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                      These minutes are intended to provide a summary of action & follow up items; a few discussion highlights are included 
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

RESEARCH ADVISORY GROUP (RAB) 
May 6, 2014         8:30-10:00 a.m.         S-30 

Attendees: Diane Barber, Jane Czech, Clarice Estrada, Cathy Garzio, Susanne Hildebrand-Zanki, Mounira Kenaani, Jim Kiriakis, Larisa 
Kure, Steve Lazarus, Kathryn Lee, Georgina Lopez, Dan Lowenstein, Synthia Mellon, Teresa Moeller, Suzanne Murphy, Michael Nordberg, 
Marge O’Halloran, Christine Razler, Bill Seaman, Matt Springer Via Phone:  Holly Ingraham Not present: Elizabeth Boyd, Chip 
Chambers, Tejal Desai, John Ellis, Gretchen Kiser, Wallace Marshall, John Radkowski, Louis Reichardt, Nirao Shah, Paul Volberding 
Coordinator: Jamie Antonazzo  Guest(s): Nilo Mia 

 
PRESENTATION: Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Grant Reforms     Nilo Mia             
Nilo Mia, Director of Costing Policy and Recharge Operations in the Budget and Resource Management Office, presented an 
overview of the changes that are being made to OMB federal policies. The new guidelines will streamline eight OMB 
circulars into one consolidated set of guidance in the code of federal regulations, with the goal of improving on existing 
policies, and ensuring that funds are put to good use. 
 
Federal agencies are scheduled to submit draft implementing regulations to OMB on 6/26/14, and the effective date for non-
federal entities (UCSF) compliance with the requirements for new awards and amendments to existing awards is set for 
12/26/14.  
 
Highlights and key issues include:  

1. New uniform set of administrative requirements - consideration of each proposal’s merit and each applicant’s 
financial risk must be evaluated in advance of funding/award determination. 

2. No funding opportunity should be available for less than 30 days, and a standard format for the announcement of 
funding opportunities will be provided. 

3. Institutions now have the flexibility to determine the frequency of their effort reporting procedures that is best 
aligned to their institutional calendar and policies and procedures. 

4. Administrative and clerical staff salaries may be directly allocable; computing devices are allowable direct cost 
supplies when the cost is less than the entity’s capitalization level or $5,000, and they do not have to be solely 
dedicated to the performance of the Federal award; budgeting for contingency funds will be allowed on certain 
awards, for construction or upgrades to large facilities or instruments and IT systems.  

 
Once the guidelines have been released by OMB, UCSF will review and coordinate the campus process for implementation. 
It is possible that the processes we have in place now may satisfy the new guidelines, but we will not know this until the 
guidelines are received. 
 
Discussion: 
• The group expressed concern about the merit and risk evaluation mentioned in the new guidelines. Who will be doing 

this? Does this add an additional measurement? The agency making the award currently does this now, and it is our 
understanding that they will continue to do this. This should not affect our current peer review process, or take away the 
decision making ability from councils, who will still perform reviews. This is a way to detail the tasks that the agencies 
are already performing, and consolidate everything into one place. 

• The group discussed the change regarding contingency funds. This could open up an opportunity for core facilities and 
others to be able to claim unforeseen circumstances on large instrumentation grants. Nilo is planning to look at the core 
facility recharge process to see how this could allow for funding of repair and replacement of equipment.  

• How will families be affected by the new family-friendly policies? Will it be possible to list the cost of child care on a 
grant? It appears that this could be a possibility, and we are working to validate this. A suggestion was made by Cathy 
Garzio to bring this to the Committee on the Status of Women, and the Council on Faculty Life for input once more is 
known.  

 
Next Steps: Contact any of the task force members (shown on slide) with questions or additional comments.  
__________________________________ 
Charge to the Research Advisory Group (RAB) 
• To provide input to the Office of Research, and ultimately the EVC&P, about the needs of investigators and administrators in conducting research and administering 

extramural funds. 
• To guide priority setting and critical assessment of quality improvement efforts in the Office of Research 
• To work with the Office of Research staff to ensure the successful implementation of the current Quality Improvement Project 
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PRESENTATION/DISCUSSION: RMS Charges                            Susanne Hildebrand-Zanki/All               
Susanne discussed the issue with the startup amortization cost as it relates to the RMS budget. In January, the deans signed 
off on the RMS budget for FY15, and agreed that the budget would include the amortization cost. The amortization 
represents startup costs incurred in FY12 to cover the launch of RMS, and would be paid back over 5 years. Included in the 
2.2MM start-up costs are 1.7MM in salary costs incurred during training, before the teams were up and running. 
Amortization is ~400K/ year. 
 
The School of Medicine Budget and Finance Committee asked that the amortization be separated out, in order to identify the 
current annual run rate for RMS. This reduces the actual cost charged to control points to 11.7MM from 12.2MM. This 
budget has been allocated to the control points (4 schools, and EVCP departments) based on the approved per/proposal 
model, with modifications made to the weighting. The Budget and Investment Committee will look at the revised budget and 
discuss whether to use the per/proposal model or to go back to the IDC model. 
 
Across the control points, the overall dollar amount is not impacted much by which model is used, between .5% up or down. 
However, the impact is felt within individual departments. Departments with a low IDC rate and many subcontracts will 
spend more using the per/proposal model - in some cases more than the IDC they receive back. Departments with high IDC, 
many federal awards, and a high success rate will save money. The question is how to minimize this pain, and how to 
subsidize costs for those departments who cannot afford them. 
 
Discussion: 
• Some feel that the RMS startup costs should have been considered institutional infrastructure costs initially. It seems 

unfair to charge departments and PIs for this now.   
• There was consensus from the group on two main issues:  

1.) A substantial portion of the faculty are upset about the current state. They feel that decisions were made from the top 
down, and that they did not have input into the process. Many are demoralized, and do not feel that their concerns are 
being addressed.  
2.) The cost is too high for many departments, even if the costs are reasonable and in line with other institutions. It would 
be very desirable for control points to absorb some of the costs, as a gesture to the faculty.  

• Is change possible at this point? It is not impossible, but a reasonable discussion on cost is needed first. We want to make 
systematic rather than ad hoc changes. We would also like to shift the discussion away from the cost itself, and instead 
focus on determining the best way of allocating costs for those departments that are in the red. Agreement on this needs 
to be reached before we are able to move forward.  

• The group agreed on two recommended actions:  
1.  A discussion of funds flow at the senior leadership level 
2.  A discussion at the dean’s level of how to subsidize research and pay for departments who are unable to cover costs  

• Creating more RMS integration within departments was also discussed– physical moves could create positive 
psychological change.  

• The group also discussed the importance of learning from best practices of RMS teams and PIs that are working together 
well. 

 
Next Steps:  
• Marge O’Halloran will talk to representatives from suggested groups regarding best practices. 
• Bill Seaman will send the Department of Medicine’s report on RMS to Susanne.  
• RAB Chairs will meet with EVCP Jeff Bluestone to discuss the group’s recommendations, and we will revisit this topic 

at another meeting. 
 

 

__________________________________ 
Charge to the Research Advisory Group (RAB) 
• To provide input to the Office of Research, and ultimately the EVC&P, about the needs of investigators and administrators in conducting research and administering 

extramural funds. 
• To guide priority setting and critical assessment of quality improvement efforts in the Office of Research 
• To work with the Office of Research staff to ensure the successful implementation of the current Quality Improvement Project 
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When and why did this process begin? 

• Uniform Guidance developed in response to November 23, 2009 EO 
13520 on Reducing Improper Payments and the February 28, 2011 
Presidential Memorandum on Administrative Flexibility, Lower Costs, 
and Better Results for State, Local, and Tribal Governments. 

 
• In the documents, President directed OMB to work with Executive 

Branch agencies and other key stakeholders to evaluate potential 
reforms to Federal grants policies. 
 

• The Council on Financial Assistance Reform (COFAR) was established 
in October 2011 and has led efforts to improve delivery, management, 
coordination, and accountability of Federal grants and cooperative 
agreements, which includes the development of the uniform guidance. 
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What is COFAR? 

• The Council of Financial Assistance Reform is comprised of an 
interagency group of Executive Branch officials to coordinate financial 
assistance.  

 
• Includes the Controller OMB and senior policy officials from eight 

Federal agencies that provide the largest amount of financial grants 
assistance and one agency that serves a two-year term to represent the 
perspective of other agencies that administer grants and cooperative 
agreements.  
 

• The guidance is the culmination of a two-year collaborative effort across 
the Federal government, State and local governments, Indian tribes, 
research and higher education institutions, nonprofits, and the audit 
community to rethink and reform rules that govern the stewardship of 
Federal dollars.  
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How does UG improve on current policy? 

• Streamlines eight OMB circulars into one consolidated set of guidance 
in the code of Federal regulations. 
 
 Intent is to eliminate duplicative and conflicting language 
Focus on performance over compliance for accountability 
Encouraging efficient use of IT and shared services 
Provide for consistent and transparent treatment of costs 
Limiting allowable costs to make the best use of Federal resources 
Setting standard business processes using data definitions 
Encouraging non-Federal entities to have family-friendly policies 
Strengthening oversight, and 
Targeting audit requirements on risk of waste, fraud, and abuse 
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Important dates to remember 

• December 26, 2013 effective date. 

• June 26, 2014 Federal Agencies submit draft implementing regulations 
to OMB. 

• December 26, 2014 effective date for Non Federal entities (UCSF) 
compliance with Uniform Administrative Requirements for new awards 
and amendments to existing awards. 

• July 1, 2015 Effective date for audit requirements under UG.                        
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Some highlights and key issues 

Pre Award Requirements 

• Create a consolidated uniform set of administrative requirements. 

• Require consideration of each proposal’s merit and each applicant’s 
financial risk in advance of funding/award determination. 

Merit and risks associated with a potential award must be evaluated 
prior to making the award. 

Criteria used to evaluate an award shall be described in the funding 
opportunity announcement. 

Proposal reviews include a risk-based approach. 
Merit based selection criteria are distinguished from eligibility 

criteria to guide the review and selection of federal awards. 
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Some highlights and key issues 

Pre Award Requirements (continued) 

• Notices of funding opportunities. 

  All funding opportunities must generally be open for application for 
at least 60 days, with some exceptions; but no funding opportunity 
should be available for less than 30 days. 
 

• Provide a standard format for announcement of funding opportunities. 

A standard set of data elements in all federal notices of funding 
opportunities including criteria used in evaluation of applications 
and how they will be used. 

Agencies cannot add additional application requirements beyond 
OMB-approved data elements. 
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Some highlights and key issues 

Pre Award Requirements (continued) 

• Provide  a standard set of information in Federal awards. 

  A federal award must include General Federal Award Information, 
General Terms and Conditions, Federal Awarding Agency, Program 
or Federal Award specific T&C and Federal Award Performance 
Goals. 
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Some highlights and key issues 

Cost Principles  

• Effort reporting. 

 General principles of time and effort still apply but institutions have 
the ability to implement independent practices for certifying time 
and effort as long as they adhere to federal guidelines. 

 Institutions now have flexibility to determine the frequency of their 
effort  reporting procedures that is best aligned to their institutional 
calendar and policies and procedures. However processes must 
still reflect after-the-fact review or budget estimates. 

  The complex language and example methods have been 
eliminated, clarifying the federal requirements for institutions. 
Standards for documentation and who certifies effort reports have 
greater flexibility, however, the principle remains the same that the 
institution has records that accurately reflect the work performed. 
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Some highlights and key issues 

Cost Principles (continued) 

• Direct charging. 

 Administrative and clerical staff salaries may be directly allocable if 
they are integral to a project or activity and theses salaries are 
explicitly included in the budget or have the prior written approval of 
Federal awarding agency. 

 Computing devices allowable direct cost supplies when cost is 
lesser of entity’s capitalization level or $5,000. Do not have to be 
solely dedicated to the performance of the Federal award. 

 Budgeting for Contingency Funds on certain awards, for 
construction or upgrades to large facilities or instruments and IT 
systems. Budgeting for and disbursing funds for costs associated 
with possible events or conditions arising from causes which are 
undeterminable at the time of budgeting are allowable. 
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Some highlights and key issues 

Post Award Requirements 

• Cost sharing. 

 Voluntary cost sharing will not be used as a factor in the review of 
applications. 

 Voluntary committed cost sharing is prohibited for Federal research 
proposals except where otherwise required by statute. 
 

• Procurement Standards.  

 Non-federal entities must avoid acquisition of unnecessary or 
duplicative items.  
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 Organization of UG & who is reviewing it 
Final Rule Section Title      Champion   Department 

Subpart A – Acronyms and Definitions    ALL    All 

Subpart B – General Provisions      NM    Budget & Resource Mgmt. 

Subpart C – Pre-Federal Award Requirements   JR& MO   Office of Sponsored Research 

Subpart D – Post Federal Award Requirements    JD    Controller’s Office  

Subpart E – Cost Principles       NM    Budget & Resource Mgmt. 

Subpart F – Audit Requirements     JD    Controller’s Office 

Appendices  

Notice of Funding Opportunity    ALL    All 
Contract Provisions       JR& MO   Office of Sponsored Research 
F&A Costs…for Institutions of Higher Education  NM    Budget & Resource Mgmt. 
F&A Costs…for Nonprofit Organizations   N/A 
State/Local Gov’t and Indian Tribe Service Allocation N/A 
Public Assistance Cost Allocation Plans   N/A 
States and Local Gov’t and Indian Tribe IDC   N/A 
Nonprofit Orgs Exempted from Subpart E   N/A 
Hospital Cost Principles     N/A 
Data Collection Form (Form SF-SAC)   JD    Controller’s Office 
Compliance Supplement     JD    Controller’s Office  
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How will UCSF review and campus coordination process  

• Meet every two weeks to review policy and make initial assessment 

• Form UCSF position and discuss/coordinate concerns with UCOP 

• Coordinate UCSF concerns with Council on Government Relations 
(COGR) 

• Establish and maintain communication plan with campus stakeholders 

• Vet concerns of Grant Reform Task Force with campus administrators 
and academic community 

• With stakeholders, establish campus priorities and develop 
implementation plans 

• Execute, track, and communicate status of implementation processes 
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Review Timeline 

Calendar Year
Fiscal Year 2016

1.0 Administrative

1.1 Establish sub-committee
1.2 Set communication meetings every 2 weeks
1.3 Champions to develop review plan
1.4 Establish campus communication process
1.5 Send second announcement to campus (task force formed)

2.0 Review OMB Final Guidelines for campus impact 

2.1 Form initial assessment
2.2 Review with sub-committee
2.3 Strategize / determine options/ priorities
2.4 Vet with stakeholders
2.5 Communicate to leadership on priorities by FYE 2014

3.0 Prioritize and create draft implementation plan schedule

4.0 Brief leadership on initial implementation plans

5.0 Revise campus communication process

6.0 Establish progress tracking process and check in with Costing Policy Group

7.0 UCSF Compliant with New Guidance
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Primary UCSF Grant Reform Task Force Contacts 

1. Nilo Mia - Budget and Resource Management Office 

2. Jean De Martini - Controller’s Office  

3. Marge O’Halloran - Research Management Services, Office of 
Sponsored Research  

4. John Radkowski -  Government and Business Contracts, Office of 
Sponsored Research 
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OMB circulars consolidated into UG 

1. A–21, ''Cost Principles for Educational Institutions'' (2 CFR Part 220);  

2. A–87, ''Cost Principles for State, Local and Indian Tribal Governments'' (2 CFR Part 
225) and also Federal Register notice 51 FR 552 (January 6, 1986);  

3. A–89, ''Federal Domestic Assistance Program Information'';  

4. A–102, ''Grant Awards and Cooperative Agreements with State and Local 
Governments'';  

5. A–110, ''Uniform Administrative Requirements for Awards and Other Agreements 
with Institutions of Higher Education, Hospitals, and Other Nonprofit Organizations'' 
(codified at 2CFR 215);  

6. A–122, ''Cost Principles for Non-Profit Organizations'' (2 CFR Part 230);  

7. A–133, ''Audits of States, Local Governments and Non-Profit Organizations,''; and  

8. Those sections of A–50 related to audits performed under Subpart F— Audit 
Requirements of this Part.  
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Questions? 



RMS START‐UP COSTS FY 11 FY 12 FY 13 Total All

Start ‐up Personnel Costs
Start‐up Staffing‐Salaries 1,237,087               1,237,087         
Start‐up Staffing‐Benefits 449,845                  449,845            

Subtotal Start‐up S&B 1,686,932               1,686,932         
Start‐Up Non Personne‐Other Expense
Communications ‐ PhonesLlines/VM/Service/Cell Phones 49,735                    49,735              
Computers & Service 2,300                214,313                  216,613            
Data connectivity 13,993                    13,993              
Build Out ‐ Painting‐Facility Repairs 97,506                    97,506              
Facility Security Inspections & Equipment Purchases & Installations 30,421                    30,421              
Office Workstations 72,619                    72,619              
Supplies 163,357                  163,357            
Other Office Equipment 97,254                    97,254              
Other Services 77,083                    77,083              

Other Start‐up Costs‐ recruitment‐badges‐background checks‐
memberships‐GAEL 165                     43,745                     43,910                
Subtotal Non Personnel 2,465                860,027                  862,492            
Total All Costs 2,465                2,546,958               ‐                     2,549,423         

RMS START‐UP and YEAR 1 OPERATIONS FINANCIAL REPORT



0.266665
0.733335
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