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SUB-PROCESS RECOMMENDATION CONTENTS

Recommendations for a redesigned workflow and supporting materials for each of the sub-processes reviewed as part 
of the iNtegrate 2 BPR project are detailed in the following section. Each sub-process section includes the following:

• Process Overview: A summary narrative of key process steps within the sub-process.
• Recommended Future State Process Flow: Detailed process flow of the Future State process steps.
• Key Process Changes:  For those steps within the Future States that represent primary changes (for one or more 

NSHE institutions), an explanation, and justification as necessary, for the process change is highlighted
• Alternative Process Options: Process Options not recommended in the future state flow are highlighted along 

with a justification of why this option is NOT recommended or incorporated in the process.
• Policy Change Requirements: Instances when either institutional or NSHE policy need to be developed or revised 

in order to facilitate the recommended process are noted, including recommendations for policy content.
• Implementation Challenges:  When elements of the recommended future state process were questioned during 

workshops or noted as significant areas where implementation would be difficult, further discussion and justification 
is provided along with examples of institutions also utilizing the recommended process.

• The examples provided are individual institutions utilizing these recommended practices.  NSHE represents a 
diverse set of 8 institutions and the system office presenting limitations in identifying a comparable system or 
organization that has broadly implemented “best practice”  or recommended processes.

• Technology Requirements: Elements of a required technology to enable the process are listed by process step.
• Reporting Requirements: Reports, metrics and data points required to monitor and control the process are listed.
• NSHE Feedback: Index of comments/feedback provided by NSHE institutions and the Huron response, as needed.
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POINTS TO CONSIDER

Each sub-process section incorporates some fundamental concepts that should be understood in order to fully 
consider the recommendations and supporting content. 

• Recommendations versus Current State:
• These process recommendations represent Huron’s recommendations for a future state business process 

and are not intended to comment on the current state processes across NSHE.
• Some process elements may already be the practice of some or all NSHE institutions.

• Business Process Swimlanes (horizontal bands):
• The business process focuses on the process steps and the work accomplished in these steps and not 

the process owners/work locations.  Therefore, the developed flows include general swim-lanes  that are 
not role/location specific, such as Accounts Payable Administration, Travel Administration, Research 
Administration, etc.

• Flows do include required roles like Vendor, faculty/employee/Investigator, etc. but they do not highlight 
Administrative Assistant, Vice President of X, etc.  The recommended process steps can be applied 
universally and the steps can be aligned in whatever roles/units are appropriate by institution.
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POINTS TO CONSIDER

Each sub-process section incorporates some fundamental concepts that should be understood in order to fully 
consider the recommendations and supporting content. 

• Existing Supplemental Systems:
• Some NSHE institutions have implemented different “systems” or technologies that are supplemental to 

the Human Resources or Finance Administration Systems.  These process flows assume the existing 
technologies are integrated into the Future State Business Process.

• Out of Scope Systems:
• Some process flows incorporate Non-Human Resource/Finance Systems that are out of scope for 

iNtegrate 2 (i.e. a Pre-Award “tracking system”).  However, in order to be in line with best practice 
elements, these out-of-scope technologies were incorporated into the recommended processes. 



Business Process 
Recommendations: Grants & 

Contracts
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• The Investigator and/or the Institutional Leadership identifies a funding opportunity to be pursued, and if 
identified by Leadership, an Investigator is identified.

• The Investigator and Sponsored Projects Administrator review and understand the proposal requirements.
• The Investigator develops the technical proposal components.
• The Investigator identifies the budget needs, including labor needs and non-labor needs necessary to complete 

the project work and the Sponsored projects Administrator utilizes the HR system and other resources to 
translate these needs into the project budget.

• When special circumstances, such as compliance requirements, and other supporting materials are required to 
submit the proposal, the Sponsored Project Administrator assists the Investigator in gathering this material.

• If the proposal includes collaborating institutions (subawardees), the Sponsored Project Administrator assists the 
Investigator in gathering subawardee materials.

• The Sponsored Project Administrator finalized the details of the proposal into the Proposal Tracking System.

Proposal Development is the sub-process in which a funding opportunity  is identified and the lead Investigator
prepares a proposal in response to the opportunity.
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Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Explanation and Change Justification:

Proposal Development 4 Investigator reviews RFP requirements to determine if the proposal opportunity is appropriate for pursuit, specifically focusing on 
the technical requirements.  

Proposal Development 5
Sponsored Project Administrator reviews RFP requirements to determine if the proposal opportunity is appropriate for pursuit, 
specifically focusing on the administrative requirements.  Research Administrator notes and communicates any requirements 
that require more in-depth Investigator review.

Proposal Development 6 Roles and Responsibilities are defined to outline who, in addition to a Principal Investigator, has the oversight and authority to 
determine if a proposal opportunity should be pursued.

Proposal Development 7
Sponsored Project Administrator creates a "record" of the proposal immediately upon confirming one will be developed.  This 
allows for the institution to understand the development pipeline without having to wait for the proposal to reach an "endpoint" in 
the process (central office delivery).

Proposal Development 10 Sponsored Project Administrator has direct access into the HR system to determine actual personnel salary and benefit levels 
on-demand.

Proposal Development 11 Sponsored Project Administrator has on-demand access into the HR-based guidance on the salary levels and benefit levels for 
to-be-identified employees based on employment type and level/title.

Proposal Development 12 Investigators and Sponsored Project Administrators have access to pre-developed "budget guidance" to help them determine 
the dollar translation for non-labor project costs.

Proposal Development 18
Sponsored Project Administrator finalizes a "record" of the proposal capturing the final data and aspects of the proposal when 
completed by the Investigator and research Administrator.  This allows for the institution to capture aspects of the proposal for 
reporting purposes and also track workflow and development of the proposal.

The following table outlines the major process changes (NSHE-wide) incorporated into the recommended process.
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The following table outlines the alternative process options that are not recommended for implementation.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Alternative Process: Justification for Non-

Recommendation

Proposal Development 6 Obtain Leadership Approval (and/or input) prior to deciding if a 
proposal should proceed.

The Investigator and the Institution's Leadership are both 
stakeholders in the decision making process on whether a 
proposal should proceed.  In many cases, the Leadership will 
indicate this approval by reviewing and approving the proposal 
submission (Proposal Review and Submission process map).  
In some cases, that approval step may move up in the process 
and supersede the complete proposal development process, 
however, all steps will still take place.
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The following table lists the system technology requirements necessary to support the recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Technology Requirement:

Proposal Development 7 System captures a proposal record based on confirmation entered by various individuals/roles across the institution.
Note:  This technology requirement is generally NOT part of an HR or Finance system, and therefore these technology 
requirements are likely out of scope for the iNtegrate 2 technology selection.

Proposal Development 10 Technology system makes HR and personnel data (salary, benefit rates, appointment type, etc.) available based on system 
access set-up to all users on-demand.

Proposal Development 18 System finalizes a proposal record at various "points" across the institution.
Note:  This technology requirement is generally NOT part of an HR or Finance system, and therefore these technology 
requirements are likely out of scope for the iNtegrate 2 technology selection.
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• Completed proposals are routed via the system to Institutional Leadership responsible for reviewing and 
approving specific elements of a proposal.

• Institutional approval is captured and documented within the system.
• Sponsored Project Administrator ensure all approvals are in place and verifies the proposal is accurate and 

complete.
• Sponsored Project Administrator reviews the proposal budget to and budget justification to ensure they are in 

sync.
• As necessary, the proposal is routed back to the Investigator for revisions.
• Sponsored Project Administrator signs, or facilitates the singing of the proposal, as required by the sponsor and 

submits the proposal via the sponsor’s defined method.
• The proposal tracking log is updated once the proposal is submitted.
• Hard copy and electronic copies of the proposal record are retained.

Proposal Review and Submission is the sub-process in which a completed proposal is routed for institutional review 
and approval and, once fully approved, ultimately submitted to the sponsor.
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Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Explanation and Change Justification:

Proposal Review 2

Proposal approval Roles and Responsibilities are clarified to indicate who is responsible for verifying and approving the level of 
required resources (time and effort, cost share, space, facilities, etc.) incorporated into a proposal.  The party responsible for this 
approval is leveraged the ultimate authority across the institution, therefore, further or duplicative reviews and approvals are not 
required.  This role and responsibility can also be developed to include an escalation procedure (authority up to a certain level), 
and if the proposal exceeds that level, the approval moves up the chain

Proposal Review 3

Proposal approval Roles and Responsibilities are clarified to indicate who is responsible for approving the technical aspects of a 
proposal (are they appropriate and sound given the proposed scope) and if the identified Investigator is appropriate for the work 
proposed.  The party responsible for this approval is leveraged the ultimate authority across the institution, therefore, further or 
duplicative reviews and approvals are not required.  This role and responsibility can also be developed to include an escalation
procedure (authority up to a certain level), and if the proposal exceeds that level, the approval moves up the responsibility chain.

Proposal Review 4 Roles and Responsibilities are developed to include an escalation procedure (authority up to a certain dollar threshold or 
agreement type), and if the proposal exceeds that level, the approval moves up the chain.

Proposal Review 5 Proposal approvals are captured via the proposal tracking system.

Proposal Review 7 The key review conducted by the Sponsored Project Administrator is localized to a review for accuracy and completeness, 
distinguished for the other reviews summarized previously.

Proposal Review 8 Sponsored Project Administrator reviews the budget to ensure it is aligned with HR-guidance or salary levels and other 
reasonable budget levels and ensure the budget justification and text aligns with the actual proposal budget.

Proposal Review 10 If a Sponsored Project Administrator has issues with the proposal, the record is routed back to the PI for updates.

Proposal Review 10 Depending on what has been updated or changed in the proposal record, the leadership may need to re-review and reapprove a 
proposal.

Proposal Review 13 System tracking will capture key proposal submission data points.
Proposal Review 14 Electronic and hard copies of proposal document (as appropriate) are retained in a specified location.

The following table outlines the major process changes (NSHE-wide) incorporated into the recommended process.
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The following table outlines the alternative process options that are not recommended for implementation.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Alternative Process: Justification for Non-

Recommendation

Proposal Review 5 Route proposals for review manually.

The proposed process incorporates a technology that includes 
workflow to route proposals as the best possible efficient and 
effective process, ensuring approvals are formally documented, 
easily routed and expedited through the process.

In the absence of a Pre-Award technology or system, which is 
not generally included in an HR or Finance system in the 
iNtegrate scope, Institutions can facilitate the routing, review 
and approval documentation of proposal manually, using a 
routing Sheet/Summary form and campus mail/delivery or 
email.

Proposal Review 6 Submit proposals to sponsors even if all required approvals 
have not been obtained.

In order to meet a sponsor defined proposal submission 
deadline, a proposal can submitted without having all 
institutional approvals in place.  In these cases, Sponsored 
Project Administrator retroactively ensures all approvals are in 
place but does not "hold-up" a proposal from submission.  

This alternative requires policy documentation to support the 
institution's course of action in case retroactive approval is not 
granted.

This alternative is not recommended as a best practice because 
if all required stakeholders have not had an opportunity to 
review and endorse a complete proposal, the Institution may be 
at risk for having to decline the funding opportunity if the 
proposal did contain commitments or clauses that are 
unacceptable to the institution.
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The following table outlines the policy change requirements necessary to facilitate the recommended process.

Policy Level: Policy Requirement 
Type: Policy Development/Addition/Change Requirement:

Institution Develop

Each Institution should draft and formalize a Proposal Review Policy that will outline key institutional requirements 
for proposal review and submission, based on the principle that proposal are submitted on behalf of the Institution, 
and not individual Investigators.

Incorporate an institutional requirement that all proposals must be finalized and obtain full approvals within a 
specified number of days (3-5)  to allow for full central Sponsored Projects Administration review in advance of the 
submission deadline.

Define what levels of change to a proposal record require a repeated leadership review and approval.  The 
recommendation is that this be any change in Scope of Work or a budget change of 25% of the original total or 
more (or a dollar threshold).

Establish institutional approval and signature authority and the recommendation is that this be leveraged to the 
appropriate Sponsored Project Administrator level.  Leadership approvals are granted during proposal review but a 
higher level institutional signature (and/or Investigator signature) should be included on the proposal only if required 
by the sponsor.



Draft & Confidential, Not for Distribution.

TECHNOLOGY REQUIREMENTS

Grants & Contracts BPR: Review & Submission

17

The following table lists the system technology requirements necessary to support the recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Technology Requirement:

Proposal Review 5 Capture and document the name and date of individuals reviewing and approving proposals within the technology system.
Proposal Review 5 Capture approval via an e-signature and unique log-in process.

Proposal Review 5
Workflow the proposal for review and approval to all required parties.  The individual required to approve a proposal is 
automatically identified based on proposal attributes and system set-up.  Assuming the proposal record is finalized, approvals 
can take place concurrently.

Proposal Review 6 Allow record to move forward until all approvals have been submitted.
Proposal Review 12 Submit proposal directly to grants.gov (system-to-system functionality).

Proposal Review 13 Track the submission details for all proposals (automatically or based on manual data entry for non-system to system records).  
System will also track a complete version of the proposal documents.

Note:  This technology requirement is generally NOT part of an HR or 
Finance system, and therefore these technology requirements are likely out 
of scope for the iNtegrate 2 technology selection effort.
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The following table lists the reporting requirements and data points that must be captured to support the 
recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title: Reporting Requirement: Data Points/Metrics:

Proposal Review Proposal Approval Details

• Proposal Record
• Institutional Approver
• Approval Date
• Reapproval Details
• First Pass Yield Calculation
• Central Review Cycle Time
• Days Submitted in Advance of Deadline

Proposal Review Proposal Volume Reports
• Typically also incorporated into an institutional annual report)

• Sponsor
• Investigator
• Department/Unit
• Institution
• Proposal Amount
• Submission date
• Central Receipt Date
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• The Contract Administrator drafts an initial agreement when a request is made by the sponsor and the 
Investigator has completed the corresponding proposal record.  This draft agreement incorporates the proposal 
details and utilizes an institutional template with standard Terms and Conditions.

• Contract Administrator logs the draft agreement and its status into the Contract Log and sends the draft 
agreement to the sponsor for review.

• Alternatively, a sponsor sends the institution a draft agreement for review, which is logged into the system, and 
the Contract Administrator reviews this draft against the proposal and institutionally acceptable terms.

• The sponsor and institution negotiate terms and conditions of the agreement.  As needed, the negotiations are 
escalated to other institutional representative, such as the General Counsel.

• If a term impacts the technical proposal or scope of work, the Contract Administrator reviews this impact with 
the Investigator and verifies that it is acceptable. 

• When the sponsor and institution have come to an agreement, the Authorized official formally accepts the terms 
and signs the agreement, as does the sponsor.

• Throughout this process, the Contract Administrator updates the Contract Tracking Log with the agreement 
status and details of the negotiation process.

Award or Contract Negotiation is the sub-process in which a contract  is either drafted or received from the sponsor, 
reviewed by the Institution and negotiated between the NSHE Institution and the sponsoring agency.
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Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Explanation and Change Justification:

Negotiation 3 Standard NSHE templates are developed to support agreements, including acceptable terms and conditions clauses.

Negotiation 3 The agreement incorporates the required elements coming out of the proposal process, therefore requiring a proposal record be 
created with the necessary elements (including required approvals) prior to the drafting of an agreement.

Negotiation 4 A tracking log captures the key data points and workflow status for all draft agreements.

Negotiation 6
When the original agreement is drafted by the sponsor, Contract Administrator reviews the draft agreement against the proposal 
record, ensuring the proposal incorporates the elements of the agreement.  A proposal record is required with the necessary 
elements (including required approvals) prior to the review of a sponsor-drafted agreement.

Negotiation 8 Roles and Responsibilities are defined to outline when the Contract Administrator may need to collaborate with other institutional 
representatives, such as the General Counsel and other leadership, when negotiating contract terms.

Negotiation 10 As negotiations take place between the institution and the sponsor, if a change impacts the Investigator (such as the SOW, 
reporting requirements, etc.) the change is validated to ensure the Investigator can accept the terms.

Negotiation 12 Roles and Responsibilities are defined to outline when additional approval and signatures are required to fully execute a 
sponsored contract, considering dollar threshold, terms and conditions, institutional impact, etc.

The following table outlines the major process changes (NSHE-wide) incorporated into the recommended process.
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The following table outlines the policy change requirements necessary to facilitate the recommended process.

Policy Level: Policy Requirement 
Type: Policy Development/Addition/Change Requirement:

Institution Change/Develop

Institutional policy should specifically define the roles and responsibilities for individuals who can enter into a binding 
agreement with the institution.  

This policy can include escalation requirements (such as dollar or timing threshold, agreement type (i.e. Fixed 
Price), and if an agreement exceeds the threshold, the required signature is escalated.
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The following table lists the system technology requirements necessary to support the recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Technology Requirement:

Negotiation 5 Track the status details for all agreements (date received, draft status, date sent) to allow easy reporting and measurement of 
cycle times.

Negotiation 5 Make status updates widely available across the institution so that other stakeholders (primarily Investigators) can monitor and 
track the status of agreements between parties.

Note:  This technology requirement is generally NOT part of an HR or 
Finance system, and therefore these technology requirements are likely out 
of scope for the iNtegrate 2 technology selection.
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The following table lists the reporting requirements and data points that must be captured to support the 
recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title: Reporting Requirement: Data Points/Metrics:

Negotiation Contract Status Details

• Contract Record
• Status
• Date Received
• Signatures Required
• Update Notes

Negotiation Contract Volume Reports

• Sponsor
• Investigator
• Department/Unit
• Institution
• Contract Amount
• Execution Date
• Central Receipt Date
• Execution Cycle Time
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• The award document is received by the institution, scanned for electronic retention and distributed to the 
relevant stakeholders.  

• Sponsored Project Administration reviews the award document against the original proposal record and 
determines if further follow-up is necessary with the Investigator (or his or her representative) in order to proceed 
with the set-up process.  As needed, the Investigator provides input into the budget, timeframe, scope of work, 
etc.

• Based on an award “summary,” the financial system account is created/updated and notice of the financial 
account number and set-up is distributed to the Investigator; spending can begin.

• When an award involves Cost Share, commitments are finalized and tracked.
• For all new awards, special terms and conditions impacting the management of the award are identified and 

flagged in the system and the Investigator is alerted to these terms.
• An award file (electronic and hard copy) is generated.

Award Set-Up is the sub-process in which a finalized award document (formal Notice of Grant Award, informal letter 
of support, fully executed contract, amendment, etc.) is translated and established as an account within the financial 
system.
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Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Explanation and Change Justification:

Award Set-Up 1 All award notices are received at a single central point (by NSHE institution), and if inadvertently sent to the non-designated point, 
it should be forwarded to the designated point of receipt.

Award Set-Up 2
Immediately upon receipt, all award documents are logged into a tracking system.  Though likely not a component of an HR or 
Finance system, it is recommended that tracking the receipt of an award document be completed within a system or database, as
opposed to a shadow spreadsheet, to the greatest extent possible.

Award Set-Up 3 Immediately upon receipt, all award documents are scanned for retention (to protect against loss) and electronically distributed to 
the Investigator as a courtesy notification/alert.

Award Set-Up 3

This distribution includes a "cover letter" highlighting the actions required of the Investigator at this point, specifically noting that if 
the budget was reduced and the Investigator wishes to incorporate the reduction in specific cost areas of the budget, the 
Investigator must provide this data back to the Sponsored Projects Administrator within a defined set of time (e.g. 3 business 
days).

Award Set-Up 4

Investigators are responsible for reviewing all award documents and understanding the core content and information the 
documents contain.  If follow-up action, such as requesting a subaward or updating a non-significant budget change is required, 
the Investigator is responsible for initiating action to ensure the process moves forward.  The "Cover Letter" distributed with the 
award document outlines the Investigator actions.

Award Set-Up 6

An award "summary" is generated based on the information contained in the proposal "record" and the award documents.  Ideally, 
this is an automated summary generated based on an electronic system, however outside of a Pre-Award System, this may be a 
manual process or vary from institution to institution.  Even if auto-generated, this step is performed by an individual who has 
thorough knowledge of and award document, but the responsibility for identifying the key details is fully leveraged to this role.

Award Set-Up 7

Awards that vary from the proposal with a "significant" (>10%) budget variance, timeline reduction/change, change in scope of 
work, or when the sponsor requires updated proposal elements, require specific Investigator validation.  In other circumstances, 
the adjustment is automatically incorporated into the award set-up process by the Sponsored Projects Administrator.  A baseline 
set of general guidance principles and Roles and Responsibilities, such as those listed above, is determined to guide the 
Investigator incorporation at set-up.  

Award Set-Up 7
Insignificant budget adjustments when the PI has not provided a specific revision by the requested time (within 3 business days of 
receipt) are applied to the proposal budget by the Sponsored Projects Administrator.  A recommended approach is to apply the 
adjustment across all cost categories evenly or to apply it to the supplies and indirect cost categories only.

The following table outlines the major process changes (NSHE-wide) incorporated into the recommended process.
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Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Explanation and Change Justification:

Award Set-Up 10 After coordination with the Investigator on the impact of a significant budget reduction, the new budget precedes the previous 
(proposal) budget line items.

Award Set-Up 11

An account is established within the financial system based on the details of the award summary provided to the person 
performing this task and the NSHE Chart of Account scheme.  The thorough training and documentation of this role is necessary, 
but then this documentation provides the full ground work needed to fully leverage this position and eliminate the duplicative 
review of the award set-up.  However, it is still recommended to use the HR/Finance systems for tracking elements consistently 
(which may involve duplicative tracking depending on implementation).

Award Set-Up 11 Budget entries are made in the financial system at the "Major" expenditure type level (i.e. salaries as opposed to Classified
Salaries, Student Salaries, Overtime, etc.)

Award Set-Up 11 This set-up takes place at the beginning of the process to expedite the true set-up within a system and allow the Investigator to 
begin spending as soon as possible.  

Award Set-Up 11 This set-up step also includes creating "events" to track the deliverable requirements for the award, due dates and responsible 
party.

Award Set-Up 12 Upon set-up, the Investigator is now notified that the award is available for spending.

Award Set-Up 14 Awards indicating cost share are reviewed upon award receipt to validate that the level of cost share is still accurate, and 
applicable.  For example, if an award budget is reduced, how does this impact the committed cost share?

Award Set-Up 16 Cost share commitments are tracked so that status of meeting commitment levels can be monitored.

Award Set-Up 20

An in-depth Terms & Conditions review, is specifically focused on new awards as opposed to continuations and amendments.  It 
is possible that terms are changed in amendments, however these are typically called out as changes and would be noted in Step 
5 and drive any other necessary follow-up and inclusion in the in-depth review as necessary.  This impacts the capacity of the 
sponsored projects administration team and allows them to focus on the atypical circumstances impacting awards.

Award Set-Up 20 Terms and Conditions significantly impacting the execution of the project are flagged within the system.  Such terms include 
carryover limitations, budget restrictions, effort restrictions, FFATA applicability, ARRA applicability, etc.

Award Set-Up 21
Investigators are responsible for reviewing all unique/special terms and conditions called out for an award and understanding the 
core meaning and impact of these terms.  The investigators should be generally familiar with the terms by this point, but this is a 
critical confirmation step.

The following table outlines the major process changes (NSHE-wide) incorporated into the recommended process.
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The following table outlines the alternative process options that are not recommended for implementation.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Alternative Process: Justification for Non-

Recommendation

Award Set-Up 7 Require PI input and approval for all budget changes 
(regardless of dollar amount).

This represents a more conservative approach to the review 
and set-up of budgets varying from original proposed levels.  

In addition, in the current circumstances, this step may not have 
a significant impact on workflow and processing times. 
However, as volumes grow and priorities change within growing 
organizations, this may not be the case indefinitely.

This option can cause bottlenecks and process “holds” within 
the award set-up process, impacting process efficiency.

In either circumstance, policy/procedure must be drafted to 
clearly communicate the definition, and training and change 
management will be necessary to facilitate the execution of this 
process.

Award Set-Up 11 Track all cost share commitments within the financial system, 
via companion accounts.

This is not necessarily a non-recommendation, but a key 
implementation point within the chart of accounts.

A companion account is a unique chart string separately 
budgeted for and funded and all costs associated with cost 
share for a specific sponsored award are posted to this chart 
string which is funded by the funds intended to cover the cost 
share. (Per the CoA redesign recommendation, this includes a 
common Project ID and in combination with different funds.)

This DOES NOT apply to one sponsored award cost sharing 
another.
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The following table outlines the policy change requirements necessary to facilitate the recommended process.

Policy Level: Policy Requirement 
Type: Policy Development/Addition/Change Requirement:

NSHE Change NSHE should formalize record retention requirements for a variety of document types.  For grants and contracts, a 
designated "owner" and location should be established for the retention of award documents.
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Implementation Challenge Area: Single point of receipt for all award documents
• During the Award Set-Up workshop, the Desert Research Institute indicated that the current practice involves all award documents (primarily Notice of 

Award documents) are sent from to the sponsor to the various Business Managers responsible for the PI’s Division.
• Given the organizational structure of this institution and the functional role of the Business Managers, this current model enables the Business 

Managers to begin processing award documents right away.
• For more efficient award management, the recommendation is that all awards are received by a single point to process the initial document, enter it into 

applicable systems and generate an electronic copy of the award.  Business Managers  still play a role in review and follow-up once awards are 
distributed (immediately upon receipt) and the steps of the Sponsored Project Administrator are not dependent upon being the point of initial receipt.

Recommended Process References

Institution: Current Process:

West Coast Public 
Research University

• The university has a strong, decentralized organizational model to support research administration with high levels of dedicated research 
administration operations and support within 11 academic/research units.

• Award Notices are received in the central Sponsored Projects Office.
• Award notices are forwarded to the Principal Investigator and Extramural Funds Accounting Office who uses copies of the document to set-up 

the award in the financial system.

Midwestern Public 
Research University

• An award notice is normally sent to Research and Sponsored Programs (single, central office) as the authorized university office to receive 
and accept award notices on behalf of the university. 

• If a Principal Investigator receives an NGA directly, he or she should forward it to RSP for review, negotiation, acceptance and award setup.

Southwestern Public 
Research University

• The university organizational structure also has a highly leveraged college/unit research support structure and process not unlike DRI’s 
current award set-up process.

• When an award is granted, the college/unit research center will receive a complete copy of the award document from the central Office of 
Grants and Contracts. 

• If the PI receives the original award document directly from the funding agency, it must be delivered immediately to the central Office of 
Grants and Contracts.

Some recommended process changes may be particularly challenging during the implementation phases or were 
highly questioned and/or discussed during the workshops.  
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Some recommended process changes may be particularly challenging during the implementation phases or were 
highly questioned and/or discussed during the workshops.  

Implementation Challenge Area: Requiring updated budgets only when “significant” or Investigator-driven
• The concept that a new and updated budget will not always be required from the PI unless it exceeds a change threshold was a strong point of 

discussion as many central sponsored project administration offices do not feel empowered to make budgetary changes without Investigator direction 
and approval.

• Small administrative changes (such as financial reporting requirements), minimal reductions in funds, shifting in time frame (as opposed to a reduction) 
do not largely impact the overall direction of the sponsored award, and therefore pausing the set-up process to go back to the PI for 
confirmation/direction regarding this change is often an unnecessary “bottleneck” in the Award Set-Up process.

• When the sponsor allows for spending flexibility outside the awarded budget categories, the budget established in the system is not an overly critical 
data point.  For small dollar amounts, establishing standard guidance on how budget adjustments or reductions will be applied can save time and avoid 
“pauses” in the process.

• To allow the Investigator the opportunity to incorporate an adjustment into the account set-up, an initial distribution "cover letter" and award notice will 
alert the PI that if they wish to deviate from the standard practice, an updated budget must be provided back to Sponsored projects Administration in a 
set number of days (3).

• This letter should contain appropriate wording, emphasizing that this process is intended to expedite the Award Set-Up process and require direct 
Investigator involvement only when necessary.  
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Some recommended process changes may be particularly challenging during the implementation phases or were 
highly questioned and/or discussed during the workshops.  

Implementation Challenge Area: Requiring updated budgets only when “significant” or Investigator-driven

Recommended Process References

Institution: Current Process:

West Coast Public 
Research University

• The Sponsored Projects Office forwards a copy of the approved award document, original budget and summary of the award to the Principal 
Investigator (PI) and the department. 

• The unit responsible for setting up the award will wait 48 hours from receipt of the award document and in this period the department has the 
opportunity to amend and advise the unit (by e-mail) of any budget changes. 

• After the 48 hours have elapsed or the set-up unit has received notification from the department, whichever is earlier, the will be set-up in the 
financial system. 

Northwestern Public 
Research University

• If an award notice is received where funding is cut by 25% of the original proposed budget, or more the central Sponsored Projects Services 
office works directly with the Investigator and Department to develop a revised budget.

• If the award is reduced by less than 25%, the total reduction is applied equally across all cost categories, unless a specific, alternative budget 
is received from the sponsor.

East Coast School of Public 
Health

• If the award is cut, the school will set up an account within 10 business days of receipt of the award document with a unilateral cut to 
expenditure codes including subcontractors if no new information is received from the department. 

• If revised budget information is received from the department within these time frames, Harvard will set up the award based on departmental 
information. 
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The following table lists the system technology requirements necessary to support the recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Technology Requirement:

Award Set-Up 11
Sponsored awards should be easily identifiable within the chart of accounts and have an associated logic.  Further, the flags and 
other system indicators addressed throughout this process should be available for use to the sponsored projects administration 
function.

Award Set-Up 13 Flag award requiring cost share (voluntary committed or mandatory) within the system.
Award Set-Up 20 Allow for unique and critical Terms and Conditions to be documented within the system award record.

Award Set-Up 20 Allow Terms and Conditions flags to be accessible/viewable by multiple stakeholders within the institution with access to that 
award record.



Draft & Confidential, Not for Distribution.

REPORTING AND DATA REQUIREMENTS

Grants & Contracts BPR: Award Set-Up

35

The following table lists the reporting requirements and data points that must be captured to support the 
recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title: Reporting Requirement: Data Points/Metrics:

Award Set-Up Award volume metrics and data (typically also incorporated into an 
institutional annual report)

• Sponsor
• Investigator
• Department/Unit
• Institution
• Award Amount
• Date Received
• Start Date
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• An Investigator identifies an expense necessary to conduct a project and in line with all required award terms 
and conditions and the Sponsored Project Administrator tracks these incurred costs.

• High-risk purchases receive an added level of review by the Sponsored Project Administration to ensure 
allowability, allocability and appropriate justification for the purchase is in place.  If further follow-up with the 
Investigator is necessary, Sponsored Project Administrators coordinate directly with the Investigator for 
additional details.

• Invoices for expenditures are received, paid and posted to the financial system. Sponsored Project 
Administration works with the Investigator to ensure all transactions post properly.  If not, a Cost Transfer 
corrects the posting.

• Subaward invoices receive an added review by the Sponsored Project Administrator who ensures the subaward 
invoice is in line with the terms of the subaward agreement and provides correct charging instructions.  The 
Investigator reviews and approves subaward invoices in order to ensure the costs and amounts invoices are in 
line with the work performed to date.

• Sponsored Project Administration runs regular “exception reports” to identify areas for further follow-up and 
review, such as overdrafts (expenditure > budget) and Annual Reviews (regular, in-depth review and 
reconciliation of sponsored projects).

• Investigators review their full sponsored project portfolio at least quarterly to understand status and identify 
necessary adjustments and changes.

Expenditure monitoring is the process by which day to day sponsored project administration activity and spending is 
monitored for compliance.
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Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Explanation and Change Justification:

Expenditure Monitoring 2 All expenditures incurred by the Investigator in support of the project are tracked, along with all supporting documentation, by 
the project

Expenditure Monitoring 3
Only those expenditures defined as High Risk are reviewed for allowability and appropriate charging by an individual NOT 
assisting the Investigator in the procurement process.  This review ensures that resources are dedicated where the greatest 
benefit can be achieved.

Expenditure Monitoring 4

In addition to an institutional allowability review, expenditures may require sponsor approval such as subcontracts, equipment, 
foreign travel, or other items depending on sponsor terms require expanded approval action before purchase.  It is the 
responsibility of the Investigator to understand what purchases require advance approval from the sponsor and solicit assistance
from the Sponsored Project Administration, as needed.  During this step, Sponsored Project Administration facilitates the 
sponsor approval process, as needed.

Expenditure Monitoring 9

Invoice approval by Sponsored Project Administration for sponsored projects-specific elements (allowability, charging 
instructions) are only required for subaward invoices.  It is recommended that Sponsored Project Administration serve as the 
first review (prior to the Investigator) to facilitate invoice review and processing at a single point (as opposed to across the
Institution) and resolving invoice issues (dates of service, duplicate invoicing, improper accounting) prior to Investigator review.

Expenditure Monitoring 10 Invoice-specific  approval by Investigator is only required for subaward invoices, to ensure subrecipient technical progress, 
assuming the information provided by the Investigator at the initiation of the purchase still apply.

Expenditure Monitoring 11 Invoices for payment are entered at a single point within the system to eliminate the forwarding of paper documents.

Expenditure Monitoring 14 On a monthly basis, Sponsored Projects Administration reviews expenses posted against a sponsored project to verify the 
charge posted as anticipated and to proactively identify any adjustments needed.

Expenditure Monitoring 17

Annual Reviews are a process by which a sponsored project is reviewed in its entirety for appropriate spending, compliance with 
Terms and Conditions, effort requirements, etc.  This alleviates the pressure of a monthly or more regular award review -
typically by central staff - but allows for the "temperature" of a project to be taken on an often enough basis so that the course 
can be adjusted as needed.  These reviews typically take place on the "anniversary” of an award date and are directed at those 
awards that do not require other “high-touch" processes such as invoicing, reporting, etc. during the year.

Expenditure Monitoring 20
Investigators review their entire award portfolio, budget status, projections and other award elements at least quarterly with a
supporting individual.  Depending on the organizational structure, the supporting individual may not be the Sponsored Project 
Administrator.  Rather, the Investigator would serve in this role and conduct "self-monitoring."

The following table outlines the major process changes (NSHE-wide) incorporated into the recommended process.
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The following table outlines the alternative process options that are not recommended for implementation.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Alternative Process: Justification for Non-

Recommendation

Expenditure Monitoring 3 Review purchases for allowability, allocability, etc. prior to 
posting the charge (after the purchase has been made). 

Conducting a pre-review ensures the institution does not 
purchase an item on funds that cannot be used to pay for the 
item/service.  It may be easier to obtain approval after the 
expense has been incurred, but this would have increased cost 
risk as alternative funds to cover the cost of the purchase, if 
determined to be allowable, must be identified.

Expenditure Monitoring 3 Expand the pre-review by Sponsored Projects Administration to 
include labor costs and hiring actions.  

The hiring process and position control should ensure funding is 
available and appropriate for the hire (including sponsored 
project accounts). If the project’s personnel budget is 
appropriately designed, reviewed and approved at the proposal 
stage, a review for allowability by Sponsored Projects 
Administration prior to hiring does not represent a significant 
risk mitigation step and would take unnecessary time and effort.

Expenditure Monitoring 3
Expand the definition of “high-risk transaction” to include typical 
indirect expenditure types (e.g. Memberships, Office Supplies, 
etc.).  

Given that ultimate responsibility for award fiscal and technical 
management lies with the Investigator, only allowable 
expenditures should be incurred and charged to an award.  The 
Investigator's understanding of award requirements and the role 
are critical to efficient and effective procurement processes and 
therefore a central review of typically indirect expenditure types 
would not represent a  significant risk mitigation step.
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Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Alternative Process: Justification for Non-

Recommendation

Expenditure Monitoring 11
Set a budget lock-out (by line item/expenditure type or at award 
level) that prevents any payment or posting in a category or on 
an award that is either overspent or not established.  

This level of automated monitoring and system "lock-out" is 
extremely tight and often proves more inefficient, given flexibility 
with spending and rebudgeting allowed for by sponsors.  
Further, when awards are set-up At-Risk or additional funding is 
expected, this level of control can cause disruptions in the 
award progress, as expenditures are going to be disallowed 
when they truly are appropriate.  The other suggested methods 
of overdraft monitoring provide opportunities to mitigate this risk 
without the inconvenience.

Expenditure Monitoring 17 Conduct “Annual Reviews" on a more frequent basis (6-
months).  

There is not necessarily an added benefit to a more frequent 
comprehensive Annual Review.  Other processes are 
recommended to ensure awards are monitored at critical 
junctures:  overdraft monitoring, high-risk expenditure review, 
etc.  If the sponsor requires more frequent events (financial 
reporting and invoicing), the sponsor-driven event process will 
drive a more frequent in-depth review.

The following table outlines the alternative process options that are not recommended for implementation.



Draft & Confidential, Not for Distribution.

POLICY CHANGE REQUIREMENTS

Grants & Contracts BPR: Expenditure Monitoring

41

The following table outlines the policy change requirements necessary to facilitate the recommended process.

Policy Level: Policy Requirement 
Type: Policy Development/Addition/Change Requirement:

Institution New

Institutions should develop policy outlining what type of non-labor expenditures are deemed "high-risk" and require 
review and approval prior to procurement.  This definition and policy may be established by each institution or at the 
System-level.  Recommendations for High-Risk expenditures can include service contracts in excess of $25,000
and computer equipment.

It is important to note that all changes or additions to policy require a Change Management component requiring 
communication, training and understanding by those impacted by the policy.
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The following table lists the system technology requirements necessary to support the recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Technology Requirement:

Expenditure Monitoring 3 Establish approval queues within the procurement system requiring a set level of approvals by roles based on attributes of the 
purchase (Account Code, Expenditure Type and/or Dollar Value).

Expenditure Monitoring 3 Document the  approval via procurement queues (name, date, comments).
Expenditure Monitoring 3 Allow for approval queues to be established, systematically, at the institutional level and at the System level.

Expenditure Monitoring 8 Facilitate the review and approval of subaward invoices through a system approval queue identifying subaward invoices via 
Account Code, Expenditure Type.

Expenditure Monitoring 10 Facilitate the review and approval of subaward invoices through a system approval queue identifying subaward invoices via 
Account Code, owning department, Investigator, etc.

Expenditure Monitoring 9 Allow subaward invoices to post to individual accounts easily identifying payments up to $25,000 and in excess of $25,000 for a 
given subaward.

Expenditure Monitoring 9 Document the approval of individual reviewing for appropriate charging within the invoice approval system (validate electronic 
approval).

Expenditure Monitoring 10 Document the approval of individual reviewing for adequate work performed within the invoice approval system (validate 
electronic approval).

Expenditure Monitoring 11 Allow for the spending "cap" or lock-out to be turned "on" or "off" on an award by award basis.  
Expenditure Monitoring 16 Track "Due Dates" for monitoring events, such as Annual Reviews.
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The following table lists the reporting requirements and data points that must be captured to support the 
recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title: Reporting Requirement: Data Points/Metrics:

Expenditure Monitoring Subrecipient Monitoring

• Sponsor
• Investigator
• Department/Unit
• Subrecipient Name
• Award Number
• Expenditures
• Start Date
• End Date
• Budget

Expenditure Monitoring

Responsibility Portfolio Status Reports
• A set of detailed transaction and general status reports for which the 

Sponsored Project Administrator is responsible (based on system 
set-up and access)

• On-Demand
• Available to a variety of stakeholders

• Charges posted within the month
• Budget versus Expenditures
• Budget versus Expenditures and Encumbrances

Expenditure Monitoring
Overdraft Monitoring
• On-Demand
• Available to a variety of stakeholders

• Overdraft Dollar Amounts by Investigator/Unit/Institution
• Count of Overdraft Accounts by Investigator/Unit/Institution
• Aged Accounts in Overdraft Status
• Projected Overdraft Date

Expenditure Monitoring

Investigator Portfolio
• A set of detailed transaction and general status reports for 

Investigator’s awards
• On-Demand

• Charges posted within the month
• Budget versus Expenditures
• Budget versus Expenditures and Encumbrances
• Current Spending Projections
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• The need for a transfer can be identified by any number of parties, however, the process is ultimately initiated by 
the Investigator who confirms the transfer requirement.

• Sponsored Projects Administration gathers all necessary supporting information and enters the transfer details 
into the Labor and Non-Labor system (depending on transfer type).

• When a Labor Cost Transfer is entered, it is focused on salary and the corresponding levels of fringe are auto-
calculated, as are indirect costs for Labor and Non-Labor transfers.

• A defined “approval queue” will route the transfer to the necessary approving parties based on transfer attributes.
• Late or High-Risk transfers require additional supporting documentation and justification and a formal Investigator 

approval/acknowledgement.
• Sponsored Projects Administration reviews high-risk and late transfers for allowability, allocability and to validate 

the level of justification is adequate.  The Investigator provides additional context and details as needed.
• When a transfer is disapproved by Sponsored Projects Administration, an explanation is provided and the transfer 

can either be updated or deleted within the system.
• When approved, the transfer will be allowed to post to the financial and payroll systems, as applicable.
• If the transfer impacts Previously Certified Effort, an updated effort report will be generated and certified.
• Records related to the transfer will be retained according to policy.

A Cost Transfer is the process by which a charge is moved on to or off-of a sponsored project, for an expenditure 
that has already posted, regardless of the other type of account involved.  (This excludes the reclassification of an 
expenses within cost categories
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Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Explanation and Change Justification:

Cost Transfers 1
As the Investigator has overall technical and fiscal authority for award management, all Cost Transfers must "originate" with the 
Investigator.  Even if a Cost Transfer is processed to account for a data entry error by an Administrator, the Investigator should 
understand the circumstances and drive the correction.

Cost Transfers 2 All Cost Transfers require some minimal level of documentation.

Cost Transfers 3 All Cost Transfers (Labor and Non-Labor) are entered into the system by originating department/unit, and therefore the flow of 
paper forms or requests across the institution to a data entry point is not required.

Cost Transfers 3 All Cost Transfer reviews and approvals are facilitated by a systematic approval queue workflowing the transaction for approval 
and capturing and documenting approval data.

Cost Transfers 3

The definition of queues (outside of Grants and Contracts) are also determined and layered with the Grant and Contract 
approval queues.  It is recommended, across the board, that the level of review and approval required for transfers balance risk 
mitigation with efficiency.  Therefore, a Controller's office review of all transfers, regardless of dollar amount or timeliness, is not 
recommended and is only required for the high-risk transfers based on other non-grant criteria (dollar threshold, expenditure 
type, fund type).

Cost Transfers 8 A consistent system-based form is used to gather the justification for the late or high-risk cost transfers requested.

Cost Transfers 9 Investigator's formal review, approval and sign-off is required only on high-risk cost transfers, as the full approval/authorization 
for all other transactions should be informally tracked via initiation in Step 2.

Cost Transfers 10

The Sponsored Projects Administration review of high-risk transfers includes a review for allowability, allocability, appropriate 
documentation, and other review necessary to mitigate the high level of risk (such as Previously Certified Effort).  This review
also includes verifying the funds are available to cover the transfer.  If follow-up action, such as sponsor approval, is required, 
the Sponsored Projects Administrator facilitates this process.

Cost Transfers 18 Previously Certified Effort is a recommended "high-risk" transfer and therefore all concerns related to Previously Certified Effort 
are vetted and resolved in Step 10.

Cost Transfers 19 All effort reports are based on the posted payroll distribution, therefore updating the posting of payroll is required in order to 
generate and certify an updated effort report in which the effort reporting process will be triggered.

The following table outlines the major process changes (NSHE-wide) incorporated into the recommended process.
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The following table outlines the alternative process options that are not recommended for implementation.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Alternative Process: Justification for Non-

Recommendation

Cost Transfers 9 Require systemic Investigator approval for all Cost Transfers.  

The risk-benefit analysis of Investigator approval for ALL 
transfers does not necessarily mitigate great risk, as the late 
cost transfers represent a large percentage of the transactions 
with a risk of non-compliance.  

Cost transfers are a regular transaction in grants management 
and Investigators must "initiate" all transfers and approval is 
assumed through this process.  The level of inconvenience and 
inefficiency requiring Investigator sign-off for all cost transfers 
will require a significant change management effort and not 
balance risk with efficiency.

Cost Transfers 9
Require leadership approval for all high-risk transfers.  For 
example, Deans, Department Chairs, VP Research can review 
and approve these transactions.  

The specific role of these individuals in the approval process is 
not related to the actual transaction but an oversight role so that 
elevated numbers of high risk transactions are noted and 
monitored by leadership.  

If the purpose of escalated reviews is mitigation of high-risk 
transactions, this review should be accomplished via leadership 
monitoring and follow-up via reports, as opposed to 
transactional approval.
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The following table outlines the policy change requirements necessary to facilitate the recommended process.

Policy Level: Policy Requirement 
Type: Policy Development/Addition/Change Requirement:

Institution New

Institution policy should require an extra level of oversight/review for high-risk cost transfers.  High-risk cost transfer 
should be defined within the policy and the recommendation is that this include "late" transfers, transfers impacting 
Previously Certified Effort, high dollar transfers ($5,000+) and transactions requested within the 3 months of Award 
End Date.  The definition of "late" is recommended to be 90 days from the month end close of the original 
transaction posting.

NSHE Change
Consistent NSHE policies and practices should be developed outlining roles and responsibilities for hard copy and 
electronic copy records retention, specifically as it relates to sponsored projects.
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Some recommended process changes may be particularly challenging during the implementation phases or were 
highly questioned and/or discussed during the workshops.  

Implementation Challenge Area: Review only high-risk cost transfers for award compliance, allowability, 
budget, etc.

• During the Cost Transfer discussion, there was concern voiced by individuals currently serving in Sponsored Projects Administration roles regarding the 
recommendation that formally documented Investigator approval is only required for high-risk cost transfers.

• As the Investigator is responsible for the award and all related activity, the concerns voiced were that the Investigator not only had to know about all 
transactions related to the award, but the acknowledgment should be formally documented.

• The recommended practice is to centrally review only high-risk transactions within the system to minimize the time and effort required of Sponsored 
Projects Administration review.  

• The defined roles and responsibilities of Investigator include responsibility for ensuring allowability and fiscally managing the award, therefore, the 
Investigator should indirectly be aware of all account activity.  However, the recommended processes rely upon a support infrastructure in place at 
NSHE institutions to ensure Investigator’s spend as much time focusing on the technical aspects as possible.

• Implementing an overly administrative process for processing cost transfer transactions will negatively impact the Investigator, especially for small dollar 
transactions resulting from data entry errors.
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Some recommended process changes may be particularly challenging during the implementation phases or were 
highly questioned and/or discussed during the workshops.  

Implementation Challenge Area: Review only high-risk cost transfers for award compliance, allowability, 
budget, etc.

Recommended Process References

Institution: Current Process:

West Coast Public 
Research University

• Cost transfers prepared within 120 days of the original posting date are automatically processed and will appear in the G/L the next day
• Cost transfers over 120 days and/or >90 days after award expiration date are routed to central post-award unit for further review and approval
• If the transaction is moving an expense from a sponsored award to an unrestricted fund it will automatically be processed without review, 

regardless of timing.

West Coast Public 
Research University

• Cost transfers require central review and approval when they meet the following conditions:
• The original transaction date occurred outside the project period of the fund receiving the expense.
• The transfer is to or from an NIH award and the original transaction date occurred three or more months ago.
• The transfer is to or from a non-NIH federal award and the original transaction date occurred four or more months ago.
• The transferred cost is to a federal fund within the last 30 days of the originating award.
• The cost is being transferred to a federal fund and was previously moved as an expense transfer.
• The cost is being transferred to a sponsored fund that is in an overdraft condition (includes federal flow-through funds).
• The cost is being transferred from any fund in an overdraft condition to a federal fund.
• The cost transfer has an unallowable account code (E or error code) for a federal fund.

Southern Public Research 
University

• Sponsored Projects Accounting must approve any cost transfer request greater than 90 days. 
• All transfers (including non-sponsored transactions) are processes within the General Ledger by central accounting.
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The following table lists the system technology requirements necessary to support the recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Technology Requirement:

Cost Transfers 3
Establish approval queues for cost transfer transactions assigning each transaction to require a set number of required system 
approvals prior to posting.  Assign a transaction to an approval queue based on transaction attributes (Investigator, Account, 
Organization, Dates, Age) and assigned individual roles within the technology.

Cost Transfers 5

Labor Cost Transfers are entered and processed directly within the Payroll Module ensuring individual, pay period and dollar 
amounts are all fully identified.  Once entered into the payroll system, the dollar impact in the automatically pushed into the 
General Ledger updating the accounting.  it is critical that the financial system transactions match payroll system accounting. 
This synchronization ensures clean accounting and eliminates a lot of work to scrub data for financial reporting.  Two fully 
reconciled "systems of record" is a true best practice.

Cost Transfers 5 Allow labor transfers to be entered and processed by entering a percentage of payroll to be reallocated or by dollar amounts to 
be reallocated.

Cost Transfers 6 Calculate and transfer associated costs (fringe) based on original posting and the data entered for the transfer.

Cost Transfers 7 Financial/Payroll system identified high risk transactions based on dollar, account, original transaction and enter into an 
establish "high-risk" approval queue.

Cost Transfers 8 Allow the system to have a "form" to gather this information and incorporate an "attachment" ability for supporting 
documentation.

Cost Transfers 9 Allow the system to capture the Investigator's approval of the cost transfers.
Cost Transfers 14 System has functionality to enter some level of feedback/justification for when cost transfer transactions are rejected.

Cost Transfers 15 System allows cost transfers to be routed back to the original prepared for updating, if they do not pass review and approval for 
allowability.

Cost Transfers 16 System documents review and approval of cost transfer transactions.
Cost Transfers 20 The system should retain all electronic forms and documentation automatically.
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The following table lists the reporting requirements and data points that must be captured to support the 
recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title: Reporting Requirement: Data Points/Metrics:

Cost Transfers Cost Transfer Volume  Reporting

• Cost Transfers Dollar by Investigator/Unit/Institution
• Cost Transfers Volume (Transaction Count) by 

Investigator/Unit/Institution
• High-Risk Cost Transfers Dollar by Investigator/Unit/Institution
• High-Risk Cost Transfers Volume (Transaction Count) by 

Investigator/Unit/Institution
• High Risk Cost Transfer “First Pass Approval Yield“ by 

Investigator/Unit/Institution
• Cost Transfer Review and Approval Cycle Times by Research 

Administrator
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• After month-end close, a list of the sponsored awards requiring invoicing that month is generated out of the 
system based on how the award was initially set-up for billing.  Sponsored Projects Administration uses this list 
to manage workload and tasks for the month.  

• The Letter of Credit Draw process includes running a system based invoice process which calculates a draw 
amount and generates a system receivable for all awards included in a given LOC draw (by agency/draw).  This 
process is spot-checked for accuracy and the draw request is entered into the sponsor system.

• Non-LOC invoices that represent quarterly/monthly billings (highly frequent) on standard institutional templates 
are generated out of the system, verified and submitted.

• Non-LOC invoices that represent bi-annual/annual billings (highly frequent) or special billing requirements 
include a detailed reconciliation and review process prior to generating a system receivable, developing the non-
standard invoice or generating the invoice out of the system, and submitting the invoice to the sponsor.  This 
also includes a validation step with the Investigator. 

• Copies of all invoices are retained according to policy.
• Once the invoice process is complete, status of all required invoicing “events” is updated to Complete.

Sponsored project invoicing is the process by which sponsors are invoiced for projects according to terms and 
conditions and a system receivable is generated.
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Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Explanation and Change Justification:

Invoicing 1
Due to the linkage with cash flow and incoming funds, the invoicing process will be based on a monthly cycle, triggered by the 
close of a fiscal month.  Institutions should consider establishing billing frequencies within standard contract terms and 
conditions and billing all awards at least quarterly, even if billing minimums are not reached.

Invoicing 1 Letter of Credit draws (federal fund requests) can occur more frequently than monthly, and this frequency should be evaluated 
by each institution to ensure incoming funds are timed to appropriately maximize cash flow.

Invoicing 2 A monthly invoicing "to-do" list is generated automatically by the responsible party.

Invoicing 2 Invoices are generated only if the institutionally established Billing Minimum is reached.  Recommended Billing minimum is 
$100.00 unless a Final Invoice is being generated.

Invoicing 3 Different processes are utilized for LOC invoicing, "vanilla" paper invoicing and in-depth, detailed paper invoicing and these 
distinguishing factors are systemically tracked.

Invoicing 4 System calculation eliminates the need for a workbook/spreadsheet to calculate draw downs.  The system calculated amount is 
what is drawn, no manual "tweaks" outside of the system are applied to the draw amount.

Invoicing 5 System amounts are sampled to ensure proper calculation and spot checked for areas of potential issue.  It is a recommended 
practice to manually review (spot-check) the information automatically generated out of a system to ensure accuracy.

Invoicing 8
The step of "approving" the draw total within the system can be performed by the individual performing the full LOC billing 
process (assigned at a certain minimal level within the institution).  This approval does not need to be escalated to a higher 
level.

Invoicing 9
A draw action can apply to multiple awards and confirmation print-outs are retained by the Sponsored Projects Administration 
unit performing the draw.  Cash Receipt and application may take place elsewhere organizationally based on identifying 
characteristics, so this information would not be needed by that unit.

Invoicing 10 The "Special Considerations" that require "hands-on" invoicing include invoices reflecting detailed Cost Share, requiring detailed 
back-up, associated with technical deliverables, final billing events, etc.

Invoicing 11
Aside from the "Special Considerations" noted above, an invoice that is only due every six months or annually also goes through 
the "high-touch" reconciliation (the level of review associated with the Annual Review process) along with the billing process. Bi-
annual is infrequent enough to justify the same treatment.

Invoicing 12 All non-LOC invoicing involves pulling the award file and reviewing, at least at a high level, the award and the previous invoices.

The following table outlines the major process changes (NSHE-wide) incorporated into the recommended process.
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Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Explanation and Change Justification:

Invoicing 15

Invoices are reviewed at a high level (for idiosyncrasies/red flags) to process execution, as it is a recommended practice to
manually review (spot-check) the information automatically generated out of a system to ensure accuracy.  (For annual/bi-
annual reviews this high level review is replaced by detailed level review, which includes a detailed F&A reconciliation of the 
system application process.)

Invoicing 16

Detailed invoicing requirements, especially in unique circumstances, must be referenced and reviewed in the award files -
particularly in the Terms & Conditions  - as special requirements and unique circumstances (such as non-standard templates) 
are reviewed every time a new invoice is prepared.  (The basic requirements: format, timing, Billing Address, are identified and 
entered in the system at set-up.)

Invoicing 18
As noted for Process 11, this step can involve linkage with an Annual Review Process allowing the institution to conduct an in-
depth review for compliance and the "temperature" of an award.  Further, this may link into the closeout expenditure verification 
process prior to award closeout. 

Invoicing 18 A Reconciliation Template flags these issues and training on the requirements further supports the process.

Invoicing 20 Balances and the amount to be billed are confirmed with the Investigator on a regular basis (annually/bi-annually).  This 
confirmation focuses on connecting and verifying the amount to be billed.  

Invoicing 21 A system (or non-system, sponsor-specific) template allows individuals to populate fields on an invoice when special reviews or 
data points are required.  This step may also include utilizing a sponsor provided non-standard invoice template (i.e. Excel).

Invoicing 25 Copies of all invoices generated are retained in the award file (electronic and hard copy) after generation/mailing.

The following table outlines the major process changes (NSHE-wide) incorporated into the recommended process.
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The following table lists the system technology requirements necessary to support the recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Technology Requirement:

Invoicing 2 Requirements for billing events (timing, format) are tracked systematically by award, including billing minimum, destination,
invoicing format, etc.  Also, responsible parties can be linked back to events (via account number and portfolio).

Invoicing 4 System calculates draw down amounts by agency/award (based on set-up) by determining total expenditures to date (up to 
budget amounts) minus total cash on hand for the award.

Invoicing 6 LOC "process" generates dollar receivable for all awards under that process (by agency).
Invoicing 6 LOC "process" tracks individual expenditures as "billed" or "unbilled."
Invoicing 6 Allow for specific expenditures to be manually put "on-hold" and held back from receivables.
Invoicing 13 System generates a complete invoice in NSHE/Institutional format based on system data.

Invoicing 14 Billing process generates dollar receivable for all awards under that process.  Potential requirement includes allowing the 
"process" to be run by a batch depending on system set-up.

Invoicing 14 Billing process tracks individual expenditures as "billed" or "unbilled."
Invoicing 22 Allow the billing process to be run by an individual award, as opposed to a batch process.
Invoicing 25 System retains copies if invoices generated and "tags" them against specific account numbers.
Invoicing 26 Allow invoice events to be marked as complete for workload tracking purposes.
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The following table lists the reporting requirements and data points that must be captured to support the 
recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title: Reporting Requirement: Data Points/Metrics:

Invoicing
Invoicing “To-Do" Lists
• On-Demand
• Based on sign-on rights/portfolio

• Agency
• Account Number
• Unbilled Amount
• Format
• Frequency

Invoicing LOC Draw Down Amounts

• Agency
• Award 
• Total Draw Amount as of a given month-end close (Expenditures (up 

to budget) – Cash)

Invoicing Account Status Report

• Account Demographics
• Budget (Parent Code)
• Expenditure Roll-up (Parent Code)
• Encumbrances (Parent Code)
• Balance (Parent Code)

Invoicing Cost Share Report

• Cost Share Commitments (Budget)
• Cost Share Expenditure Roll-up (Parent Code)
• Cost Share Encumbrances (Parent Code)
• Cost Share Balance (Parent Code)

Invoicing Detailed Transactional Report • Account Demographics
• Expenditure Detail (Child Code)
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• Payments for all sponsored projects are sent to a single point within the institution for immediate identification 
and application based on payment identifiers and system receivables.

• If the payments cannot be identified, they are deposited into an Unapplied account and copies of the payments 
and used to identify the payments and correctly apply payment.

• On a frequent basis, the Unapplied account is reviewed to identify all unapplied payments.
• On a monthly basis, aged reports of all sponsored receivables are generated and reviewed by Sponsored 

Projects Administration to guide collection efforts.  Specific efforts (who to contact, how and by whom) are 
guided by the escalation process outlined in institutional policy.

• All collection efforts and progress are documented in the system for reporting and tracking.
• Leadership monitors accounts receivable on a regular basis.
• When an amount is deemed “uncollectible” and this is verified and approved by leadership, that receivable is 

written off against a receivable write-off account.

Cash management involves the application of funds to sponsored projects and the management of sponsored 
receivables and collections efforts.
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Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Explanation and Change Justification:

Cash Management 4
All payments are received centrally at a single point (Treasury Unit – which can also be Sponsored Projects Administration Unit) 
for immediate deposit.  If sponsors send checks to alternate, non-designated locations, all checks should be automatically 
forwarded to “Treasury Unit”, without delay.

Cash Management 6 Payments are applied against specific receivables, to facilitate aging, as opposed toward the oldest invoice of the total 
receivable amount.

Cash Management 7
All unidentifiable payments are automatically deposited into an unapplied account and information is provided back to parties to
review this account, identify potential payment/receivable matches and allocate funds.  (As opposed to holding checks prior to 
full deposit.)

Cash Management 7 An "Unapplied Account” is established for each institution to hold unidentifiable payments.

Cash Management 9
Aged Accounts Receivable balances are reviewed on a monthly basis and focus collection efforts accordingly once it is verified 
that funds have not been received and not identified. (Chronology will be impacted given the highly frequent review of the 
Unapplied Account versus the less frequent collections cycle.)

Cash Management 10 Unapplied account is reviewed on a daily/weekly basis to locate any potential sponsored project payments and ask follow-up 
questions accordingly.  Copies of checks can be verified via copies/scans.

Cash Management 14 An escalation procedure, including roles, responsibilities and communication methodologies for collections follow-up is 
established and incorporated into policy and procedure.

Cash Management 17 Research leadership, general counsel and other stakeholders are integrated into the collections process, including overlap with 
development officials.

Cash Management 19 Sponsored projects leadership has a staked role and interest in monitoring, reviewing and overseeing the sponsored projects 
accounts receivable process.

Cash Management 22
The process for writing off receivables, against the correct account codes and GL elements, is established to appropriately track 
sponsored project write-offs.  This process also includes establishing the appropriate level of documentation to support the 
write-off.

The following table outlines the major process changes (NSHE-wide) incorporated into the recommended process.
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The following table outlines the alternative process options that are not recommended for implementation.

Sub-Process 
Area:

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Alternative Process: Justification for Non-

Recommendation

Cash Management Cash Management 1 & 4

Payments (checks and wire transfers) can be directly 
received and applied by the Sponsored Projects 
Administration unit, as opposed to a separate Treasury 
Unit (Controller, Cashiers, etc.)

This is not a non-recommendation but a clarification of 
swimlanes and roles.  Ultimately, a single unit should 
be responsible for receiving and applying sponsored 
project payments in immediate, subsequent order.  The 
process should not involve one unit receiving 
payments, asking for guidance on the cash application 
instructions and then acting based on instructions.

The “lift” associated with this task should be 
minimalized as the information necessary to apply a 
payment should be on a check, or an easy report of 
outstanding receivables should make most payments 
identifiable.  

Further, even if a payment is not identified, the use of 
an unapplied account (or the expanded use of the 
current account) provides an alternative course of 
action for the unit.
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The following table outlines the policy change requirements necessary to facilitate the recommended process.

Policy Level: Policy Requirement 
Type: Policy Development/Addition/Change Requirement:

Institution New
Institutions should establish a Collections Policy that governs sponsored project collection efforts.  This policy 
should explicitly outline an escalation process for following up on outstanding payments, who should be involved , at 
what stage (age) of the receivable follow-up, timing, method, etc.

Institution New

Institutions should develop a policy to establish and manage an Accounts Receivable write-off account to cover 
sponsored projects receivables that have been deemed uncollectible after other collection efforts have failed. This 
involves determining a funding mechanism for the account (indirect recovery, other funds, etc.).  The policy should 
also outline institutional roles and responsibilities for managing and monitoring the write-off process, including who 
will be responsible for reviewing and approving the write-offs.
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The following table lists the system technology requirements necessary to support the recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Technology Requirement:

Cash Management 3
Allow institution’s central treasury units to easily (automatically) allocate and apply LOC draw payments to awards included in 
the draw calculation based on the system receivable (avoiding requesting allocation institutions from Sponsored Projects 
Administration at this point).

Cash Management 15 Allow for the entry to tracking and collections efforts into the technology tools.
Cash Management 15 Allow for document "attachment" along with collection effort tracking.
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The following table lists the reporting requirements and data points that must be captured to support the 
recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title: Reporting Requirement: Data Points/Metrics:

Cash Management
AR Aging Report
• On-Demand
• Based on System affiliation and sign-on identification

• Total amount outstanding by payment delinquent days
• By Investigator
• By Institution
• By Agency
• By Account
• By Research Administrator

Cash Management
Detailed AR Report
• On-Demand
• Based on System affiliation and sign-on identification

• Agency
• Account Number
• Investigator
• Invoice number
• Invoice Amount
• Invoice Date
• Days Outstanding

Cash Management Collection Efforts Report

• Above Data Points
• Action Taken
• Action Date
• Action Method
• Contact
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• After month-end close, a list of the sponsored awards requiring financial reporting that month is generated out of 
the system based on how the award was initially set-up for reporting.  Sponsored Projects Administration uses 
this list to manage workload and tasks for the month.  

• The quarterly Federal Financial Report (FFR) details are automatically reported out of the system (by 
agency/FFR) and verified by Sponsored Projects Administration.  The information will then be populated into the 
sponsor system, certified and submitted.

• Sponsored Projects Administration performs a detailed reconciliation and review process for other awards 
requiring reporting, including a review of cash, effort, cost share, expenditures, etc. This also includes a 
validation step with the Investigator. 

• The financial data is populated in the financial report in the sponsor-required (or institutional standard) format 
and submitted to the sponsor.

• Copies of all reports are retained according to policy.
• Once the reporting process is complete, status of all required reporting “events” is updated to Complete.

Financial reporting (often overlapping with invoicing) is the process by which institutions provide project financial, 
budget and expenditure details to sponsors according to terms and conditions.
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Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Explanation and Change Justification:

Financial Reporting 3 System calculations are sampled to ensure proper calculation and spot checked for areas of potential issue and spot checked 
against federal reporting forms.

Financial Reporting 6 With proper training and supervisory escalation, escalated review and approval is not necessary and not incorporated into the
standard process.  However, if a sponsor requires a higher-level review and sign-off this is incorporated.

Financial Reporting 7 A single retention location is established so that copies of reports and submission confirmation documents are retained 
according to records retention policy and procedure.

Financial Reporting 8 The reporting process is based on a monthly cycle, triggered by the close of a fiscal month.
Financial Reporting 9 A monthly reporting "to-do" list is generated automatically by responsible party.

Financial Reporting 10

Detailed reporting requirements, especially in unique circumstances, must be referenced and reviewed in the award files -
particularly in the Terms & Conditions - as special requirements and unique circumstances (such as non-standard templates) 
are reviewed every time a new report is prepared.  (The basic requirements: format, timing, submission method, are identified 
and entered in the system at set-up.)

Financial Reporting 12

This step is equivalent to an Annual Review Process allowing the institution to conduct an in-depth review for compliance and 
the "temperature" of an award.  Financial reconciliation includes a detailed review of budget, expenditures, indirect cost 
reconciliation, cash, etc. Indirect reconciliation is the identification of shortages/overages as a result of incorrect award set-up or 
use of an incorrect expenditure type.  Reconciliation includes the identification of any items that may require sponsor approval
(budget changes).  This step may also serve as the expenditure verification process prior to award closeout.  A full reconciliation 
(typically via an Excel workbook or other non-system tool) is conducted outside of the Financial System.

Financial Reporting 13
Prior to finalizing any financial reports, the total level of expenditures, and any other items, is verified and confirmed by the 
Investigator.  This step is critical as the Investigator has overall responsibility for fiscal award management and should be made 
award of reported expenditures (and unofficial "sign-off" is assumed).

Financial Reporting 15 When the reporting is required via a sponsor-specific template, templates (typically in Excel or Word) are stored in a common 
location for easy access and reference by stakeholders.

Financial Reporting 18 Official copies of all reports submitted and reconciliation worksheets are retained in the award file (hard copy and electronic)
after generation/submission.

The following table outlines the major process changes (NSHE-wide) incorporated into the recommended process.
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The following table lists the system technology requirements necessary to support the recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Technology Requirement:

Financial Reporting 2 Track FFR awards, by agency, within the system to facilitate automatic reporting.
Financial Reporting 5 Technology system generates information in an format (when possible) uploadable into the federal interface.

Financial Reporting 9 Requirements for reporting events (timing, format) are tracked systematically by award, including submission destination, 
format, etc.  Also, responsible parties can be linked back to events (via account number and portfolio).

Financial Reporting 9 Run user defined reports and save report output.

Financial Reporting 11 Generate a report that can be rolled up to the "Parent" expenditure level (and drilled as necessary) to allow institution to review 
and reconcile costs incurred to date.

Financial Reporting
12 F&A posting is automatic based on account set-up (base and rate percentage.)  Base includes the identification of specific 

expenditure types (codes) that are included or excluded from the calculation basis.  The system must allow for the establishment
of multiple basis set-ups.

Financial Reporting 18 System retains copies of financial reports generated and "tags" them against specific account numbers.
Financial Reporting 19 Technology system allows reporting events to be marked as complete for workload tracking purposes.
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The following table lists the reporting requirements and data points that must be captured to support the 
recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title: Reporting Requirement: Data Points/Metrics:

Financial Reporting Quarterly FFR Report
• Uploadable Format

• By Agency/FFR
• Document/Sponsor Identification Number
• Budget
• Previously Reported
• Current Expenditures (up to budget)

Financial Reporting
Reporting “To-Do" Lists
• On-Demand
• Based on sign-on rights/portfolio

• Agency
• Account Number
• Format
• Frequency

Financial Reporting Account Status Report

• Account Demographics
• Budget (Parent Code)
• Expenditure Roll-up (Parent Code)
• Encumbrances (Parent Code)
• Balance (Parent Code)

Financial Reporting Cost Share Report

• Cost Share Commitments (Budget)
• Cost Share Expenditure Roll-up (Parent Code)
• Cost Share Encumbrances (Parent Code)
• Cost Share Balance (Parent Code)

Financial Reporting Detailed Transactional Report • Account Demographics
• Expenditure Detail (Child Code)
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• Investigator develops proposal with planned effort commitments (both direct pay and cost share) and if awarded, 
these commitments are updated, finalized and documented.

• If, during the life an award, the Investigator finds that a change in effort is required, appropriate approvals are 
obtained from the sponsor.

• Effort Administration assists with establishing a payroll distribution for all project individuals that will automatically 
post payroll to the sponsored project based on the planned effort and cost share distribution.

• Once each effort certification periods ends, effort reports displaying the individual’s payroll distribution across 
sponsored and non-sponsored accounts is generated and the required reports are inventoried/tracked.

• Investigators review the effort reports and, if accurate, certify via signature that the payroll distribution accurately 
reflects how time and effort was distributed during the certification period.

• If the report is not accurate, the necessary cost transfers are processed so that payroll does reflect effort.
• Effort Administration collects and follows-up on all outstanding effort reports.
• Effort reports are reviewed by Effort Administration to ensure the Investigator and team are on-track to meet the 

required effort and cost share commitments for the project period.
• If off-track, Effort Administration follows-up with the Investigator and the effort commitment or plan is updated 

accordingly.

The Effort Reporting process includes the confirmation of sponsored project effort commitments and the set-up of a 
corresponding payroll distribution.  Effort reports are generated based on payroll, reviewed, certified and amended 
as necessary to provide compliant justification for sponsored project labor costs.
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Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Explanation and Change Justification:

Commitments and Payroll 2
All proposal records contain some information about the level of effort proposed for the Investigator as well as other key 
personnel supporting the project.  Even if not required, a proposal record should provide an approximation of this effort so the
institution can fully track activity.

Commitments and Payroll 2
As above, all proposal records should indicate the source of funds supporting the effort (payroll), specifically whether it is paid 
for by the grant or another source of institutional funds.  Even if not required, a proposal record should provide an update on 
whether the payroll is coming from the award or not.

Commitments and Payroll 4

Upon receipt of an award (or indication of an award such as JIT), Effort Administration should review the effort commitments 
included in the proposal and make adjustments, as necessary.  The effort commitments are reviewed, updated and finalized 
based on the award trigger.  Additional details are included in Award Set-Up, including requesting any approval for a change in 
effort from the sponsor.  If approval is needed, this links back to a proactive change (Step 7).

Commitments and Payroll 5

A "system" is used to track all commitments (percentage of effort) and the corresponding cost share requirements/commitments 
for all awards and all investigators and key personnel at the institution. Please note that this reflects the "sponsor approved"
level of effort, and not internally "planned" effort allocations to ensure institutions are monitoring against a baseline for sponsor 
updates.

Commitments and Payroll 7 Investigators are responsible for proactively monitoring their commitments, their on-going effort and identifying a change 
requirement proactively (as in during regular check-ins with support personnel).

Commitments and Payroll 10 Upon notification that the level of effort an individual intends to devote to a project is changing from the currently finalized level, 
the Effort Administration is responsible for determining if this change requires sponsor approval and/or notification.

Commitments and Payroll 11 When sponsor approval is required, an administrator will request the approval/notification and upon approval, this will drive the 
updates to the central, formal tracking system.

Commitments and Payroll 12

Payroll allocations will be set-up in advance to post all payroll directly to the appropriate sponsored and non-sponsored accounts 
based on the planned effort (and payroll) allocation.  (As identified in Expenditure Monitoring, the recommendation is that upon 
hiring, validation occurs that budget and funds exist to compensate the employee.  Further, Pre-Award proposal development 
includes a consideration of the level of effort included on a proposal.)

The following table outlines the major process changes (NSHE-wide) incorporated into the recommended process.
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Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Explanation and Change Justification:

Generation and 
Certification 1 A recommended Certification Period timeframe for faculty (9-month) is to be in alignment with the academic terms and for non-

faculty (staff and non-teaching/academic faculty) is quarterly, if not bi-annually.

Generation and 
Certification 2

All effort reports contain information on the allocation of payroll across all fund sources, sponsored and non-sponsored to total 
100% of payroll.  If effort certification periods are set as the academic term, payroll corresponding to the term of service will be 
included in these reports.  The alignment of extra compensation and institutional base salary disbursements should be 
considered in determining effort reporting periods.

Generation and 
Certification 2

Effort reports display percentages of payroll across a set of accounts as well as dollar amounts charged to those accounts.  
Effort reports are made available only to individuals involved in the process, therefore salary confidentiality is not an issue and 
payroll values provide added context and details to the Investigators/employees who certify.

Generation and 
Certification 3

A single log of all required and generated reports is generated by the "process."  Generally this is outside of an HR/Financial 
System but institutions should consider tracking these reports systematically, as opposed to shadow systems or via hard copy 
effort reports.

Generation and 
Certification 5 Investigators are responsible for reviewing their effort reports as well as those for individuals they directly oversee, as required 

by federal regulations.  The definition of Investigator should be incorporated into the Effort Reporting Policy.

Generation and 
Certification 7

Investigators certify via hard copy signature directly on effort reports.  Policy also includes an "alternative" certification method to 
account for Investigators who are unavailable for hard copy certification (email approval) or establish back-up certifiers 
(supervisors, chairs, deans, etc.).

Generation and 
Certification 8

When an effort report does not display the appropriate payroll allocation supporting the level of dedicated effort, the Investigator 
indicates, via notation,  comment or email follow-up, the appropriate level of effort dedicated to each project/objective.  This
serves as the trigger for a Labor Cost Transfer (previous process flow) and this process is fully executed prior to the actual 
certification of effort. 

Generation and 
Certification 11 Once a Cost Transfer is processed, the Effort Administrator must be informed of the cost transfer process to monitor its status 

so that the effort certification process can be completed once the transfer transactions are complete.
Generation and 

Certification 11 Once the transaction has posted, the effort report is regenerated again reflecting the updated payroll and then follows the same 
certification process.  Final certified effort reports reflect accurate payroll allocations.  

The following table outlines the major process changes (NSHE-wide) incorporated into the recommended process.
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Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Explanation and Change Justification:

Generation and 
Certification 13 Completed/certified effort reports are tracked against the outgoing log.  Generally this is outside of an HR/Financial System but 

institutions should consider tracking these reports systematically, as opposed to shadow systems or via hard copy effort reports.
Generation and 

Certification 14 Tracking is updated to note recertifications (and re-issued effort reports) so that a true understanding of what is outstanding, and 
what has been recertified can be captured.

Generation and 
Certification 15

Administrators review effort levels against baseline, formal commitments (cost share and direct paid) to identify when certified 
levels of effort may be veering significantly from committed effort.  Effort Administrators are not certifying or approving the 
reports but are reviewing certified reports to ensure they are accurate and correct and ensuring any necessary follow-up is 
completed.

Generation and 
Certification 16 Certified effort reports are retained, in electronic and hard copy format, based on defined institutional and sponsor requirements.

Generation and 
Certification 17

The definition of "On track" (effort certified versus commitments) varies by grant, depending on terms and conditions.  Although 
this is award dependent, general guidelines can be established and documented.  Primarily this review is part of the in-depth 
Annual Review (Financial Reporting or Invoicing) reconciliation process, but should be noted as part of the Effort Reporting 
process as well.

Generation and 
Certification 18 Effort Administration reconciles and notes the "off-track" effort commitments and follows up with the Investigators accordingly to 

determine the courses of action necessary.
Generation and 

Certification 19 Effort does not need to be consistent (even over the course of a project), so the administration works with the Investigator to 
determine if the commitment will be brought on-track during the course of the project or if a formal change is required.

Generation and 
Certification 20 If a formal change request is required, the process returns to the formal request process discussed previously.

Generation and 
Certification 21 On a monthly basis Effort Administration monitors outstanding effort reports.

Generation and 
Certification 24 An escalation procedure indicates who and how individuals should follow-up on outstanding effort reports and what sanctions 

are in place for non-response.
Generation and 

Certification 24 Actions taken are tracked centrally (though likely not a component of an HR/Finance system), it is recommended that this 
tracking is completed systematically as opposed to in shadow tracking systems.

The following table outlines the major process changes (NSHE-wide) incorporated into the recommended process.
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The following table outlines the alternative process options that are not recommended for implementation.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Alternative Process: Justification for Non-

Recommendation

Generation and 
Certification 1 Certify effort on a more frequency basis (i.e. monthly).  

An alternative, more frequent effort reporting cycle facilitates 
easy monitoring by Investigators and timely Cost Transfers, but 
monthly certifications can have a significant impact on workload 
for Research Administrators/Investigators.  

Monthly certifications are generally too frequent of an 
administrative burden for academic faculty/Investigators.  A 
minimum of bi-annual is required for non-faculty.

Generation and 
Certification 5

Individual employees (technicians, staff, etc.) certify their 
individual effort reports, as opposed to the lead Investigator 
acting as the primary certifier.  

This is the current policy in place at UNR, as it is expected that 
personnel have responsibility to know and understand the 
difference between sponsored projects on which they are 
working.  Other impacting issues at UNR for this policy include 
the unique (individualized) log-in set-up for the ERS system.  

Federal requirements outline that effort reports must be certified 
by the individual responsible for verification (direct knowledge) 
that the work has been completed, and therefore, having a 
primary Investigator certify for the individuals overseen is 
appropriate/allowable.  

Leveraging this responsibility to Investigators and faculty-level 
individuals can streamline the process and ensure the individual 
responsible for the overall execution and direction of the project 
is verifying the effort and salary allocation.



Draft & Confidential, Not for Distribution.

POLICY CHANGE REQUIREMENTS

Grants & Contracts BPR: Effort Reporting

78

The following table outlines the policy change requirements necessary to facilitate the recommended process.

Policy Level: Policy Requirement 
Type: Policy Development/Addition/Change Requirement:

Institution Change/New

Establish/update the Effort Reporting policy to clarify roles and responsibilities for monitoring effort and proactively 
identifying changes or requests for sponsor approval.  Policy should outline roles and responsibilities, the definition 
of who must certify reports, signature authority, alternative signature authority and alternative signature methods 
(email approval for remote investigators) as well as escalation procedures and sanctions for outstanding reports.
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Some recommended process changes may be particularly challenging during the implementation phases or were 
highly contested and discussed during the workshops.  

Implementation Challenge Area: Conversation of effort commitment data
• During the Effort Reporting discussion, UNR shared experiences related to the implementation of the current ERA system.
• The functionality of tracking effort commitments centrally/systematically highly facilitates the process of ensuring certified effort is on track to meet 

sponsor effort commitments and to identify when follows-up or adjustments are necessary.
• However, this data is not currently stored in a central location across NSHE institutions and this does represent a significant data conversion effort, if 

this recommendation is implemented.

Recommended Process References

Institution: Current Process:

East Coast Public Research 
University

• An employee’s committed effort to a sponsored project is recorded at the time of proposal submission and updated again at the time of 
award.

• Effort Reporting System pulls committed effort data onto an employee or faculty member’s effort card.
Southwestern Public Research 

University
• Effort commitments are entered into the Effort Reporting System. This ensures that overall commitments to projects are being properly 

tracked and met.

Southern Public Research 
University

• Cost share and direct charged commitments of Key Personnel are tracked in the central effort system.
• Overall commitments may be adjusted due to increase or reduction in funding and/or period of performance, changes in scope of work and 

voluntary reduction if allowed by terms of the award.
• Effort reports will display commitments levels entered for the certification period.
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The following table lists the system technology requirements necessary to support the recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Technology Requirement:

Commitments and Payroll 10 Allow for easy identification of key effort-related Terms and Conditions (such as required effort change notices) via a tracking 
flag by award to be accessed by administration and other stakeholders.

Commitments and Payroll 12 Allow payroll to automatically be posted to source funds (and as needed multiple source funds) based on a pre-determined 
allocation percentage.

Commitments and Payroll 13 Post payroll charges directly to the source funds when the payroll process is executed.
Generation and 

Certification
4 Effort reports are "printed" (electronically or in hard copy) based on payroll information and other award/individual attributes

stored within the system.  Reports are generated by Effort Administration, either within a central RA unit or directly within units 
performing the research work.  (Process can work for either implementation "who.")
Note:  This technology requirement may not be part of an HR or Finance system, and therefore effort reporting functionality and 
technology requirements may be out of scope for the iNtegrate 2 technology selection.

Generation and 
Certification

11 Effort reports must be generated based on the current payroll allocation, allowing for updates to the payroll to be reflected as
updates on the effort reports.
Note:  This technology requirement may not be part of an HR or Finance system, and therefore effort reporting functionality and 
technology requirements may be out of scope for the iNtegrate 2 technology selection.
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The following table lists the reporting requirements and data points that must be captured to support the 
recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title: Reporting Requirement: Data Points/Metrics:

Commitments and PayrollProposed Effort (and Cost Share Effort)

• Award/Proposal
• Sponsor
• Individual
• Proposed Effort
• Requested Salary
• Cost Share Amount

Commitments and PayrollFinalized Effort (and Cost Share Effort)

• Award/Proposal
• Sponsor
• Individual
• Finalized Effort
• Requested Salary
• Cost Share Amount

Commitments and PayrollSpecial Effort Terms

• Award
• Sponsor
• Investigator
• Special Effort Terms Applicable (Flag)

Generation and 
Certification Effort Reporting Cycle Status Report

• Investigator
• Unit/Organization
• Date Distributed/Issued
• Date Received
• Status
• Recertification Flag

Generation and 
Certification Outstanding Effort Report Aging

• Investigator
• Unit
• Reports Outstanding (Count)
• Cycle
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• Ninety days prior to the award end date, an automated notices alerts the Investigators to the upcoming end date 
and, if necessary, the Investigator notifies Sponsored Projects Administration of a No Cost Extension/amendment.

• At the award end date, an automated notice alerts the Investigator of the end date, who initiates closeout actions.
• Sponsored Projects Administration confirms that all award administrative requirements (cost share, effort 

commitments) have been satisfied.
• If in overdraft, Sponsored Projects Administration works with the Investigator to resolves the overdraft or transfer 

it to a designated write-off account.
• Sponsored Projects Administration prepares a final reconciliation of the award finances, confirming all 

expenditures and pending transactions are identified.  Based on this final reconciliation, final invoices and 
financial reports are prepared and submitted.

• Sponsored Projects Administration reconciles cash balances, ensuring all funds have been received and 
processing refunds or revenue transfers, as appropriate, based on balances and award terms.

• Any outstanding encumbrances or Purchase Orders are closed out or modified off the award account.
• Award budget is adjusted to actual expenditures, as needed, and when the $0.00 balance is verified, the award is 

closed to prevent further transactions.
• Investigator submits final technical reports to the sponsor and provides a copy to Sponsored Projects 

Administrator to compile the final files for records retention per policy.

Award Closeout is the process used to terminate all aspects of a sponsored project, both within the financial system 
and outside of it.
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Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Explanation and Change Justification:

Closeout 1 The closeout process automatically begins 90 days in advance of the award end date.

Closeout 2 Investigators are automatically notified when their awards are expiring allowing them to be proactive in identifying subsequent 
actions and planning for the end of a project.

Closeout 3 Investigators are responsible for proactively notifying Sponsored Projects Administration of upcoming extensions or additions to 
a project.

Closeout 5 A notification of upcoming funding or NCE links back to the award set-up process where the Award End Date is extended in the 
financial system.

Closeout 9 Although reviewed during financial reporting and invoicing, it is especially critical to ensure all required cost share has been met 
and all corresponding documentation is on file at award closeout, even when reporting is not required by the sponsor.

Closeout 10 Sponsored Projects Administration directly reviews subaward invoices for those marked FINAL and if one if not on file, follows-
up with the Investigator and subrecipient institution to ensure all costs have been invoiced in advance of award closeout.

Closeout 11 Sponsored Projects Administration ensures all effort reports have been completed and certified in order to proceed with award 
closeout.

Closeout 12
Overdrafts are treated differently, in that an insignificant amount can be written of automatically by Sponsored Projects 
Administration, as opposed to the longer process of coordinating with the Investigator allowing administration to move through 
the necessary closeout steps with minimal process holds.

Closeout 16 Sponsored Projects Administration ensures final invoices are noted as FINAL.

Closeout 19 Only once the project has been completed, a revenue transfer is processed (for fixed price contracts) or refunds issued in the 
case of overpayment by the sponsor.

Closeout 20 Sponsored Projects Administration identifies and clears all outstanding encumbrances and alerts Procurement, as needed, on 
what encumbrances/POs need to be closed out.  This process is trigger by the PI in Step 6 as the completion of charging.

Closeout 21
The budget is reduced to the actual expenditure level at the award level (not a full true up at all expenditure type levels) via a 
lump sum adjustment.  This balances the original data and level of effort necessary to calculate and process several distinct
budget adjustment entries.

The following table outlines the major process changes (NSHE-wide) incorporated into the recommended process.
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Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Explanation and Change Justification:

Closeout 23 Investigator is responsible for understanding deliverable requirements and sending those deliverables to the sponsor, unless 
directly differently by the sponsor.

Closeout 25 When responsibility for a deliverable lies with the Sponsored Projects Administration, it should be forwarded to them.  

Closeout 27

Investigators should forward copies of all deliverables, but the closeout process is not held up for deliverables that do not require 
Sponsored Projects Administration involvement.  This is historically a bottle neck in the process and unless this impacting the 
research administration closeout (for example with an unpaid invoice), Sponsored Projects Administration is not required to 
receive, review or retain these documents.

Closeout 29 The records retention period end date is tracked, by award, within a system.

Closeout 30
Closed accounts are wholly "frozen" preventing further charging or posting to the account once it is terminated.  Blocked 
transactions include internal billing systems such as Procurement Cards, Xerox, and Copy charges.  Steps are also be taken to 
"stop" these internal processes (change accounts, distribution, etc.) as noted in Step 6.

Closeout 31 Leadership of Sponsored Projects Administration monitors the status of outstanding account closeouts on a monthly basis to 
ensure the process moves forward and a backlog does not form.

Closeout 33 Escalation procedures are closely tied to and incorporate the escalation procedures for Cash Management, Overdraft Monitoring
and other sub-processes.

The following table outlines the major process changes (NSHE-wide) incorporated into the recommended process.
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The following table outlines the alternative process options that are not recommended for implementation.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Alternative Process: Justification for Non-

Recommendation

Closeout 10
Consider building language into subaward language regarding 
the timely submission of invoices and corresponding sanction 
(non-payment) for delinquent final invoices.

Terms requiring the timely submission of subrecipient 
deliverables, including technical reports and financial invoices, 
in order  to receive final payment can expedite the NSHE 
closeout process but can cause a relationship strain with 
collaborating institutions.

Closeout 12

As opposed to an institution-wide write-off account, Institutions 
can designate an "overdraft" account for each Investigator that 
will be used automatically for insignificant dollar amounts (such 
as an Investigator gift account or a department write-off 
account).

Pre-defining an write-off account at a lower level 
(Investigator/unit) raises additional questions about the source 
of funds, specifically what if one Investigator/unit has such a 
source of funds and another does not?  

If this account is tied to the Investigator’s “start-up” or gift funds, 
posting charges to this account without direct Investigator 
approval  may result in Investigator frustration and 
dissatisfaction.

Closeout 21 The budget can be reduced to the actual expenditure level at 
the expenditure type levels.  

A complete expenditure budget true-up to actuals at closeout 
will ensure all closed accounts show "0.00" balances at all 
levels, however the time and effort necessary to fully true-up the 
budget does not fully balance the added advantage of this in-
depth budget adjustment process.

Closeout 27 All technical reports are submitted and/or verified as being 
submitted by Research Administration.

Verifying submission and obtaining copies of Investigator 
reports can be a bottleneck in the closeout process and cause a 
large volume of awards to remain “on-hold” in the closeout 
process, creating a standing backlog that is a low priority for 
resolution.



Draft & Confidential, Not for Distribution.

POLICY CHANGE REQUIREMENTS

Grants & Contracts BPR: Award Closeout

87

The following table outlines the policy change requirements necessary to facilitate the recommended process.

Policy Level: Policy Requirement 
Type: Policy Development/Addition/Change Requirement:

Institution New
Institutions should determine the definition of an insignificant write-off (recommended at $10.00) and establish a 
(non-sponsored) write-off account to use for these purposes.  The account funding should be determined 
institutionally and monitored to ensure no one unit/Investigator is taking advantage of the process.

Institution New
Institutions should utilize guidance and policy requiring all overdrafts and resultant transfers onto other sponsored 
accounts to be properly documented and supported to ensure compliant transactions.  Further, if transfers involve 
other non-sponsored accounts the Cost Transfer policy and process should be followed.

Institution New

For excess revenue on Fixed Price Agreements, Institutional Policy should outline the level of indirect costs that 
should first be recovered by the institution.  At a minimum, this should be the fully budgeted indirect costs for the 
project.  Alternatively, this amount could be the full institutional rate, portion of the project.  This would specifically 
impact awards originally granted with a less that full indirect recovery rate.

NSHE Change Establish roles and responsibilities via policy for the fulfillment of technical reporting and the responsibility for 
retaining these documents.  
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Some recommended process changes may be particularly challenging during the implementation phases or were 
highly questioned and/or discussed during the workshops.  

Implementation Challenge Area: Do not require the Research Administrator to verify the submission of 
Investigator deliverables in order to proceed with Administrative and Financial Closeout

• During the Award Closeout workshop, there was significant discussion around the recommendation that the closeout process not be concluded until 
Sponsored Projects Administration (central office) verifies that the Investigator has submitted all required deliverables.  The central submission of 
reports is built into the process, however if an Investigator does not fulfill this requirement, and all other aspects of the award are complete, Sponsored 
Projects Administration is not responsible for “tracking down” the Investigator’s deliverables.

• If, during the Closeout process, it is determined that a sponsor is with-holding final payment until a technical report or other deliverable is received, or if 
the sponsor contacts the institution regarding the status of this deliverable, then, Sponsored Projects Administration is involved and should follow-up 
until submission is confirmed.

• The recommendation is based on the segmentation of Award Closeout into Financial/Administrative Closeout, the responsibility of the Sponsored 
Projects Administrator, and Technical Closeout, the responsibility of the Investigator.  

• This recommendation represents a significant cultural shift in the alignment of roles and responsibilities and would require that Institutions have 
established policy around the Investigator’s responsibility for ensuring deliverables are submitted in a timely fashion and clarify the role of central 
Sponsored Projects Administration in verifying the submission of these deliverables.

• Auditors review an Institution’s practices against defined policy and procedure, and this change would need to be fully communicated and well 
understood by the Investigators who are responsible for ensuring deliverable submission.

• This process can be monitored and supported by central sampling, but the issue of a large backlog of partially closed awards will be addressed. 
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Some recommended process changes may be particularly challenging during the implementation phases or were 
highly questioned and/or discussed during the workshops.  

Implementation Challenge Area: Do not require the Research Administrator to verify the submission of 
Investigator deliverables in order to proceed with Administrative and Financial Closeout

Recommended Process References

Institution: Current Process:
Southwestern Public Research 

University
• The PI submits the final technical report and any other technical/progress reports as required by the sponsor.

Southern Public Research 
University

• The PI is responsible for submitting the final technical or performance report to the sponsor by the date specified in the agreement. 
• Central office of Research Service follows up on notifications from sponsors concerning overdue technical reports.
• Investigators check this item off an the Award Checklist, but dates, copies, etc. are not centrally verified.

Northwestern Public Research 
University

• In order to ensure final technical reports are included as part of the permanently retained grant files, investigators should forward a copy of 
all final technical reports to the central office when the report is submitted to the sponsoring agency.

• If the final technical report has not been received, but other aspects of the award are ready for closeout, the central office will proceed with 
full closeout and not hold-up the process for outstanding technical reports.
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The following table lists the system technology requirements necessary to support the recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title:

Process 
Step(s): Technology Requirement:

Closeout 2 Auto-generate notifications to a recipient (Investigator) based on the award end date entered into the financial system.
Closeout 8 Auto-generate notifications to a recipient (Investigator) based on the award end date entered into the financial system.

Closeout 17 Allow for easy review of budget versus expenditures versus cash received by award to determine the award's ending balance 
"state."

Closeout 19 Allow for a flag to identify an account as fixed price or cost reimbursable to facilitate determining closeout actions.
Closeout 20 Allow for manual updates and changes to procurement data driving encumbrances or commitments on sponsored awards.

Closeout 23 Allow the Award End Date notification to highlight those events assigned to the Investigator for closeout, such as technical 
reporting.

Closeout 29 Allow for easy tracking of the award record retention (destroy) date.

Closeout 30 Enable account "pre-freezing" preventing posting to the account but allowing for easy status updating to allow posting again 
upon a status change.  This facilitates an account "lock" once the final level of expenditures has been confirmed.

Closeout 30 Enable account termination preventing posting to the account once it is updated into a "closed" status.
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The following table lists the reporting requirements and data points that must be captured to support the 
recommended process.

Process 
Flow Title: Reporting Requirement: Data Points/Metrics:

Closeout Report for all awards the have expired within a given month and do not 
have $0.00 balance and closed status, which therefore require closeout.

• Investigator
• Department/Unit
• Expenditure Balance
• Cash Balance
• Status
• Award End Date
• Days Closeout Outstanding
• “Aging”

Closeout Report of cost share commitments versus posted cost share (linked to 
the process/system used to track commitments and posted cost share).

• Cost Share Commitment
• Cost Share Posted
• Commitment “Balance”
• Balance Projections

Closeout Report of records to be destroyed based on the system documented 
retention date.

• Retention Start Date
• Retention Period
• Destroy Date
• File Identifier (Number, PI, Organization)



Business Process 
Recommendations: NSHE 

Feedback
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The following table outlines the NSHE feedback and commentary, as well as Huron response when applicable.
Sub-

Process/
Topical 

Area

Institution Comments/Feedback Huron Response

General DRI

DRI has recently implemented the Academic Research and Grants Information 
System (ARGIS) and it provides many of the functions outlined in this section –
electronic workflow automatic emails notification, paperless environment, 
archiving, etc. Additionally with an interface to the financial system it provides 
overnight post-award accounting and budget control reporting for the PI and 
Business Managers.

As discussed in the workshops, we do not expect institutions 
to stop use of supplemental technologies currently is use.  
Specifically, much of the ARGIS functionality is supplemental 
to that which might be provided by an HR or a Finance 
System.  It is assumed, however, that when a new technology 
system is implemented with functionality that further supports 
sponsored award management, DRI will fully utilize this 
system as well.

Award Set-
Up DRI

Write up is good for a non-computerized award process.

Challenge – DRI is a more decentralized business organization, the 
requirement of a single point of receipt for all award documents may be 
problematic. Currently, we have a single point of contract authorization that is 
in lieu of the single contact point award document recommendation and we 
scan all awards and contracts into ARGIS, based on security, that information 
of available to users for the system.

The requirement of updated budgets only when “significant” or Investigator 
driven action can be problematic. Defining “significant” may be an issue when 
many of our grants and contracts are small and of limited duration. 

Both of these points are addressed as Implementation 
Challenges/Alternative Process Options within the document.

The process for a single institutional point of receipt for award 
documents is still recommended as this limits process points 
where an award can "fall through the cracks" as the 
documents can be better controlled when consistently 
received.  Functionality, such as that described in AGRIS can 
limit or even vastly eliminate the "cycle times" between central 
award receipt and stakeholder notification.

Agreed that institutional policy/procedure must be drafted to 
clearly communicate the definition, and training and change 
management will be necessary to facilitate the execution of 
this process.

Award Set-
Up UNLV "All award notices are received at a single point…" Clarify-- Is this a single 

point for NSHE or per institution?  
Recommendations updated to reflect per institution
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The following table outlines the NSHE feedback and commentary, as well as Huron response when applicable.
Sub-

Process/
Topical 

Area

Institution Comments/Feedback Huron Response

Award Set-
Up UNLV

Right now, we don't perform any adjustments to the original budget without 
confirmation or a request from the PI. We also budget at the object code level, 
rather than at an expenditure type level. With our volume, this is not an 
unmanageable volume to handle in this manner.

Recommendations updated to indicate this is an Alternative 
Process Option.  

It is understood that current volumes at UNLV are not largely 
impacted by the more conservative approach.  However, as 
volumes grow and priorities change within growing 
organizations, this may not be the case indefinitely.

Award Set-
Up UNLV

Would be ideal to flag special T&C in the system rather than just having them 
flagged in the file. Having the ability to run special reports out of the system to 
identify special terms would be beneficial during the audits and for the various 
requests we get related to Y/E close from the Controller's Office. In the past, I 
recall that Pre-Award used to send out an e-mail to the PI's asking them to 
confirm that they understood the T&C and Huron identified this as a critical 
step. 

As noted in the recommendations:  Terms and Conditions 
significantly impacting the execution of the project are flagged 
within the system.  Such terms include carryover limitations, 
budget restrictions, effort restrictions, FFATA applicability, 
ARRA applicability, etc.  there will, however, always be non-
standard terms and conditions and having a system "flag" for 
all possible examples becomes impractical from both a system 
management and an award management perspective.

Requiring PIs to review and understand T&Cs is a critical step, 
as indicated in the recommendations.  however, requiring a 
specific signature or discrete action from PIs to acknowledge 
this understanding can be a process bottleneck, decreasing 
efficiency, and the benefit of this process step is diminished 
the more times a PI is required to perform a discrete 
transaction.  Therefore a specific response of confirmation is 
not recommended.
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The following table outlines the NSHE feedback and commentary, as well as Huron response when applicable.
Sub-

Process/
Topical 

Area

Institution Comments/Feedback Huron Response

Award Set-
Up UNLV

Reporting cost share and having a more accurate picture of cost share 
commitments would be readily available if everyone would establish a 
separate cost share account. I would like to see this become part of the 
procedure during account set-up and have the departments prepare PAF's to 
direct charge the cost share accounts. Confirm--I think the recommendation is 
saying this would be expected to be handled in a new system through other 
identifiers and not a separate/dedicated account.

The Recommendations are not specific about the method to 
be used by NSHE in tracking cost share commitments and 
charges.  The specifics of this method would be determined 
based on the system selected and Chart of Accounts scheme 
implemented.

The recommendations do state that the infrastructure for this 
tracking, whatever it may specifically be, is indeed established 
at the same time the prime award is set-up and the future 
state process analogous to current PAFs would be used to 
start posting cost share automatically.

In addition, the Recommendations also outline that no matter 
what the methodology used to track cost share is, reports are 
readily available for commitments and charges.

Award Set-
Up UNLV

Where are the "system" examples of your suggestions? This point is set to be discussed in more depth with the 
iNtegrate Steering Committee on 4/10.  

However, to clarify, the goal of these processes is to focus on 
the process – events, order, technology – and NOT the who 
does what and where.  As a result, the example institution 
type (system versus institution) is less critical or impactful at 
the process level.  A system example of these processes in 
effect would be more reflective of a group of institutions 
implementing consistent processes, which is a key goal of this 
effort.



Draft & Confidential, Not for Distribution.

ROUND 1: MARCH – APRIL 2013

NSHE Feedback: Grants & Contracts

96

The following table outlines the NSHE feedback and commentary, as well as Huron response when applicable.
Sub-

Process/
Topical 

Area

Institution Comments/Feedback Huron Response

Expenditure 
Monitoring DRI

As noted in the report, defining “high-risk” non-labor expenditures to be 
reviewed prior to procurement may be difficult in an organization with many 
small and limited duration grants and contracts.

Agreed.  Details included in the BPR materials, however, the 
goal of this “pre-review” is to also incorporate Service Level 
Expectations so that there is a minimal (if any) impact on the 
procurement cycle time.

Expenditure 
Monitoring UNLV

Post-Award used to review every transaction, regardless of $$ amount, prior to 
the expense posting, so it's been nice to have established 
categories/thresholds that require review of only certain transactions.

This is reflected in the recommendations: Institutions should 
develop policy outlining what type of non-labor expenditures 
are deemed "high-risk" and require review and approval prior 
to procurement.  This definition and policy may be established 
by each institution or at the System-level.  Recommendations 
for High-Risk expenditures can include service contracts in 
excess of $25,000 and computer equipment.

Expenditure 
Monitoring UNLV

Will need to define a High Risk expenditure. Reducing OSP review highly 
dependent on PI's being ultimately responsible for the management of their 
accounts and having a high level of understanding about what purchases 
require approval from the sponsor, responsibilities regarding submission of 
reports, understanding of T&C, etc.   

Agreed.  Updated the Policy section to include: It is important 
to note that all changes or additions to policy require a 
Change Management component requiring communication, 
training and understanding by those impacted by the policy.

Change Management and Implementation plans are out of 
scope of this assessment, but they are important 
consideration points for future steps of the iNtegrate project.
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The following table outlines the NSHE feedback and commentary, as well as Huron response when applicable.
Sub-

Process/
Topical 

Area

Institution Comments/Feedback Huron Response

Cost 
Transfers UNLV

Second bullet indicates SPA enters transfer into the system.  Then reviews 
high risk or late transfer and deletes/updates within the system if not approved. 
If SPA is entering all transfers, why enter a transfer without review?  We don't 
prepare transfers/JV's in the system unless it's been reviewed and approved. 
This would eliminate the step of updating/deleting it from the system. 

Clarification:  Sponsored Projects Administration is 
intentionally "general."  The recommendations clarify that a 
"central" administration unit conducts the review, while it is not 
necessarily the central administrator entering the transfer, in 
fact, in all likelihood it is local administration that does so. 

Cost 
Transfers UNLV

We don't currently require Controller's review of transfers. They really only get 
involved with the actual processing of the JV to ensure it posts to the system. 

Understood.  Other institutions within the system do require 
this review, so while this may not represent a change for 
UNLV, it does represent a change for other NSHE institutions.  
As a result, the change is flagged.

Cost 
Transfers UNLV

Currently when payroll is reassigned, the SRA's have to manually generate an 
effort report, since the system does not generate one retroactively.  Will need 
to consider new system functionality to determine if retroactive adjustments 
update effort reports.

Understood.  Specifically in the effort reporting section we 
acknowledge the "system" very generically as an Effort 
Reporting System is likely out of the scope of the HR and 
Finance Systems of the iNtegrate effort.  These considerations 
will be important during the Implementation Phase.

Invoicing UNLV
System generated reports would expedite process since changes are rarely 
made to the amounts that are listed on the BAR reports. Automated billing, 
where we can just confirm that the figures match would save a lot of time. 

Financial 
Reporting UNLV

Central location that retains reports would be helpful during audit requests. 
This may help us establish electronic files if they would be saved in the 
system. 

Financial 
Reporting UNLV

Since "to-do" lists are currently manually maintained, this would be a great 
option to be able to run a report that shows which accounts are due for 
invoicing/reporting. Also, leadership would be better able to monitor if 
deadlines were being met and the timely submission of invoices/reports. 
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Sub-
Process/
Topical 

Area

Institution Comments/Feedback Huron Response

Effort 
Reporting DRI

DRI is not an academic institution with an academic term business cycle but a 
research institute with daily, monthly and yearly contracted deliverable 
requirements. Currently, OMB Circular A-122 requires monthly effort reporting. 
In the future, this requirement might change, but given the business model of 
the institute the need for monthly payroll certification may not be eliminated –
see further discussion in the Payroll section.

Understood and discussed within report Implementation 
Challenges in Payroll.

Effort 
Reporting UNLV

Biggest change would be monitoring the commitments made in the proposal 
vs. the actuals once the award comes in. Processes/procedures would need to 
change.

Agreed.  As an Effort Reporting System may not be part of an 
HR or Finance system, this functionality and technology 
requirements may be out of scope for the iNtegrate 2 
technology selection.  Recommendations updated to flag this 
point.

Recommendations reflect tracking updated commitments, in 
any "system" based on the award levels received, not 
originally proposal commitments.

Award 
Closeout UNLV

Helpful to have automated alerts go to the PI's 90 days prior. This will get them 
in the habit of looking at their accounts and the SRA's will get a better 
understanding of the account as they head into the closeout. Better to be pro-
active than reactive. 

Award 
Closeout UNLV

Coordinating with PI's to resolve their overdrafts and just for them to provide 
an account to charge is very time consuming. Many of our accounts stay open 
long after they've ended just for the fact that we don't know where to reassign 
their charges. Support the alternative (slide 63) having a pre-determined 
account where OSP can automatically write-off the overdraft. 

Award 
Closeout UNLV

The option of running automated reports to help leadership monitor the status 
of various account indicators would be valuable. We do a lot of this now and it 
is manual.
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The following table outlines the NSHE feedback and commentary, as well as Huron response when applicable.
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The following table outlines the NSHE feedback and commentary, as well as Huron response when applicable.
Sub-

Process/
Topical 

Area

Institution Comments/Feedback Huron Response

Policy CSN

Recommendations provided in this area are very specific and procedural in 
nature and should be left to the institution.  These recommendations do not 
appear to be policy changes necessary in support of the technology selection 
and implementation. 

These policy changes are recommended to facilitate process 
efficiency and effectiveness.  The decision to be implemented 
at an Institutional of NSHE-wide level is an Implementation 
Decision.

Proposal 
Review and 
Submission

UNLV

Where is "space" for the undertaking captured in this process? Someone has 
to verify we have the adequate space for the proposed undertaking.

As the Proposal Review sub-process (step 2) indicates: 
"Proposal approval roles and responsibilities are clarified to 
indicate who is responsible for approving the level of 
resources (time and effort, cost share, space, etc.) 
incorporated into an approval."  The proposal record review 
would also include review by the appropriate authority to 
ensure adequate space, facilities, staffing, etc. is available to 
perform the work.  The change is to define Roles and 
Responsibilities for who at the institution is responsible for 
reviewing and approving critical aspects of a proposal, 
including but not limited to cost share, institutional facilities, 
etc.  

As noted above, Roles and Responsibilities for this process 
should specifically outline what is to be reviewed and 
approved by what party, including space to preform the 
proposed work.  The language in slides 10 has been updated 
to clarify this review process.
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The following table outlines the NSHE feedback and commentary, as well as Huron response when applicable.
Sub-

Process/
Topical 

Area

Institution Comments/Feedback Huron Response

Proposal 
Review and 
Submission

UNLV

Where does it talk about the approvals for "Fixed Price" contracts? There is a 
risk being taken on by the Institution in such and the approval process should 
be different (and is different in every other institution I am familiar with). 

Fixed price contracts/risk contracts do not appear to be specifically addressed 
within the recommendations....it would be beneficial to include some summary 
of key process steps to be taken into consideration with respect to fixed price 
contracts. 

As highlighted under the Negotiation sub-process, a contract 
is drafted based on a completed proposal record.  In addition, 
the Proposal Review sub-process indicates: "Proposal 
approval roles and responsibilities are clarified to indicate who 
is responsible for approving the work of the proposal from an 
institutional strategy perspective. The party responsible for this 
approval is leveraged the ultimate authority across the 
institution, therefore, further or duplicative reviews and 
approvals are not required. This role and responsibility can 
also be developed to include an escalation procedure 
(authority up to a certain level, and if the proposal exceeds 
that level, the approval moves up the chain."  The proposal 
record would include indicators about the agreement, such as 
a Fixed Price Agreement, cost for scope of work, etc.  Further, 
the Negotiation process requires a policy review to outline 
escalation requirements (such as dollar or timing threshold), 
and if an agreement exceeds the threshold, the required 
signature is escalated.  This policy can also flag other risk 
concerns for Fixed Price Contracts.

As noted above, there are several points at the proposal and 
agreement stage to escalate the review and approval of the 
proposal/agreement, including those that involve "Fixed Price" 
terms.  In addition, the language in slides 10 and 18 has been 
updated to flag agreement type as a driver for escalation 
procedures.
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The following table outlines the NSHE feedback and commentary, as well as Huron response when applicable.
Sub-

Process/
Topical 

Area

Institution Comments/Feedback Huron Response

Proposal 
Review and 
Submission

UNLV

At a very high level, process steps such as ‘’review and approve proposal’ and 
‘negotiate agreement’s terms’ and ‘accept terms and sign agreement’ would 
occur in both risk and cost-reimbursable agreements; however the process 
and requirements in both cases should be very different.  I think it would be 
beneficial to indicate which process steps might result in very different ‘sub-
processes’ when the details for each are fully developed. 

It is true that proposal and award types represent a wide 
variety of concerns, risks and other elements to be considered 
by the institution engaging in the sponsored project.  
Throughout these process areas, the high level steps are 
referenced as requiring defined Roles and Responsibilities to 
outline whom at the institution has oversight and responsibility 
for this area and dealing with common "exceptions."  The 
materials have been revised to specifically call out those steps 
that must be further supported by defined Roles and 
Responsibilities.

Expenditure 
Monitoring UNR

The recommendation to require approval for certain non-labor expenditures, 
which are deemed to be high risk, to be reviewed and approved prior to 
procurement adds a step in the procurement process requiring action by 
Grants and Contracts staff.  This delays procurement and adds inefficiency.  
We have not done this for years and have had no adverse results.  We do not 
see the need for adding this review.

Yes, this does add an extra step but only for those "high-risk" 
transactions as defined by NSHE.  This process 
recommendation can better position the university to mitigate 
financial risk, and being held accountable to identify other 
funds to pay for high-cost, unallowable purchases, because 
high irks purchases are reviewed in advance of purchase.  
This is a recommended "best practice."
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The following table outlines the NSHE feedback and commentary, as well as Huron response when applicable.
Sub-

Process/
Topical 

Area

Institution Comments/Feedback Huron Response

Invoicing UNLV

Invoicing process – the map seems to suggest there are two different invoicing 
processes depending on the invoicing frequency, but I believe the intention is 
to indicate that there is a standard system-based invoicing process and a 
‘special handling’/manual intervention based invoicing process, but the invoice 
frequency (monthly or something else) would not change the invoicing method 
followed.  I believe the order of steps 10 and 11 should be switched and the 
‘Invoice Frequency?’ step should be a standard box (not decision) which would 
read ‘Determine Invoice Frequency’. 

There are two different processes outlined, but the specific 
process to be used is based on a combination of the "special 
handling" invoices as well as those invoices belonging to 
awards that have not been "touched" with a more in-depth 
review in a significant (6 months or greater) period of time.

The process as documented is as intended, because even if 
an invoice can easily be processed via a system method, if the 
annual invoicing process represents the only time for a deeper 
level review (which they frequently do) the invoicing process 
should be expanded to a more extensive review.

Cash 
Management UNR

We are not sure what this statement means:  “Allow central treasury units to 
easily (automatically) allocate and apply LOC draw payments to awards 
included in the draw calculation based on the system receivable.”  The 
individual institutions must have control over the allocation of LOC draws.

This is in reference to the institution's treasury unit (whatever 
organizational unit that might be).  The goal is to allow cash to 
applied upon receipt by the receiving office/unit.  Language 
was updated to clarify this is an institutional unit.

Award 
Closeout UNR

We would recommend a higher threshold for insignificant write-offs (e.g., $100 
- $500).
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