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Learning Tuesdays Program Transcript
OMB Uniform Guidance, 2CFR Part 200

Carolyn Mattiske:
Welcome to Learning Tuesday. I'm Carolyn Mattiske, Learning and Development Administrator for The Research Foundation. And I'm proud to introduce today's program, OMB Uniform Guidance 2 CFR part 200. We're joined by several staff from the RF Central office, grants and contract administration. Ms. Justine Gordon, Director; Ms. Donna Kiley, Associate Director; and Ms. Tanya Waite, Administrator. We're also joined by Ms. Lisa LeBlanc, Associate Director of Internal Audit Services, and Mr. Chris Wade, Senior Director of Cost Accounting and Procurement. The panel will address as many of your questions as they can during the next hour and a half or so. And we encourage you to submit questions to be addressed live. You may either call or e-mail the studio. To call, dial 888-313-4822. Or you may e-mail the studio at studioA@hvcc.edu. Alternatively, you may use the chat feature through Livestream, and you can submit questions or interact with the full audience. With that, I will turn it over to Donna to begin today's program. Thank you, Donna. 
Donna Kiley:
Thank you, Carolyn. Good morning. Thank you for joining us today. I would like to begin by acknowledging the many people who have participated in the successful implementation of the new OMB Uniform Guidance 2 CFR part 200, the central office matrix team, the campus subgroup team members, symposium presentation members, as well as numerous others. The outcome of this collaboration included a new policy, procedures, guidelines and a toolkit. WebEx presentations are of symposium sessions, and the Learning Tuesday in February were all developed in collaboration, and are resources for use in understanding and implementing the Uniform Guidance to CFR part 200. Today's presentation will provide an understanding of implementation challenges under 2 CFR part 200. We will explain how these changes may directly impact your sponsor program administrative daily lives, as well as resources that are available for implementing the 2 CFR part 200 at your campus. Panel members have attended conferences held by the Council on Government Relations, COGR, and the Federal Demonstration Partnership, FDP. And we will share information that they obtained. We also participated in a two and a half hour National Council of University Research Administrators – NCURA – presentation last Wednesday. And that provided an additional source of information. Some background, and of course you've already heard this before, but we would just like to reiterate, 2 CFR part 200, the final Guidance, was issued on December 26, 2013. Again, it superseded eight circulars, A21, A110, A133, and five others. They included state and local governments, nonprofits and Indian tribal governments. It became effective December 26, 2014. There was one exception to that effective date, and that was the procurement provision. That will become effective as of July 1, 2016. Again, that will be discussed later. 2 CFR part 200 provides guidance for federal and non-federal entities, and applies to grants, cooperative agreements and contracts for the cost principles only. Federal contracts follow the FAR – Federal Acquisition Regulations – for the administrative requirements, but 2 CFR part 200 for the cost principles. Again, the final rule was issued on December 26, 2013 in the Federal Register. On December 19, 2014, OMB issued an interim joint final rule, which in effect implemented 2 CFR part 200. Even though it said "interim," it was a final rule. This was effective for new awards and selected funding increments issued on or after December 26, 2014. It also included introductory comments and technical corrections, and the posting of each agency's implementation plan. Public comments to the December 19th Federal Register were submitted to OMB on February 17th. The Research Foundation submitted an endorsement of COGR comments. They included eight different points, in particular, procurement standards which will be discussed later, as well as closeout standardization to 120 days. Members from COGR, FDP, and NCURA have had discussions with OMB and COFAR – Council on Financial Assistance Reform – on the procurement requirements, DS2s, and other questions that require clarification in 2 CFR part 200. We may see another round of technical corrections and/or frequently asked question updates. The federal ride research terms and conditions, previously the FDP terms and conditions, may be available this summer or fall. Tanya will speak about this. DOD terms and conditions are about 70 pages, and are under final review at DOD. They should be released shortly to OMB to be published in the Federal Register. A draft of the single audit compliance supplement was issued in the beginning of June, formerly the A133 compliance supplement. This draft included the November 2014 COFAR frequently asked questions. The compliance supplement is a guide for the audit community, issued by OMB. Lisa LeBlanc will be discussing this topic later in the program. OMB expects to report on metrics and other indicators at the end of year one, early 2016, to gauge the success of the UG implementation. COGR and others in the research community expect to engage regularly with OMB and COFAR in 2015, 2016, and beyond, with a focus on UG impact on administrative and faculty burden, documenting agency deviations, proposing Uniform Guidance updates that will improve the UG, and other related initiatives. Ongoing challenges with the new Uniform Guidance, and some areas of concern are the agency exceptions, which defeats the purpose of the uniformity of the UG. The external auditors, inspector generals, or the single auditor firms' interpretations of the UG is another challenge. Hopefully there will be the research terms and conditions that will provide consistency with the UG. What will the expectations for internal control be? Most of the fear and concern for the Uniform Guidance is settling down. And in the meantime we will be moving forward. With that, I will now turn it over to Tanya Waite to provide you with information on the research terms and conditions.

Tanya Waite:
Thank you, Donna. And good morning, everyone. We know everyone has been waiting in anticipation for the new research terms and conditions, or previously, the FDP terms and conditions, to be finalized. The previous research terms and conditions were great in that they provided consistency with terms and conditions for all of the participating institutions with the previous circulars, A110, A21, and A133, which for clarification, the outdated research terms and conditions should still be used for awards where the previous circulars apply. However, when the new Uniform Guidance 2 CFR part 200 came into effect, the outdated research terms and conditions were not valid for these new awards. As Donna mentioned earlier, the previous consistency has been lost with no current research terms and conditions to follow, and there are now varying agency implementations of these new circulars, which is causing a larger burden on our hard-working administrators and colleagues. With the anticipation of the Uniform Guidance coming, the Research Business Models Subcommittee Working Group was formed in early 2014. The Research Business Models Working Group is an interagency working group of the subcommittee on social, behavioral and economic sciences, of the committee on science, a charter committee of the National Science and Technology Council. Jean Feldman from NSF and Michelle Bulls from NIH are leading the efforts as co-chairs. Other participating agencies include the Department of Agriculture, Department of Commerce, Department of Energy, Department of Transportation, the EPA, and NASA. For clarification, there are more than eight participating agencies on the subcommittee. NIH's website lists 21. And for more information about the subcommittee, you can visit rbm.nih.gov. In terms of a high-level process of how the working group has been developing the new research terms and conditions, the assembled a packet with a transmittal memo, the draft Federal Register notice, which once approved, will need to be posted for 60 days, and the proposed overlay of the research terms and conditions. They sent the packet to the co-chairs for review and comment, which has been completed, and now the proposal is with the Committee on Science to review and approve. So the decision on the clearance process is still in process, and unfortunately we don't have a definitive timeframe, but the target is this fall. The working group is developing an implementation plan, and the new research terms and conditions will contain agency-specific requirements, a national policy matrix, a sub-award matrix, a prior approval matrix, and specific language for FDP-participating institutions. In terms of the prior approval matrix, we know it would be helpful to have this soon. It is expected in the next few months; however, in the meantime, research is going to be developing a draft matrix to help campus constituents and others answer those approval questions sooner for the FDP-participating agencies. Lastly, what are our predictions for the new research terms and conditions? Well, we expect that prior approvals will still be waived for items such as using unrecovered F&A as cost sharing, pre-award spending allowances 90 days prior to the award start date, one-time extensions, and purchases of general purpose equipment will remain the same. And while this is currently inconsistent among agencies of 90 days or 120 days, we expect or are at least hoping that the agencies will agree to allow 120 days after the term end date of the award for final performance and financial reports. So again, if you'd like more information about the subcommittee, developing the research terms and conditions, please check out their website at rbm.nih.gov. With that, I'm happy to turn the next portion of the presentation over to Justine Gordon, who will discuss closeouts. 
Justine Gordon:
Thanks, Tanya. So again, many of you have already heard a lot of this information. We thank you again for sitting in and listening to the updates that we have. As far as closeouts go, there really hasn't been a change in terms of closeouts. There is an emphasis on submitting progress reports no later than 90 days after the end date. Enforcement will be obtained by the inability to draw cash down after 90 days. So again, it is very important to make sure you get your reports in in a timely manner. There is new pressure on agencies to get their closeouts finalized, so we're again reiterating the importance to make sure that you and your campus colleagues work to get your performance reports in timely. Subaccounting by NIH and NSF, that now requires the financial reporting on an award by award basis, will be fully implemented by October 1, 2015. There is a COGR NFDP working group that's looking at closeouts. If we move ahead to the next slide, we can review some of the language that we see in the agency implementation, look at recent developments, and issues and concerns that we see regarding project closeout and reporting. So this slide is a little bit busy, but I think it highlights some of the issues that we see in terms of uniformity that we're looking for. The Uniform Guidance states that a non-federal entity must submit no later than 90 calendar days after the end date of the period of performance, all financial performance, and other reports as required. This comes right out of the OMB UG 2 CFR part 200. Also, it goes on to say that unless the federal awarding agency authorizes an extension, the non-federal entity must liquidate all obligations incurred no later than 90 calendar days after the end date of the period of performance. Again, so that we're just setting the stage here, reminding you what the language is in the Uniform Guidance. However, when you look at the actual agency implementation, we're seeing variation. I won't go through all of these; these are just some examples of where we're seeing differences in closeout actions. HHS shows 180 calendar days for completion of closeout actions and final reports. NIH shows 120. NSF, 90. Again, so we're looking at something of a lack of uniformity, which is counter to the what the Uniform Guidance was all about. COGR and others in the research community expect to engage regularly with OMB and COFAR in 2015, 2016 and beyond, with a focus on the UG impact, on administrative and faculty burden, documenting agency deviations, proposing updates to improve the UG, and other related initiatives. So this is an ongoing issue, ongoing concerns. We're looking to see what the agencies will be doing in terms of really streamlining implementation. Perhaps the research terms and conditions will help with this as well. As far as, so recipient monitoring and management, these are, again, things that we've discussed previously, the subrecipient versus contractor determination that's required. Something here that might be of concern is that language in the UG says that federal agencies may supply and require specific support for determinations. So the question is, how, when, why will the agencies be involved in that subrecipient versus contractor determination? We haven't seen any instances where the agencies have stepped in and questioned the determinations, but again, the language is there in the Uniform Guidance, so it's an issue of concern, question, and we're keeping an eye on it. Also the new restriction on fixed amount subawards, where prior agency approval is required. It's a concern for us because that's something that wasn't previously a requirement. There were no restrictions of fixed amount subawards in the circulars that we saw previously. So again, just to go back to the requirements of subrecipient management monitoring, there are requirements around pre-award, the subrecipient versus contractor determination must be made. A risk assessment of the subrecipient must be conducted. There are also more prescriptive post-award requirements. A lengthy list of elements that need to be included in the subaward, a monitoring plan must be in place for the subrecipient that includes financial and programmatic review. Something that we see that's new regarding F&A, which I think is a positive, is that you must use the subrecipient's negotiated F&A rate or provide a ten percent de minimis rate. So if you're working with other institutions, you can point to the UG and say no, it's a requirement that you honor our negotiated F&A rate, and likewise, when we're working with subs, we do need to honor any negotiated rate that they have. If they don't have a negotiated rate, we can of course offer the ten percent de minimis. Again, the fixed-amount subawards that require prior written approval from the federal agencies is new. So in order to help us with these new terms and conditions, the new requirements under the UG, the RF has put together a five-step toolkit, which is available on our website through RF-SUNY. It's very helpful. It talks about all of the requirements, the musts, if you will, that you see in the Uniform Guidance. It was developed to assist in determination, subrecipient versus contractor, risk assessment, and with monitoring. So these steps, again, are required for federal awards, but certainly are considered best practices for all other awards. And I think that's all I have on the subrecipient part. Chris, do you want to talk about the financial side of things?

Chris Wade:
Sure, thank you, Justine. Good morning. In the area of cost accounting, there's changes related to facilities and administrative rates, or F&A rates, and also in cost accounting disclosure statements, which we also refer to as DS2s. So the UG now allows for a one-time F&A extension for up to four years. In the area of disclosure statements, the Guidance has changed, so that the threshold now has been raised from $25 million in federal direct costs to $50 million in federal direct costs, so that's good news/bad news. Good news for four of our schools, so Upstate, Downstate, Buff State, and SPO no longer need to maintain disclosure statements. However, Stony Brook, UB and Albany still need to comply with the disclosure statement requirements. And then also there's a new 1.3 percent utility cost adjustment that we will now be able to take advantage of, so that we deem as a positive change. As far as the F&A rate extensions are concerned, as I mentioned, we are now allowed to take a one-time extension of up to four years. This is subject to the review and approval of the _____ agency for indirect costs. And that multiple extensions may be requested if a rate negotiation has been completed between each extension. As of right now, we have to schools, UB and Downstate, who are planning to apply for these extensions. As far as the documentation requirements are concerned, with each extension we do need to submit audited financial statements and a single audit report. We also need to submit a summary of the research base and the overhead pool costs, since the last rate proposal. And the rate projections for the period covered by the extension requests need to go out as far as the extension request. Related to the DS2, the Uniform Guidance has some complex rules on the timing of the DS2s. However, we have worked with our contacts at DHHS, and this is relatively a simple process as far as the schools that we need to be concerned about – again, Stony Brook, UB, and Albany. Basically, the DS2 needs to be submitted at the time of the next F&A rate proposal being submitted. So for Stony Brook, that proposal got submitted in March, so we are working to get that disclosure statement submitted probably in the next month or so. For UB, UB is planning on filing an extension in the fall, so we'll be working with UB to file that in the fall. And then for Albany, we need to just get the DS2 completed and kept on file, because the Albany F&A proposal is not due for a few years. The utility cost adjustment – this is a positive change that we see in the Uniform Guidance. In the past, there was a flat 1.3 percent allowance that was only available for 65 colleges and universities, of which SUNY was not one of those. There was – utility cost studies were grandfathered in for certain schools. So we were never able to take advantage of that utility cost adjustment. So under the new Uniform Guidance, our schools are now able to take advantage of this utility cost adjustment. Somewhat of a complicated formula, but basically what it comes down to is, research labs are weighted about twice as much as any other room types as far as the calculation of allocation of utility costs being allocated to research. So in March, F&A proposals for Binghamton and for Stony Brook were submitted with this utility cost adjustment, which was able – we were able to increase the rate by 1.3 percent. We have not negotiated those rates yet, so we'll have to see how that actually plays out. But at least we were able to submit the proposal, taking advantage of the UCA. So in the area of procurement, Donna has mentioned it already, that procurement is probably the most burdensome new requirement that we have to deal with, related to the Uniform Guidance. The good news related to that is, we are able to take advantage of the grace period that's been given. So because of the complexity and because of the changes related to procurement, we have been given a grace period. So these changes take effect July 1 of 2016, so we have about another year to work through some of these procurement changes. The biggest change in the area of procurement is, now there's this concept of $3,000.00 micro-purchase threshold. So the micro-purchase threshold basically says, below $3,000.00, there's no competition needed for procurement. So the bad part about that is, over $3,000.00, we now need to ensure that we have competition related to those procurements. And our current procurement threshold is $50,000.00, so a change from $50,000.00 down to $3,000.00 is a significant change for us. So it's something that we need to continue to work on. There has been a lot of advocacy going on between COGR and the research community about this $3,000.00 micro threshold, and there will continue to be that concern. And we'll have to kind of work through that. So as I mentioned, there has been concern about this threshold. There has been some advocacy saying that that threshold should be raised to $10,000.00 or possibly that threshold should revert back to A110 language, so again, it remains to be seen how we're going to have to deal with that micro-purchase threshold. The threshold does only apply, and the Uniform Guidance does only apply to federal awards. So one of the things we are looking at is potentially changing the policy to have one policy related to federal funding, and another policy related to non-federal funding. We're working through that with our procurement subgroup. And we think that that might provide us with the most flexibility, because if a particular campus just wants to stick to the lower threshold for all activity, that's a decision that the campus could make, and that would be fine. So there are some other procurement-related considerations that are still being worked through via FAQs or via documentation requirements or just basic clarification. So there is some clarification expected in FAQs related to sole-source procurements, related to research, and allowance for using strategic sourcing and shared service contracts. So we're hoping to get a little bit more flexibility through some of those FAQs. There's also documentation requirements associated with the distribute micro-purchase equitably in price or rate quotations from an adequate number of sources. So right now, the FAQs say that the adequate number of sources is more than one. So that's at least a positive clarification as far as we can see. And there's also some language in the Guidance that talks about negotiation of profit when a procurement is obtained, where there's no competition. And we see that as an issue and we're going to have to think of how we practically deal with that, and I think the rest of the college and university community is kind of grappling with the same thing. So the next steps for procurement – so we have established a subgroup of campus representatives and central office representatives, that over the past year we've been working with to update our Guidance and our policies and think through how we're going to implement some of these changes. Campus team will be regrouping in the fall to finish working on the policies and procedures and working through all the issues that are going to have to be dealt with. And we are hoping and anticipating that there will be some updated language and clarification for the new requirements that will help guide us through some of these changes. So one other good change that we see as far as the Uniform Guidance is concerned is in the area of computing devices. So for items under $5,000.00, now we feel that it's easier to charge computing devices, whether it's laptop, iPad, things of that nature, that the Guidance now specifically allows those type of purchases. And the Guidance also does require that these devices must be essential and must be allocable to a project, but it's important to note that it doesn’t have to be solely dedicated to that project, and it will be allowable as a direct charge. And with that, I believe I'm going to turn it back to Donna for effort reporting.

Donna Kiley:
Okay. Thanks, Chris. I just wanted to let everyone know, effort reporting has not changed at all since we spoke at our last Learning Tuesday. So I will just be reviewing some slides that we provided in February. Again, the concept between the Uniform Guidance section 204-30 and A21 section J10 are similar, but they're less prescriptive. The Uniform Guidance removed some acceptable methods under A21. The RF used, after the fact, activity record method. And again, this method was removed from the Uniform Guidance. They also removed the references to a formal certification process, activity reports, certification frequency, and signature requirements. Again, this change should provide us with greater flexibility, and I'll touch on that in a few minutes. The Uniform Guidance, though, also changed base salary to institutional base salary, so IBS. And it cited the need to have a consistent written definition of the work covered by IBS. However, more emphasis is placed on the need to specifically define what's included in IBS and what's out of IBS. In addition, the Uniform Guidance also placed greater emphasis on internal control. Charges for salary and wages must be based on records that accurately reflect the work performed. The internal control system must include processes that review after-the-fact charges based on budget estimates. Again, our current effort reporting process, including ECER, is compliant with the Uniform Guidance, and our process will not change currently. But we do have an effort reporting project team that's going to evaluate our effort reporting process to identify any ways we can take advantage of the flexibility presented in the Uniform Guidance and further reduce administrative burden. We'll review information released by the federal agencies, the audit community, and other institutions and professional organizations, with the idea of making these changes while maintaining compliance. At the most recent COGR meeting, an institution provided a presentation on how it considered an alternative way of complying with the Uniform Guidance section 204-30. We will look at that way and other ways that other universities have decided that they might change their effort reporting process, and we want to make sure that we are compliant with this section, but we also do want to reduce administrative burden. With that, I'd like to return it over to Justine. 

Justine Gordon:
So again, with the UG, there are some challenges. There are also some positive changes, and there are a lot of things that really haven't changed as much as you might think. For example, charging administrative and clerical salaries. In the Uniform Guidance, we don't see too much of a shift from what we saw previously in the circulars. One thing that we do see is that the Uniform Guidance has removed the designation of "major project" as a requirement for charging administrative and clerical salaries. But other than that, I think the intent is really the same. It does specify four conditions that must be met in order to charge administrative and clerical salaries. The services that are being charged must be integral to a project or activity. Now I will note that "integral" is not actually defined, so that's something to take into consideration when you're making that determination. Individuals involved can be specifically identified with the project or activity. The costs are explicitly included in the budget or have the prior written approval of the federal awarding agency, and that these costs are also not recovered as indirect costs. So those are the four conditions that need to be met when you're charging administrative and clerical salaries. So maybe put together a checklist or just little notes to yourself whenever you see these come through across your desk, are all these things being met? And you should be okay. You can also still charge programmatic personnel like project managers, those who are not considered admin or clerical, and that hasn't changed. So as far as cost sharing, here's one that we see something different, and I think it's pretty clear in the Uniform Guidance, that they don't require, they don't expect voluntary committed cost sharing under federal research proposals. They also state very clearly that voluntary committed cost sharing cannot be used as a factor during the merit review of the proposal. So here's the language, voluntary committed cost sharing is not expected, cannot be used as a factor during the merit review. So this language again, in 200.306 is very, very clear. However, there are exceptions. Any exception to this must be specified in the opportunity notice, the RFP, et cetera. So it must be very clearly identified if there's an exception to that cost sharing and if they're requiring it. So here's what we're seeing. We are actually seeing occasions where, in the funding announcement, there is what you could call vague references to cost sharing as being encouraged. Here is an example that came up recently, and this is right out of the solicitation. It says matching funds and/or contributions are not required, but are highly valued, to increase effectiveness of federal research investments. So the question is, what does that mean, right? The Uniform Guidance says cost sharing is not required, shouldn't be included, cannot be used in the merit review, yet occasionally we're seeing language such as this coming through. As an applicant, what do you do? You want to make sure that your proposal is as competitive as it can be. You also want to minimize the additional burden to the institution that comes with offering up cost sharing. So we have some suggestions, and these suggestions have been circulated throughout the non-federal entity community. When you do see language such as that, that I just showed you, we do encourage you to reach out to the awarding agency and ask the question. Provide the language that you see in the solicitation, and then follow up with the Uniform Guidance citations. And here we have them both here for you, in 200.306 and also in the appendix, where it's talking about cost sharing not being expected. So we do encourage you to point out the language in the solicitation, point out the language in the UG, and then really just ask the question. Say, you know, we're concerned that this request for cost sharing may – you know, here's some suggested language that you could use when you're working with the agency – you know, we're concerned that this may compel institutions to commit voluntary cost sharing in the budget proposal, when it's not a requirement by way of the Uniform Guidance. And also ask for the basis of that requirement, or the language, if it's not included as a specific requirement, but as something that's encouraged. Ask the agency, can you please provide the basis or a justification for the language included in the RFP? And also ask for the point of contact of the policy official who's responsible for approving that language. Because again, any exceptions to that cost sharing need to be approved by a policy official at the agency. So don't be afraid to reach out to the agency and ask the question. And once you do that, we also encourage you to please forward that information to the Research Foundation central office. We're sort of trying to keep track of agency deviations and exceptions, working with COGR to highlight to the federal agencies where there is a lack of uniformity, where we're seeing that the Uniform Guidance isn’t being followed, and the intent behind it is really being compromised. So again, it's a tricky situation. You want to be competitive. You want to follow the guidelines that are offered in the solicitation. At the same time you don't want to put yourself in a situation where you're committing cost share where you don't need to, and institutional resources that may be difficult to come by. So I think that's all we have on cost share. Lisa, do you want to talk about audit?

Lisa LeBlanc:
Sure. Thanks, Justine. Good morning. I'd like to discuss the effect of Uniform Guidance on the RF 2014-2015 single audit. First an update on the audit. We spoke with the KPMB senior manager of the single audit for an update recently. She reported that in comparison to our total activity, the volume of activity that has occurred since Uniform Guidance took effect, is lower, and therefore the impact to the audit will be minimal. Now for some compliance supplement specifics. The 2015 compliance supplement is still a draft. The final has not yet been issued. There is the possibility that additional changes may be added to the final document that are unknown. This has occurred in the past, according to the auditors. The draft supplement does reference the FAQs, which is good news. The FAQs lend clarification to the actual Guidance, and it's positive that the auditors will be able to use the FAQs to interpret the Guidance as they conduct the audit. There have been a few testing changes that I would like to bring to your attention. The first is in subrecipient testing. That testing will now include a review of risk assessments and monitoring. This should not be an issue for the RF, as we've already included those controls in our processes. Next is cash management testing. That will change to include a test to determine if the draw-down happens after expenditures are made. KPMG plans to look at the portion of deferred revenue that represents cash received. They anticipate that this test will be part of the financial statement audit, not the single audit. Part 3 of the compliance supplement are the compliance requirements. They've now divided this part into two sections, Part 3.1 and Part 3.2, to address pre and post-Uniform Guidance rules. The supplement will stay this way for years, with two sets of rules. The 2016 audit will focus more on 3.2, and slowly move away from 3.1 over time. KPMG has said that they don't intend to double-sample. They will pick their samples independent of the Guidance that would govern them. And finally, part six is the internal control section. This section has been completely redlined for a re-write. And the re-write is not expected to be completed until 2016. Donna?

Donna Kiley:
Thank you, Lisa. We have a few charts in our PowerPoints that we have used in the past, and we just wanted to highlight the policies that were either created or updated to comply with 2 CFR part 200. Again, the only new policy that was created was the subrecipient policy. And all of these policies are updated and on our website. We also have another chart that just talks about some key procedures and other documents that were created to comply with the Uniform Guidance. The principal investigators' handbook included some citation changes, as well as changing the reference to contractor from vendor. Several of the procurement procedures were updated to include the election of the grace period, as well as a number of other documents. I wasn't sure if there were any questions. We had a question come before this presentation. So I will ask that question, and if there are any other questions, we'll have them in a minute. The one question that was asked prior to this presentation was, is NIH approval required prior to issuing a fixed-amount subaward that exceeds the simplified acquisition threshold?

Justine Gordon:
I can answer that question. Sure, I can answer that question. So, is NIH approval required? No. Actually, in NIH's implementing regs, they have waived the prior approval requirement for fixed-amount subawards exceeding the simplified acquisition threshold, which is $150,000.00 at this time. So an entity may provide subawards based on fixed amounts that equal or exceed the threshold, of course provided that the subawards meet the requirements of fixed-amount awards that are included in what would be the NIH implementing regs. So make sure you look at the regs associated with your award, make sure you understand the terms and conditions, and in this case, NIH has waived the prior approval requirement. 
Donna Kiley:
There have not been any other questions, but again, you can reach out to any one of us on the panel and there, we would get back to you an answer any of your questions directly. There are resources on our public webpage. We have a dedicated OMB Uniform Guidance webpage. There's two bulleted references that I have on this slide that talk about the COGR implementation and the readiness guide for the OMB Uniform Guidance, and the COFAR frequently asked questions. They're concise documents that outline questions that might come up in the course of sponsored programs administration. Also, the materials presented on this program are included in the materials for the Learning Tuesday. With that, I'd like to thank you for taking the time to attend this learning and development program today. Please take two minutes and let us know what your thoughts are of today's program by completing the exit survey. You may access the link from the e-mail you'll receive momentarily, if you registered in advance, or from the Livestream webpage. Your feedback is used to improve future programs. Please note that there won't be a Learning Tuesday program offered in July. So please enjoy the brief break, and join us back in August. The next Learning Tuesday program on the RF policies and procedures is scheduled for August 25th. Thanks again and have a great day.

[End of Audio]
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