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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE MEMORANDUM Number 99-TAM-05 

DATE: November 23,1999 

TO: Area Agency on Aging Directors 

SUBJECT: ProgramlFiscal Monitoring 

PURPOSE: 

This Technical Assistance Memorandum (TAM) is to provide information and sample 
monitoring documents to assist area agencies on aging (AAAs) in complying with 
requirements for monitoring programs which receive funding through the New York 
State Office for the Aging (NYSOFA). 

A. Frequency of Program Monitoring 

Monitoring is a continuous process and includes: 

monthly or quarterly analysis of service data about projected versus actual 
units of service provided, numbers of elderly served and expenditures; 

regular meetings with staff managing programs or providing services to 
review their progress toward meeting program goals; 

observation of activities and service delivery; and, 

interviews with program managers, service provider staff, advisory council 
members, service recipients, caregivers and other interested parties. 

On-site monitoring of programs should be conducted according to the schedule 
described in 99-PI-20. That is, programmatic monitoring would generally occur 
at least once per year and fiscal monitoring would be done at least once every 
two years. 
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In creating a manageable schedule for on-site monitoring of subcontracted and 
directly provided services, it will be necessary for AAAs to "stagger" monitoring 
activities. Ideally, on-site monitoring should occur early enough in the contract 
or grant period so that any deficiencies in the services can be addressed in a 
timely fashion. 

For programs where the health and safety of clients is a factor andlor programs 
which receive more extensive funding from the AAA (nutrition, in-home services, 
etc.), strong consideration should be given to conducting on-site monitoring 
more frequently than once per year. 

B. Frequency of Program Monitoring for Programs with Contracts or Grants of 
$25.000 or Less. 

Recognizing that it may be difficult for AAAs to complete on-site monitoring for 
all subcontracted and directly provided programs annually, a system of on-site 
program monitoring once every two years may be adopted for subcontracts or 
grants meeting the following: 

1 the subcontract or grant includes $25,000 or less in federal or state 
monies administered through NYSOFA, 

2. the funded services carry a low risk of health and safety problems, and 

3. the program has received at least one prior formal on-site monitoring visit. 

Examples of low risk services would include information and assistance, public 
information, outreach, and recreation. As noted in 99-PI-20, contracts for 
homemakinglpersonal care, housekeeperlchore, home health aide, home 
delivered meals, adult day and congregate meal services must receive an 
on-site review annually, regardless of the size of the contract or grant. 

If an M A  does opt to conduct on-site reviews every two years for programs 
meeting the criteria noted above, the AAA must be able to document that the 
programs have been monitored using other means during the "off-cycle" year. 
This can be done in a variety of ways including: 

a self-examination by the subcontractor or program manager (for example, 
the contractor or program manager might complete a checklist of key items 
from the regular monitoring form) with a subsequent in-office review of the 
information by the AAA; 



the preparation of special reports by the subcontractor or program manager 
(for example, a brief six and twelve month narrative report on program 
activities that would supplement the information gathered through regular 
program and fiscal reports) and an analysis of these reports by the AAA; 

an analysis of client satisfaction questionnaires completed by service 
participants to identify areas of program operations that are working 
effectively as well as those that may need improvement, with a subsequent 
review of this analysis by the AAA; and 

conducting phone interviews or focus groups with a sample group of program 
participants to determine client satisfaction with services. 

As with on-site reviews, if areas of non-compliance or areas needing 
improvement are identified through these "off-cycle" reviews, the service 
program or provider must be informed in writing of these findings and asked to 
develop a corrective action plan. 

C. Scope of the Review 

Since monitoring must be documented and standardized, AAAs must develop 
instrumentsltools to be used during on-site monitoring visits. These tools will 
enable the monitor to make observations about service delivery, test the 
accuracy of information reported for Consolidated Area Agency Reporting and 
other purposes, examine compliance with contract provisions and federal and 
state regulations, measure progress in fulfilling contract or program objectives 
and comment on the quality of services. (A sample monitoring tool is attached to 
this TAM to assist AAAs in developing or refining standardized monitoring 
instruments and documentation. See Attachment A.) 

Please note that AAAs have considerable flexibility in how monitoring tools are 
used and how monitoring visits are scheduled. For example, to reduce the 
amount of time needed for on-site work, AAA staff may ask program directors to 
fill out the forms in advance as a "self-evaluation" and then verify the information 
and documentation for the questions when the AAA staff are on-site. 

It is also ~ossible to collect certain standard documentation from subcontractors 
or progrim directors at the start of a contract or grant period and to review these 
as time permits prior to conducting the on-site reviews. Information that might be 



collected in this way would include: program flyers, copies of MOUs or 
agreements with other organizations, staffing profiles, resumes or 
documentation of certification for registered dietitians or case managers, 
training plans, Affirmative Action plans, etc. By collecting and reviewing 
information in advance of the on-site visit, it is possible to complete some of the 
questions which are part of the standardized monitoring instrument and reduce 
the amount of material to be reviewed on-site. 

Another strategy that may be used to accommodate busy schedules is to 
complete the monitoring over the course of two or more visits (for example, 
completing several sections of the monitoring guide on July 20, 1999 and 
completing the remaining sections of the guide on July 27, 1999). While care 
should be taken not to "drag out" the process and generate a final report months 
after the initial monitoring visit, splitting up monitoring visits may be easier than 
trying to complete the entire guide in one visit, especially when AAA or 
subcontractor personnel are more likely to have time available in one or two 
hour blocks rather than full days. 

Programmatic Monitoring -The instrument for the formal on-site programmatic 
review must include the items outlined in 99-PI-20. 

Fiscal Monitorina - Since much of NYSOFA's fundina is federal Older 
Americans Act funding, the Office has adopted federafiiscal monitoring 
reauirements for all Droarams. As 97-PI-32 advised and directed. fiscal and , " 
cokpliance audits shall be compliant with the recently revised OMB Circular 
A-1 33. 

99-PI-20 indicated that to be in compliance with the OMB Circular, a 
subcontractor or subgrantee of an AAA receiving more than $300,000 in federal 
funds in a given fiscal year must engage a Certified Public Accountant (CPA) to 
perform an A-133 audit for that period. For a contractor or subgrantee of an 
AAA receiving less than $300,000 in federal funds in a given fiscal year, the AAA 
will be responsible for monitoring this contractor or subgrantee in accordance 
with OMB Circular A-I33 and the compliance supplement to the Circular. 

To assist AAAs in meeting the OMB requirements, a questionnaire based on the 
fourteen general compliance items from Circular A-1 33 is attached. This 
questionnaire is the result of an interdepartmental task force convened by the 
New York State Division of the Budget. The task force was assigned the 
responsibility of developing tools and guidance for monitoring subrecipients of 
federal funds passed through New York State agencies. Although the task 
force's product is still in draft form, NYSOFA has received permission to share a 
copy of the draft tool with AAAs. (Please see Attachment B.) 



It is recommended that all subrecipients or contractors receiving less that 
$300,000 in federal funds in a given fiscal year be subject to ongoing monitoring 
through documentation submitted with monthly invoices and other fiscal 
reporting information. Additionally, once every two years a field visit must be 
conducted where the contractor's fiscal systems and source documents for costs 
incurred will be reviewed. This site visit must include a cost verification 
component and a review of the A-133 compliance items contained in the 
above-referenced questionnaire. Although the questionnaire may be completed 
by the area agency staff conducting the visit, the recommended approach is to 
have the contractor fill out the questionnaire and provide it to area agency staff 
prior to or during the site visit, complete with a signed representation letter. The 
latter approach will help insure that the contractor completes the internal control 
action of a periodic staff and management review of the fiscal procedures in 
regard to these compliance items. 

D. Findings 

Findings from on-site monitoring visits must be shared with service providers or 
program managers in two ways: 

First, at the conclusion of the on-site visit, the reviewer must speak with the 
director of the program andlor other relevant personnel and share major 
findings from the visit. These would include enumeration of the strengths 
and weaknesses of the project, any areas of non-compliance with contract 
provisions or federal and state regulations, and any areas requiring follow-up 
or corrective actions. 

Secondly, a report summarizing the findings must be prepared for each 
monitoring visit. The report may include a completed copy of the monitoring 
tool and summary of recommendations or it may be primarily a narrative 
piece highlighting the provider's performance and identifying activities 
inconsistent or noncompliant with the terms and conditions of the contract or 
program requirements. Favorable findings and innovative accomplishments 
should also be included. 

If no compliance issues are identified in the course of the monitoring visit, the 
report should state that no response from the provider is required. If compliance 
issues are identified, the AAA should follow the requirements identified in 
99-PI-20. 

To assist area agencies, a sample corrective action plan form is attached to this 
TAM (see Attachment C). AAAs may feel free to use this and share it with 
subcontractors or program directors when corrective action plans are requested. 



E. Follow-Up Activities 

AAAs must have procedures to assure that any planned corrective actions for 
subcontracted or directly provided programs occur in a timely fashion. Follow-up 
procedures should include close monitoring and documentation of the provider's 
progress in implementing corrective actions. This may be done through 
follow-up phone calls or through additional on-site work. If circumstances do not 
permit the provider to complete corrective actions by the date originally agreed 
upon, the AAA must ask the service provider to submit a report to the A M  
indicating progress in meeting recommendations and revised timeframes for 
completion. 

The procedures should also insure that whenever the next cycle of routine 
on-site monitoring occurs, a review of the areas of noncompliance noted in the 
prior cycle and the corrective actions to address these areas are examined. For 
example, if 1998 on-site monitoring identified problems with giving due 
recognition to the AAA, NYSOFA and the Administration on Aging, this must be 
reviewed again when monitoring occurs in 1999. As noted in 99-PI-20, if the 
deficiency or areas of noncompliance that were identified affect client or worker 
health and safety or are of another very serious nature, a follow-up site visit 
must be scheduled sooner than the next regularly scheduled routine monitoring. 

Where appropriate, follow-up activities may also include the AAA's provision of 
technical assistance or training to help the service provider carry out the 
corrective actions that were identified. (Please note, if training activities are 
identified as a specific need, and the need cannot be met locally, the AAA 
should bring these areas to the attention of the New York State Association of 
Area Agencies on Aging and NYSOFA.) 

F. Documentation 

Although 90-PI-47 briefly discussed guidelines for documenting monitoring 
activities, the audit conducted by Office of the State Comptroller in 1997 
determined that this is an area which requires further clarification. In particular, 
OSC personnel found that the AAAs which were part of the audit were not able 
to fully document follow-up reports on visits, the receipt of corrective action 
plans from programs, and follow-up reviews. 99-PI-20 lays out the required 
documentation for monitoring and follow-up activities. As noted in the 1999 
program instruction, good documentation involves noting "yes" or "no" answers 
to questions that are posed in the monitoring instrument and adding comments 
and fully identifying the title and date of any documents that were reviewed to 
verify answers. For example, if the reviewer examined transportation logs to test 
whether reported units of service could be supported, (s)he would note 



"reviewed weekly route sheets for July, 1999 that were maintained by Dover 
Senior Center." This assures that an auditor, AAA staff person or program 
manager would be able to go back to the same documents used by the reviewer, 
based upon herlhis description, and find what (s)he found. If documents that 
have been reviewed are carefully noted, it usually is unnecessary to attach 
copies of these records to the monitoring instrument and subsequent monitoring 
report. 

G. Monitoring of Directly Provided Services 

Monitoring of directly provided service programs often presents a challenge for 
AAAs. Among the difficult questions to answer is who should do the monitoring 
and in what ways should this monitoring differ from that which is done for 
subcontracted programs. 

Who Does the Monitorinq - In addressing the "whon question, consideration 
should be given to identifying a person or persons who possess appropriate 
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experienceand who work outside the unit, bureau or division from which the 
direct service is provided. Individuals who are familiar with the programmatic 
and fiscal requirements of the service are obviously a good choice. Members of 
the M s  advisory council have sometimes been involved in this kind of 
monitoring. However, the reality of small AAAs with small numbers of staff is 
that few individuals, other than the director, may be available to carry out 
monitoring. 

Secondly, it is important that the responsibilities of and expectations for the 
individual(s) in reviewing the program be clearly communicated to all parties-the 
reviewer, the program manager and other AAA staff members. Of the thornier 
issues that may be helpful to include in the discussion with staff is that of 
objectivity. Since it may be difficult to achieve an unbiased review when the 
reviewer and the program manager are known to each other or when there is 
uncertainty about how the information from a review might be used by others, 
prior consideration of these concerns will be beneficial. For example, objectivity 
may be enhanced by having a neutral, third party sit in on the review. This third 
party might be a member of the AM'S  advisory council or someone with 
experience in providing or evaluating aging services. Further, concerns about 
how the results of the review will be handled can be dealt with in advance to 
insure that information is made known only to appropriate persons. 



The Scope of the Monitorineln addressing the question of how monitoring of 
directly provided services differs from monitoring of subcontracted programs, it is 
useful to remember that the required level of compliance with program 
requirements is the same whether the service is provided by the AAA or under 
subcontract. Thus, the review should be neither more nor less critical than that 
for subcontracted services. The scope of the review (as discussed in Section C 
above) would be the same, with two possible exceptions: 

Although it is required that the program manager and staff maintain 
documentation that supports reported units of service on-site, they may not 
maintain the documentation that supports expenditures reported to NYSOFA. 
This documentation may be maintained by the M s  fiscal office and, thus, 
reviewers may need to modify the examination of the tie-in between 
accounting records and expenditures reported on vouchers accordingly. 

The provider's timeliness in submitting vouchers to the AAA would be 
similarly affected. If the direct service unit is required to submit timesheets 
or other information used in preparing vouchers, the timeliness of these 
submissions may be appropriate for the reviewer to evaluate. However, if all 
other information is handled by the M s  fiscal unit, this area of examination 
may be omitted from the review. 

As with reviews of subcontracted programs, a written report should be completed for 
each monitoring of a directly provided service, there must be follow-up on areas of 
noncompliance and the reviews must be fully documented. 

Sample Documents 

To assist AAAs in developing andlor enhancing their monitoring systems, sample 
monitoring documents are attached. Use of these documents is not mandated, and 
AAA staff should feel free to continue to use locally developed forms provided these 
currently address, or can be enhanced to address, the required areas of review set 
forth in Pl-99-20, Requirements, C. Scope of Review. If an AAA chooses to use the 
sample documents, it should note that certain questions in the sample document may 
not be appropriate for all subcontractors. For example, questions about targeting 
compliance would be inappropriate for an ElSEP home care agency that provides 
services to clients whose eligibility for services is determined by the AAA case 
manager. In this instance, the AAA would assume the responsibility for assuring that 
targeted individuals have access to the ElSEP in-home services. 



Best Practices 

Attachment D describes in-house monitoring activities utilized by the Herkimer County 
Office for the Aging that other AAAs may wish to consider. 

PROGRAMS AFFECTED: [Xj T i e  111-8 [XI T i e  1116-1 IXI T i e  1116-2 

[XI T i e  Ill-D [XI Ttle Ill-F CSE rn SNAP rn Energy 

[Xj ElSEP Cash-in-Lieu rn T i e  V rn HllCAP LTCOP 

Other: 

CONTACT PERSON: Aging Services Representative 
TELEPHONE: (518) 474-4576 or 4744577 














































































