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The Mississippi Legislature created the Joint
Legislative Committee on Performance Evaluation and
Expenditure Review (PEER Committee) by statute in
1973. A joint committee, the PEER Committee is
composed of seven members of the House of
Representatives appointed by the Speaker of the
House and seven members of the Senate appointed by
the Lieutenant Governor. Appointments are made for
four-year terms, with one Senator and one
Representative appointed from each of the U.S.
Congressional Districts and three at-large members
appointed from each house. Committee officers are
elected by the membership, with officers alternating
annually between the two houses. All Committee
actions by statute require a majority vote of four
Representatives and four Senators voting in the
affirmative.

Mississippi’s constitution gives the Legislature broad
power to conduct examinations and investigations.
PEER is authorized by law to review any public entity,
including contractors supported in whole or in part by
public funds, and to address any issues that may
require legislative action. PEER has statutory access to
all state and local records and has subpoena power to
compel testimony or the production of documents.

PEER provides a variety of services to the Legislature,
including program  evaluations, economy and
efficiency reviews, financial audits, limited scope
evaluations, fiscal notes, and other governmental
research and assistance. The Committee identifies
inefficiency or ineffectiveness or a failure to accomplish
legislative objectives, and makes recommendations for
redefinition, redirection, redistribution and/or
restructuring of Mississippi government. As directed by
and subject to the prior approval of the PEER
Committee, the Committee’s professional staff
executes audit and evaluation projects obtaining
information and developing options for consideration
by the Committee. The PEER Committee releases
reports to the Legislature, Governor, Lieutenant
Governor, the agency examined, and the general
public.

The Committee assigns top priority to written requests
from individual legislators and legislative committees.
The Committee also considers PEER staff proposals
and written requests from state officials and others.
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CONCLUSION: Leadership at the Mississippi State Department of Health (MSDH) is aware that historically it has not
effectively monitored and provided oversight of its subgrants and that there are many opportunities for improvement. As
a result, the Department has been working to implement a comprehensive agency-wide reform to modernize and tighten
its grants management and compliance processes. A key to improvement will be to ensure that all staff comply with the

new policies, procedures, and processes.

Q BACKGROUND

MSDH receives and expends hundreds of
millions of dollars each year in grants from
federal, non-federal, and state sources to
protect and advance the health, well-
being, and safety of Mississippians. While
a majority of grant funding is used by
MSDH to fund its internal operations, a
portion of funding is distributed by MSDH
to other entities, known as subgrantees or
subrecipients, to carry out the scope of
work and purpose of the grant. Due to the
challenges associated with managing
subgrants, this review focused on MSDH'’s
management and oversight of the funds it
receives and awards to subgrantees
through subgrant agreements.

Historically, subgrants have been managed
by staff in each MSDH program area, with
little oversight from the Central Office
leadership. This has led to many of MSDH'’s
issues with subgrant management. The
decentralization of subgrant management
has led to many of MSDH's issues in this
area. However, MSDH is actively working
to add more accountability and oversight
over each program area.

A subgrant is an award provided by a
pass-through entity to a subgrantee to
carry out part of a federal award
received by the pass-through entity.

A pass-through entity is a non-federal
entity that provides subawards to a
subrecipient to carry out part of a
federal program.

];g KEY FINDINGS

In FY 2024 and FY 2025, MSDH received approximately $456 million in
total grant funding and had total grant expenditures of $434.2 million.

During this period, subgrant expenditures accounted for approximately
11% of total grant expenditures. The majority of MSDH's subgrants were
awarded to entities for Crime Victim Assistance, the Special Supplemental
Nutrition Program Women, Infants, and Children (most commonly known
as WIC), and injury prevention and control programs.

While MSDH has policies and procedures in place to govern its
management of subgrantees, a review of subgrantee documentation
showed that the program area staff have not consistently implemented
these requirements and practices over the last few years.

In a sample of 150 subgrant expenditures, PEER determined some issues
with incomplete and inconsistent supporting documentation and limited
monitoring and oversight of MSDH subgrants. Most notably, MSDH staff
has not conducted risk assessments as required by its policies and
procedures, and as a result there has been limited monitoring of
subgrantees.

While a majority of MSDH issues with subgrants management can be
attributed to a lack of enforcement of policies and procedures and
limited training, MSDH has taken steps to improve its management
subgrants.

Subgrant management changes implemented by MSDH, include: working
to update subgrant policies and procedures, improving monitoring tools,
implementing subgrant training for program area staff, and adding an
oversight and compliance component at the Central Office to monitor
program area management of subgrants. Overall, the steps taken by
MSDH appear to add a level of compliance monitoring for MSDH staff
that did not exist before and should help address many of the issues.
MSDH must still ensure these changes are properly implemented. This can
be done by strengthening internal controls, continuously providing
training opportunities for all current staff, new hires, and subgrantees,
monitoring compliance with policy requirements, and communicating
with staff to advocate for transparency and obtain feedback.

A subgrantee or subrecipient is a non-federal entity (e.g., nonprofit) that
receives a subaward from a pass-through entity to carry out part of a federal
program.



An effective internal control system can strengthen the
management of subgrants. This can include: creating
a set of standards, processes, and structures that
provide the basis for carrying out internal controls;
implementing better document storage; ensuring a
segregation of duties; continuously communicating
information; and conducting ongoing evaluations of
internal controls to identify strengths and weaknesses.

\_

/ \meetings.

/Incorporation of Performance and Evidence into the\

Subgrant Award Process

Due to the critical role subgrantees can have in public
health, it is important to ensure that whenever
possible, funds are invested in programs and services
that are proven to work. MSDH can work towards

Opportunities for Continued Improvement of Subgrant Management
/ Continued Improvement of Internal Controls \

/ Implementation of Subgrantee Training \

A key to successful implementation of grant projects
is to provide clear and timely communication
regarding expectations, deliverables, and timelines
with subgrantees. MSDH should ensure that all current
and new subgrantees are provided information
regarding all changes to subgrants management at
the Department. This should include a subgrant policy
manual and regularly scheduled trainings and

/ Providing More Transparency

J
N

MSDH should create an inventory or database of all its
grant programs and publish it to its website on a
regular basis. This would help provide more
transparency to policymakers and further help ensure
that public funds are being expended efficiently and

incorporating performance and evidence into the
subgrant award process by improving the performance

Qeasures that are written into subgrant agreements./ \ /

effectively.

r:l RECOMMENDATIONS

PEER should conduct a review of MSDH's management of grants in CY 2028. In light of considerable changes
the Department is making to its policies, procedures, and processes, this would allow MSDH the time needed
to implement those changes. PEER notes, that in consideration of this future review, MSDH has offered to
provide PEER with reports on its progress as it relates to grants management.

MSDH should proceed with its plans to adopt its proposed subgrant policies and procedures. A year after
implementation, MSDH's Executive Leadership should internally conduct a review to determine strengths and
weaknesses of implementation and make any necessary amendments to its subgrant policies and procedures
and grants management practices. The Department should provide the results of this review to the PEER
Committee.

MSDH should require all entities that it enters into subgrant or contractual agreements to provide detailed
information regarding the scope of work that has been completed and the deliverables that are being
reimbursed. So that there is no confusion of the work that has been completed, there should be a direct link
between the scope of work/work plan and the work that has been completed.

MSDH and the Department of Finance and Administration should continue working together to determine the
documentation that should be submitted for all grant expenditure reimbursements uploaded to MAGIC.

Review of the Mississippi State Department of Health’s Management of Subgrants
January 5, 2026
For more information, contact: (601) 359-1226 | P.O. Box 1204, Jackson, MS 39215-1204
Representative Kevin Felsher, Chair | James F. (Ted) Booth, Executive Director
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Review of the Mississippi State Department of
Health’s Management of Subgrants

Introduction

The PEER Committee, under the authority granted by MISS. CODE ANN. § 5-3-51 (1972) et seq., conducted a
targeted review of the Mississippi State Department of Health’s (MSDH) management of subgrants.

Scope and Purpose

MSDH receives and expends hundreds of millions of dollars each year in grants from federal, non-federal, and state
sources to protect and advance the health, well-being, and safety of Mississippians. Recently, there have been
concerns over MSDH's management of its grants, specifically as it relates to its oversight and management of funds
it receives and awards to other entities through subgrant agreements. As a result, in conducting this review, PEER
sought to determine:

e how well MSDH managed federal and non-federal grants it awarded to non-federal entities such as nonprofit
organizations (i.e., subgrantees) in State Fiscal Years (FYs) 2024 and 2025;

e the primary causes of MSDH's subgrant management issues and the steps MSDH has taken to address the
issues; and,

e opportunities for continued improvement of grants management.

PEER chose to limit its review to MSDH'’s management and oversight of subgrants based on a number of issues
identified within reports issued by the Office of the State Auditor during 2025. While this review focuses on MSDH'’s
management of subgrants, PEER did not evaluate how subgrantees are managing the grants they receive from
MSDH. PEER notes that this review excludes state funding provided through legislative appropriations, funding from
other state agencies, and federal grants allocated for COVID-19 pandemic relief.

To determine how well MSDH program offices managed subgrantee expenditures:

e PEER conducted a random sample of 150 subgrantee expenditures reimbursed in FY 2024 and FY 2025.
PEER requested and reviewed various information and documentation for each expenditure and subgrantee,
such as Notice of Awards, subgrant agreements, invoices, receipts, activity logs, performance and
programmatic grant reports, risk assessments, onsite monitoring, and other documentation submitted.

e PEER utilized the Clopper-Pearson binomial method to generalize the results of the sample to the entire
population of subgrant expenditures during this timeframe. This method makes no assumptions regarding
the population and is a commonly cited method for determining confidence intervals (i.e., a range of values
that are believed to contain, with a certain degree of probability, the true population value). Because this
method is conservative, it might overestimate the size of the confidence intervals, but it is guaranteed to
never underestimate those intervals. See the discussion beginning on page 12.
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PEER also:

interviewed MSDH staff;
reviewed applicable state laws, rules, and regulations governing MSDH;

downloaded grant documentation uploaded to the state’s accounting system, Mississippi’s Accountability
System for Government Information and Collaboration (MAGIC);

reviewed descriptions of federal programs that provide grants to MSDH;

compared MSDH's previous subgrantee policies and procedures to its currently proposed draft procedures
to determine if the new procedures will address concerns and issues found during the sample review; and,

researched best practices in grants management.

PEER Report #727




This chapter provides a general overview of:

the federal grant awards process; and,

grant revenues and expenditures in FY 2024 and FY 2025.

Federal Grant Awards Process

There are three phases of the grant lifecycle, including pre-award (e.g., funding opportunities and
submission of applications), award (e.g., funding award selection), and post-award (e.g.,
implementation and oversight of the award).

A majority of MSDH'’s grant funding is awarded by
federal sources, such as the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services for preventive health
and the Department of Justice for crime victim
assistance programs. MSDH acts as a pass-through
entity to identify and distribute grant funding to
subgrantees to carry out the scope of work and
purpose of the grant. To determine its funding
needs, MSDH evaluates its programs through
strategic planning and determines high priority
areas to align grant applications with the state’s
health needs.

As the pass-through entity, MSDH is responsible
for applying for, accepting, and monitoring any
award it receives. The federal grant lifecycle can be
grouped into three main phases:

e pre-award;
e award; and,

e post-award.

Definitions

A subgrant is an award provided by a pass-
through entity to a subgrantee to carry out
part of a federal award received by the pass-
through entity. This does not include
payments to a contractor or payments to an
individual that is a beneficiary of a federal
program.

A pass-through entity is a non-federal entity

that provides subawards to a subrecipient to
carry out part of a federal program.

A subgrantee or subrecipient is a non-
federal entity (e.g., nonprofit) that receives a

subaward from a pass-through entity to
carry out part of a federal program.

The following sections provide a brief overview of each phase. PEER notes that these phases can
vary slightly depending on the federal agency and grant awarded.
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Pre-Award

The lifecycle of a grant begins in the pre-award phase, which includes the announcement of
funding opportunities and the submission and review of grant applications. During this phase, a
federal agency will prepare and publish Funding Opportunity Announcements (FOA) with all
applicable information and requirements for eligibility. Entities, such as MSDH, can view grant
opportunities, register to apply, and submit applications on Grants.gov. The application process
can be lengthy and includes steps such as developing ideas, conducting research, and completing
the application. The funding agency will review the applications and select entities to receive
awards based on their fulfillment of minimum requirements, technical and programmatic quality
and competency, and budget documentation. The pre-award phase ends once the federal agency
has completed the application review process.

Award

The award phase of the grant lifecycle includes award decisions and notifications. The awarding
agency sends a Notice of Award (NOA), which is the official, legally binding issuance of the award,
and disburses funds to selected entities.

Post-Award

The post-award phase is the time in which the entity awarded funding conducts the activities
outlined in the grant agreement with the federal agency. For entities, such as MSDH, this involves
managing funding, entering into agreements with subgrantees, tracking and documenting all
expenditures, submitting financial, performance, and programmatic reports to the federal agency
for review and monitoring, and completing the closeout process at the end of the award period.

As a pass-through entity, MSDH is responsible for ensuring that it and its subgrantees comply with
the applicable federal regulations, state laws, and award requirements for each of the grants it
receives.

MSDH Grant Revenues and Expenditures in FY 2024 and FY 2025

In the two fiscal years included in the review, MSDH received approximately $456 million in total grant
funding and had total grant expenditures of $434.2 million. Subgrant expenditures accounted for
approximately 11% of total grant expenditures in both fiscal years. The majority of MSDH's subgrants
were awarded to entities for Crime Victim Assistance, WIC, and injury prevention and control
programs.

According to MSDH staff, the Department received approximately:
e $209.3 million in grant revenues in FY 2024; and,
o $246.7 million in grant revenues in FY 2025.
MSDH had total grant expenditures of approximately:
e $205.9 million in FY 2024; and,
e $228.3 million in FY 2025.
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Grant expenditures not awarded to subgrantees are often expended by MSDH to fund its internal
operations, such as funding salaries, wages, and fringe benefits for staff responsible for managing
grants and entering into contractual agreements with entities for services and goods that do not
meet the characteristics of a subgrantee relationship.

Subgrantee Expenditures in FY 2024 and FY 2025

PEER did not review how well MSDH managed
internal grant expenditures, but rather focused its
review on subgrant expenditures due to the
challenges that can exist for pass-through entities
responsible for providing oversight and ensuring
compliance of subgrantees. Subgrantee
expenditures totaled approximately $46,387,943,
including:

e $26,531,577 in FY 2024 (13% of total expenditures); and,
o $19,856,366 in FY 2025 (9% of total expenditures).

In both fiscal years, subgrant expenditures
accounted for approximately 11% of total

expenditures.

These subgrantee expenditures were funded by the following federal agencies:

e The U.S. Department of Agriculture for the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for
Women, Infants, and Children (most commonly known as WIC);

e The U.S. Department of Education for special education grants for infants and toddlers
with disabilities;

e The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services to support multiple public health
initiatives and programs; and,

e The U.S. Department of Justice to support the Office Against Interpersonal Violence.

MSDH also received funding from multiple non-federal sources, such as The National Association
of Chronic Disease Directors and the W.K. Kellogg Foundation, to support subgrantee
expenditures and programs.

Information regarding MSDH'’s grants are entered into several systems, including:
e the grants management access portal in MAGIC;

e the Automated Standard Application for Payments System (ASAP), which is used by
federal agencies to enroll recipient entities, authorize payments, and manage accounts;
and,

e the Payment Management System (PMS), which is a centralized web-based system
operated by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services to handle grant payments
and cash management for federal agencies.

However, PEER notes that MSDH does not currently maintain a complete centralized list of its
grant programs. There are several issues with creating a complete list of grants at MSDH, including
but not limited to:

e Grants have historically been managed within each program area responsible for
administering grants, with little oversight from the Central Office.
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e Various information regarding grants can be located amongst different databases.

e Some of the grants will have carryover or expanded authority and be entered into the
system with separate grant numbers.

e For tracking purposes, MSDH assigns grants with subparts separate numbers. This means
that a grant for the same purpose but with different subparts could be listed several times.

e Some items are categorized as grants for tracking purposes but would not actually be
considered grant funding (e.g., fees from marriage certificates and ATV sales that supports
the trauma fund).

Taking all of these challenges into consideration,
PEER utilized information from all three systems and
federal assistance listings to categorize grants
awarded to subgrantees in FY 2024 and FY 2025. For
purposes of the inventory, grant awards with subparts
and similar purposes were combined and counted as
one grant program.

In both fiscal years, there were approximately 50

assistance listings with grant programs awarded to

210 vendors (i.e., subgrantees). Subgrantees could

receive funding under multiple assistance listings. Exhibit 1 on page 7 includes assistance listings
with over a million dollars in subgrantee expenditures in total for the two fiscal years included in
the review. These subgrants accounted for 78% of total subgrantee expenditures. As shown in
Exhibit 1, a majority of subgrant funding is awarded for Crime Victim Assistance, WIC, and Injury
Prevention and Control Research (e.g., Mississippi Against Drug Abuse Prevention).

In addition, Exhibit 2 on page 8 provides a list of the 20 subgrantees with the most subgrant
expenditures in both fiscal years, accounting for 57% of total subgrant expenditures. As shown in
Exhibit 2, the University of Mississippi Medical Center, the Mississippi Public Health Institute, and
the Center for Violence Prevention received the largest awards in both fiscal years.

Appendix A on page 37 provides additional information regarding subgrant awards in FY 2024
and FY 2025, including assistance listing, grant program, description, and funding agency.

Appendix B on page 43 provides a list of vendors receiving subgrant awards of $100,000 or
more in FY 2024 and FY 2025.
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Exhibit 1: Subgrant Funding Accounting for 78% of Total Subgrantee Expenditures in
FY 2024 and FY 2025

Grants Included in Assistance Total Expenditures in

Assistance Listing Listing FY 2024 and FY 2025

Crime Victim Assistance Crime Victim Assistance Fund $17,530,785

Special Supplemental Nutrition WIC Administration, WIC Food, and

Program for Women, Infants and . $3,551,597
Children (WIC) WIC Breastfeeding PEER Counsel
Injury Prevention and Control State Injury Prevention, Mississippi
Research and State and Against Drug Abuse Prevention, and $2,445,350
Community Based Programs Rape Prevention and Education
Preventing Heart Attacks and o ,
2 7

Strokes in High Need Areas Mississippi Delta Health Collaborative $2,366,60
Viol Against W

rolence Against Tomen Stop Violence Against Women $2,047,055

Formula Grants

Family Violence Prevention and
Services/Domestic Violence Family Violence Prevention $1,629,043
Shelter and Supportive Services

Maternal and Child Health Services,
Child Health, and Children with $1,558,424
Special Health Care Needs

Maternal and Child Health
Services Block Grant to States

Ending the HIV Epidemic: A Plan Ryan White — Ending the HIV

for America, Ryan White Epidemi $1,490,280
HIV/AIDS Program Parts Aand B | o '¢
National Bi ism Hospital
ational Bloterrorism Hospita Bioterrorism Hospital Preparedness $1,478,769
Preparedness Program
Ending the HIV Epidemic and
HIV Prevention Activities Health | Integrated HIV Surveillance and
, $1,304,376
Department Based Prevention Programs for Health
Departments
Harold Rogers Prescription Drug | Comprehensive Opioid Abuse $1,001,902

Monitoring Program Program

$36,404,186.38

Total Expenditures | (789 of total subgrant
expenditures)

SOURCE: PEER analysis of subgrant expenditure data and information provided by the Mississippi State Department

of Health and federal assistance listings.
L
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Exhibit 2: Top Twenty Subgrantee Expenditures in FY 2024 and FY 2025

Total Expenditures in FY

Vendor Name 2024 and FY 2025

University of Mississippi Medical Center $4,707,773
Mississippi Public Health Institute $3,366,197
Center for Violence Prevention $2,024,510
Gulf Coast Center for Nonviolence $1,784,205
GA Carmichael Family Health Center $1,684,993
ScriptGuideRX, Inc. $1,369,618
Mississippi Hospital Association $1,251,660
Community Health Center Association of Mississippi $1,206,136
Mississippi Children’s Home Society Canopy Children’s Solutions $1,016,237
Family Crisis Services of Northwest Mississippi $907,392
Domestic Abuse Family Shelter $829,107
Youth Villages Inc. $829,101
Hope Village for Children $763,197
Coastal Family Health Center $734,635
Southern Christian Services for Children and Youth Inc. $714,844
Children’s Advocacy Center of Mississippi $709,078
Care Lodge Domestic Violence Shelter $702,605
g:::;arl Mississippi Civic Improvement Jackson-Hinds Comprehensive $701,893
Mississippi Coalition Against Sexual Assault Inc. $639,117
Catholic Charities Inc. $609,217
$26,551,515

Total (57% of total subgrant
expenditures)

SOURCE: PEER analysis of subgrant expenditure data and information provided by the Mississippi State Department

of Health.
|
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Oversight and Monitoring of
Subgrantees

This chapter provides an overview of:

e MSDH's requirements for managing subgrants and monitoring subgrantee expenditures and grant
performance; and,

e the results of PEER's sample review of 150 subgrant expenditures in FY 2024 and FY 2025.

While MSDH has policies and procedures in place to govern its management of subgrantees, a review of
subgrantee documentation showed that the program offices responsible for subgrantee management
have not consistently implemented these requirements and practices over the last few years.

Requirements for Monitoring and Oversight of Subgrantees

Pursuant to federal guidelines, MSDH is required to establish policies and procedures for subgrantees
to ensure that grant funds are used for their intended purposes. MSDH, as the pass-through entity, is
responsible for selecting subgrantees and ensuring subgrant agreements include all required
components. Once subgrant agreements are signed and the subgrant is active, MSDH is required to
review and verify all reimbursement requests to ensure all supporting documentation is provided,
conduct risk assessments to assess the risk of noncompliance, and determine necessary monitoring
activities for each subgrantee.

MSDH administers grants in accordance with state law, federal Uniform Guidance (2 CFR Part
200.332 Requirements for Pass-Through Entities),” and internal departmental policies. The
Subgrant Policies and Procedures Manual serves as the foundational framework for how MSDH
manages, monitors, and evaluates non-profit spending through its subgrants. According to MSDH,
the purpose of the policies and procedures
are to ensure that funds are used for their
intended purposes and to safeguard public
funding to the greatest extent possible. The
policies and procedures should be used along
with guidance from prime funders (e.g.,
federal agencies issuing prime awards) to
guide a subgrantee’s decision making as it
relates to subgrants awarded by MSDH.

MSDH updated its Subgrant Policies and
Procedures Manual in July 2021. However,
PEER notes that the Department is in the
process of updating its subgrant policies and

procedures as an effort to improve its
management of grants. Some of the changes,
which are still in draft form, will be discussed in
the next chapter of this report.

' The Uniform Guidance is a government-wide framework by the United States Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) that sets the rules for federal grants and awards.
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While MSDH'’s policies and procedures address the various components of grants management,
this review included the following components:

e Pre-Award Requirements (i.e., the development phase of grants management):
including subgrantee selection and subgrant agreements; and,

¢ Post-Award Requirements (i.e., the execution, implementation, and monitoring phase
of grants management): including risk assessment, subgrantee monitoring, and
reimbursement requirements.

It has been MSDH'’s practice to give responsibility of grant management to staff in the program
areas responsible for administering grants. This has resulted in a decentralized grants
management process, with limited oversight from MSDH'’s leadership in the Central Office.

Subgrantee Selection

MSDH is responsible for determining whether disbursement of funds constitutes a subgrantee or
contractor relationship in accordance with OMB'’s Uniform Guidance. This review focuses on non-
profit entities entering into a subgrant agreement not a contractual agreement with the
Department.

Prior to subgrantee selection, MSDH staff in the grant program area are required to:
e assess previous experience with the proposed subgrantee;

e review the subgrantee’s proposal to determine whether the entity can properly manage
the project and whether costs are reasonable and allowable;

e check the subgrantee’s status in the System for Award Management (SAM.gov)? to
determine if there are any active exclusions that would preclude MSDH from entering into
the agreement with the entity (i.e., funds cannot be passed through to entities that are
suspended, debarred, or otherwise deemed ineligible to participate in the funded
program); and,

e have the subgrantee complete the Conlflicts of Interest Form to be reviewed by MSDH
legal counsel.

This information is to be documented and maintained in the subgrantee's file.

Subgrant Agreements

The primary funding instrument for MSDH subgrants is a cost reimbursed subgrant agreement.
MSDH utilizes a standard template for subgrant agreements, which cannot be altered. All
subgrantee agreements must include:

e standard terms;

e identification of the subgrant (i.e., subgrantee name, period of performance, amount of
funds committed, and name of the program/subgrant);

e additional terms and special conditions, as applicable;

2 SAM.gov is an official government website of the United States that entities can use to register to do business with
the federal government.
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e scope of work; and,
e budget or payment schedule.

According to MSDH staff, success for cost-
reimbursed subgrants is tied to the completion of
activities in the scope of work and compliance
with the approved budget and reporting
requirements.

Subgrantee Reimbursement Requirements

In order for MSDH to issue a reimbursement,
subgrantees  are  required to  submit
documentation of actual costs incurred. Prior to
any reimbursements, MSDH program area staff
are required to:

e compare reimbursement requests to the
grant budget in the subgrant agreement
to ensure allowability and availability of
funding; and,

e review supporting documentation for all
expenditures included in the
reimbursement requests and ensure the
documentation adequately documents
the request.

The reimbursement claim could be delayed or
returned to the subgrantee unpaid, if the

Definitions

A Subgrant Agreement is a formal, written
agreement between the pass-through entity and
the subgrant that outlines the terms of the grant
award.

A Cost Reimbursed Subgrant Agreement is a
type of agreement under which the subgrantee

invoices MSDH for actual costs incurred under
the subgrant to be reimbursed.

Scope of Work describes the services or
benefits the subgrantee will provide and all
activities must conform with the program

requirements and objectives, including any
performance measures attached to the award. It
must also identify any deliverables MSDH
imposes on the subgrantee in order for the
Department to meet its own responsibility to the
prime funding agency.

The budget or payment schedule represents
the subgrantee’s budget for performing the

subgrant activities. It should be allocated by
budget categories, such as personnel, fringe
benefits, travel, commodities, contractual
services, etc.

subgrantee does not submit proper documentation to support expenditures.

Subgrantee Risk Assessments

As required by Uniform Guidance, as a pass-through entity, MSDH must evaluate each
subgrantee’s risk of noncompliance to determine the extent of monitoring that is necessary. The
results of each subgrantee risk assessment must be fully documented by MSDH. This phase is
conducted after the execution of the subgrant and scores subgrantees on a low-to-medium-to-

high scale. Risk assessment factors include:

e award complexity and dollar amount;

e personnel or system changes; and,

the subgrantee’s prior experience with the same or similar awards;

history and results of previous audits (e.g., Single Audit status);

e the extent and results of federal awarding agency monitoring.

While subgrantees with lower risk require less
monitoring, subgrantees with higher risk need to
be monitored more often.

PEER Report #727
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Subgrantee Monitoring

As required by the federal Uniform Guidance (2 CFR Part 200.332):

MSDH must monitor the subgrantee to ensure the subgrant is used for authorized
purposes, achieves performance goals, and is in compliance with applicable
funding terms and conditions, Federal and state regulations, and MSDH policies
and procedures.

All subgrantees, regardless of risk, undergo these required activities:
e review of programmatic/performance reports and financial reports;
e follow-up on timely and appropriate action on all deficiencies pertaining to the subgrant;

e verifying the subgrantee is audited when the subgrantee’s federal expenditures exceed
$750,000 (PEER notes that this threshold increased to $1 million in 2024); and,

e issuing a management decision for Single Audit findings pertaining to the federal award
provided to the subgrantee by MSDH.

Additional monitoring for high-risk subgrantees includes:

e training and technical assistance on program-related matters (e.g., webinars, conferences,
information portals, and formal training programs);

e performance of on-site reviews of the subgrantee’s program operations; and,
e arrangement for agreed-upon-procedure engagements.

According to the MSDH Subgrant Policies and
Procedures Manual, all monitoring activities must be
documented and communicated to the subgrantee.
Monitoring plans are subject to internal review by
the Office of Policy Evaluation and the Office of
Internal Audit within MSDH's Central Office. PEER
notes that MSDH's proposed subgrant policies and procedures eliminate the Office of Policy
Evaluation and create two new offices (i.e., the Office of Strategic Contracting and the Subgrant
Office of Compliance) to handle subgrant management at the Central Office.

Subgrantee deficiencies are detected
through on-site reviews, monitoring of

reports, and other means (e.g., review of
reimbursement documentation).

Any findings of non-compliance that are not corrected by the subgrantee in a timely manner can
result in additional terms and modifications being added to the subgrant agreement, and in some
cases MSDH may impose sanctions, such as withholding payment or suspending or terminating
the subaward.

Routine monitoring and review of required documentation during the award period is important
to measure the performance and ensure grant outcomes are met.

Issues with the Verification of Subgrant Expenditures and Monitoring
Activities

In a sample of 150 subgrant expenditures, PEER determined issues with incomplete and inconsistent
supporting documentation and limited monitoring and oversight of MSDH subgrants during FY 2024
and FY 2025.
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To determine how well MSDH manages its subgrants, PEER conducted a random sample of 150
subgrantee expenditures reimbursed by MSDH during FY 2024 and FY 2025. PEER then used the
sample to generalize the results to the entire population of 3,932 subgrantee expenditures?
utilizing the Clopper-Pearson binomial method. This allows for at least 99% certainty in the results
of the analysis. This section’s exhibits list the results of the analysis of subgrantee expenditures
ranging from less favorable (i.e., red) to more favorable (i.e., green).

This review focused on MSDH's management of activities after it awarded subgrants and did not
evaluate MSDH'’s procedures for selecting subgrantees. Overall, the review revealed several
instances of missing, incomplete, and inconsistent documentation to support reimbursement
requests, as well as a lack of risk assessments and monitoring activities being conducted by the
responsible program offices. As MSDH states in its Subgrant Policies and Procedures Manual, poor
management of subgrantees could result in MSDH’s reputation being damaged and could
jeopardize current and future funding opportunities.

Observations Made Through Review of Subgrant Agreements

PEER reviewed subgrant agreements between MSDH and its subgrantees. Each agreement
follows a general template as required in the Subgrant Policies and Procedures Manual and
includes a scope of work/work plan that often details project deliverables, goals, objectives,
outputs, outcomes, and budget/payment
schedule that outlines the available project [RaSSEUSIICRCIEUENEERSEOTERIFRCITANCY
funding and allowable grant reimbursements. [JRUCEESSEWCHUTEENNT R RN eTeTeVIE (ST I E IR
Of the 150 expenditures included in the sample  [EEClCEClLEERENIICH RN S VIECE

review:

e 94% had a subgrant agreement within the reimbursement timeframe of the expenditure
request;

e 90% had a subgrant agreement that was signed by both parties and included all required
components (i.e., scope of work and budget); and,

e 63% had outputs and/or outcomes written into the subgrant agreement to assist in
tracking grant performance (However,
MG IERGEQIENINERRGERTIISIChIM  Outcome measures in subgrant agreements
EIICEIMCRICIGEVCICIVI NI GV can be a useful tool for ensuring
outcome measures. Subgrant subgrantees are tracking progress and
agreements with outcome measures meeting grant program goa|5'
were often not measurable and would
be difficult to track over the course of
the grant).

While a majority of the expenditures had subgrant agreements, there were a few that were missing
from the grant files provided by MSDH. According to MSDH staff, expenditures without a subgrant
agreement were handled by former employees who are no longer employed by MSDH. The
existing team conducted a thorough search of the missing information but were unable to find a
subgrant agreement that would encompass the expenditures.

Additionally, PEER observed instances of subgrant agreements with:

3 MSDH provided the subgrantee expenditure information used for this review.
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e scope of work and deliverables that were not clearly defined;

e outcome measures lacking all the necessary components to demonstrate accountability,
such as measurable targets and timeframes; and,

e budgets not including details to categorize the expenditure into a proper budget category
(e.g., personnel, commodities).

Because the subgrant agreement is the legally binding document between the pass-through entity
and the subgrantee it is important to ensure the agreement sets expectations for the grant funding
and clearly defines project deliverables, responsibilities, and performance.

Exhibit 3 on page 14 provides the estimated percentage of expenditures in the subgrant
population with a subgrant agreement, all required subgrant agreement components, and output
and/or outcomes written into the agreements. Exact values for the confidence intervals for this
Exhibit and all other graphics in this section are provided in Appendix C on page 50.

Exhibit 3: Estimated Percentage of Subgrant Expenditures with Subgrant Agreements

There is a subgrant
agreement between the -
vendor and MSDH.

There are performance
measures in the subgrant -
agreement.

The subgrant agreement
includes all required -
components.

:
&

25% 50% 75% 100%

Black line is the Clopper-Pearson point estimate;
there is at least a 99% likelihood that the true value lies within the colored bar.

SOURCE: PEER analysis of subgrant expenditure data and supporting documentation provided by the Mississippi
State Department of Health.
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Issues with Supporting Documentation

As part of the sample, PEER reviewed supporting documentation for reimbursement requests.
Supporting documentation can include various items (e.g., vendor invoices, store receipts, staff
activity sheets). While subgrantees are expected to submit appropriate documentation for every
reimbursement request, MSDH staff is responsible for reviewing each request for appropriateness.
However, upon review of submitted documentation, this does not always occur.

Documentation Uploaded to the State’s Accounting System

As a first step, PEER reviewed grant expenditure documentation uploaded to MAGIC by
MSDH staff. In MAGIC, there is a grants management portal that is used by state agency
staff to setup the grant record and submit accounts payables invoices. While supporting
documentation should be included when entering expenditures into the system, there is
no formal policy or requirements on what should be included in the documentation.
According to staff from the Department of Finance and Administration (DFA), in lieu of
formal policies and submission requirements, DFA staff provides training to state agencies
regarding grant submissions and will help

LAUNECICHINN T IIS RS EEVEE Al expenditures in the sample had some
However, there is currently no guidance [BReletebla it o jilele uploaded to MAGIC.
on grant report tracking or monitoring. However, according to analysis, between

In the sample, all 150 expenditures had 5% to _15% O.f the expenditures in ’Fhe
documentation uploaded to MAGIC population  will  have all  supporting

(e.g., payment request, invoice). documentation  needed to  assess
However, only 9% of the 150 allowability, uploaded to MAGIC.
expenditures had sufficient

documentation to assess allowability and
therefore required no follow up.

As part of the record review in MAGIC, PEER compared the payment reimbursement
request submitted by the subgrantee to the expenditure being reimbursed. While the
majority of requests matched the reimbursements, approximately 11% were different. In
most cases, the amount requested was more than the amount reimbursed. There were no
instances where the amount reimbursed exceeded the request.

Because MAGIC is the official record of expenditures, MSDH should ensure all supporting
documentation for its grant expenditures are uploaded to the system. This would make
any external requests for review less cumbersome on staff required to find the information
through other avenues.

Exhibit 4 on page 16 provides the estimated percentage of expenditures in the subgrant
population that should be expected to have the required supporting documentation
uploaded to MAGIC.
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Exhibit 4: Estimated Percentage of Subgrant Expenditures with Documentation
Uploaded to MAGIC

There are documents
uploaded in MAGIC for -

The expenditure matches

Documentation in MAGIC
is sufficient to assess _

follow-up necessary).

this expenditure.

the total reported in -
the documentation.

allowability (no

<
®

25%

50% 75% 100%
Black line is the Clopper-Pearson point estimate;

there is at least a 99% likelihood that the true value lies within the colored bar.

SOURCE: PEER analysis of subgrant expenditure data and supporting documentation provided by the Mississippi
State Department of Health.

16

Documentation Used to Support Expenditure Reimbursement Requests

As a second step in the documentation evaluation, PEER requested and reviewed all
supporting documentation used by MSDH to approve subgrant reimbursements and
determined if all documentation had been provided and adequately documented the

expenditure as required by the Subgrant
Policies and Procedures Manual.

PEER notes that the type and amount of
documentation in the files provided
varied by program area. Some
programs, such as the Office Against
Interpersonal Violence, provided more
detailed information, such as monthly
reimbursement requests to document

PEER notes that while subgrantees may have
the supporting documentation and records in-
house, it is important to provide all necessary
information regarding subgrants to MSDH.

This can help ensure MSDH is providing
oversight and better management of the
subgrants it is responsible for overseeing.
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the amount of the reimbursement used for each budget category (e.g., personnel,
commodities) and grant source, which is a requirement of its federal partners. Other
program areas approved some reimbursements with very little supporting documentation
(e.g., only an invoice with no receipts or proof of work), and in some cases none.

PEER reviewed the amount being requested, the invoice, and supporting documentation
submitted. If the request included an invoice for:

Personnel

PEER reviewed the supporting
documentation for time/activity
sheets to verify activities and
hours worked. Activity sheets
should clearly show what
activities are being reimbursed.

Travel

PEER reviewed supporting
documentation for travel
reimbursement forms and
receipts for food, hotels, air/car
travel, etc. The travel
reimbursement form should

Commodities

PEER reviewed the supporting
documentation for receipts
supporting commodity

purchases (e.g., supplies). The

receipts should be itemized,

readable and match the request.

Contractual Services

PEER reviewed the supporting
documentation for invoices,
payments, and receipts for
contractual services. For
consultants, receipts should be
itemized and clearly show how

Training
PEER reviewed the supporting
documentation for agendas,
sign-in sheets, receipts,
materials produced and/or
received, registration forms,
etc. Documentation should
show proof of attendance.

Other Reimbursements

Some expenditures were
categorized as “other” in the
budget (e.g., gift card
purchases). For these types of
reimbursements, there should
be receipts and documentation

to show how they were used,
what events were held, and
who received them.

show the points of travel (to
and from) and the receipts
should match.

the services provided met the
terms in the agreement.

Through its review, PEER determined that 65% of expenditures in the sample had
supporting documentation:

e needed to assess allowability; and,

e that adequately documented the reimbursement requests.

According to analysis, between 56% to 72% of MOSt relmburéement. requests
the expenditures in the population have all |n(.:|uded multiple  items  for
reimbursement.  Approximately

adequately

supporting documentation and

document the reimbursement request.

17% of the sample expenditures
had some documentation but not
all documentation (e.g., an activity
sheet for personnel but no documentation to support travel expenditures). PEER did
follow up with MSDH during the review to determine if any missing documentation could
be provided. In some cases, MSDH staff were able to find the information, in other cases,
staff admitted that the documentation could not be found, often noting that