning in J auuaJ'Y of 2019: financial re-ports "ill be submitted mon thly rather 
than quarterly. Indude with -your financial report a general ledger nport for that mon[b 
and sow·ce documentation for your reported match. These new reporting requirements will 
help us verify that federal and match funds reported in finauc,ial reports are in ag,eement with 
your general ledger as well as to verify your match source-~ match allowability, and match 
assignability. These. new requirements will also help us to maintain ongoing compliance. with 
OIG findings and reduce our risk for further disallowance while the audit is being resolved." 
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