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Report Highlights

Consistent countywide approach needed

What We Found

Outdated contract monitoring
policy led to a lack of countywide
standards, which resulted in
varying practices among
departments.

Why This is Important

Evaluating county contracted
programs consistently and
equitably helps to ensure
contracted providers effectively
deliver community services.

The county cannot fully and
adequately evaluate if it is making
timely payments to providers.

Providers rely on timely payments.
The county has a responsibility to
ensure it is meeting its obligations
to providers.

There are opportunities for better
coordination between county
offices.

Improving effectiveness and
efficiency of practices reduces the
risk of duplicating efforts and
wasting resources.

Picture of a sunny day at Peninsula Park on June 23, 2022.
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Background

Contract monitoring ensures that community members have access

to critical health and human services

Multnomah County had a budget of more than $1.2 billion in contractual services for fiscal
year 2023 (July 1, 2022 to June 30, 2023) contracts. A large portion of those contracts were
health and human services contracts between the county and contracted service providers
(providers) that aim to deliver essential services to our community members, like
behavioral healthcare and housing assistance. The COVID-19 pandemic challenged the
county'’s ability to deliver such essential services to our community and stressed the
importance of the county’s partnerships with providers.

The overarching process of contract management is made up of two functions, contract
formation and contract administration. Contract formation occurs before a contract is
signed by the county and a provider. It involves operations like developing the solicitation,
formulating the scope of work, and negotiating the terms and conditions of the contract.
Contract administration occurs after a contract is signed by the county and a provider. It
involves operations like maintaining documents, resolving disputes, contract monitoring,
and closing out the contract at the end of its lifecycle.

This audit focused on contract monitoring activities

Contract

Management

Contract
Administration

Document Dispute Contract Contract
Maintenance i Resolution Monitoring Closeout

Contract
Formation

Invoice Review Performance QOutcomes
& Approval Tracking Evaluation

Source: Auditor’s Office, based on National Institute of Governmental Purchasing
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In this audit report, contract monitoring refers to the processes and procedures that
Multnomah County uses to verify whether the county and providers are meeting contract
terms and performance measures. Contract monitoring should involve mechanisms for the
county to track the services that providers deliver and their performance, measure program
effectiveness, and resolve problems that may arise. Typical contract monitoring tasks
include reviewing and approving invoices prior to paying them, tracking the performance
of providers, and evaluating performance outcomes.

Contract monitoring recommendations from our office span 24 years

2000 ¢4 2008 L4 2016 L@ 2024

Source: Auditor’s Office

Prior audits addressed contract monitoring, but the county only

implemented some recommendations

The Auditor’s Office has highlighted the necessity of contract monitoring in our audits
throughout the past 24 years. We wrote about contract monitoring issues in the
Contracted Human Services audit of 2000. This audit found that some departments could

strengthen fiscal and program monitoring by adopting best practices.

Eight years later, our office revisited the subject again in the Management of Large

Contracts audit of 2008. This audit found that many vulnerable clients are served through
complex contracts that are challenging to manage, and that when viewed as a system, the
county lacked a strategic, risk-based, organization-wide approach to contract monitoring.

After another eight years, the Large Contracts Audit Follow Up report of 2016 restated

contract monitoring concerns that the county still had not fully resolved, including a lack of
consistency in departments’ use of processes and tools for monitoring risk in contracts and
of providers. Most recently, a Good Government Hotline waste report of 2022 identified

waste of county resources of more than $525,000 due to ineffective contract monitoring,
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which resurfaced the significance of contract monitoring and led the Auditor’s Office to
revisit the subject in this audit.

Countywide redesign and standardization of contract administration

has begun

The Department of County Management is leading a countywide contract administration
standardization effort, which includes contract monitoring. During fiscal year 2023, the
department hired a third-party consultant to identify opportunities for improvements in
Multnomah County's procurement and contracting systems. The results of that review
distinguished contract administration as an area requiring further development and
alignment with best practice throughout the county.

In fiscal year 2024, the department created a new business unit housing two positions
within Central Purchasing to update the purchasing and contracting organizational model.
This unit is charged with advancing the work of carrying out recommendations from the
third-party consultant’s report in a multi-year plan. Additionally, in February 2024, the
Department of County Management’s purchasing team completed a Strategic Contract
Administration Assessment, focused on only one county department, to determine which
aspects of contract administration are already in place. Our audit determined to what
extent contract monitoring activities are occurring and whether equity factors are being
considered in those activities at the department, division, and program level.

Recommendations can help improve monitoring countywide

We analyzed contract monitoring best practice resources from the National Institute of
Governmental Purchasing and the National Association of State Procurement Officials,
which informed the criteria for evaluating county processes and procedures in this audit.

We considered the following best practices in contract monitoring:
e Document contract monitoring policies and procedures.
e Monitor contract performance.
o Ensure providers achieve milestones and meet timelines.
o Track outcomes.
o Review and approve invoices prior to payment.
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o Reconcile invoices against services provided.
o Conduct site visits, inspections, and testing.
o Hold regular meetings between the county and providers.
o Review providers' performance and follow up on action items.
o Report on status, activity, and compliance deliverables.
e Manage contract compliance.
o Address nonperformance, noncompliance, and breaches of contract.

The scope of this audit focused on contract monitoring of health and human service
contracts during the life of the contract. We selected the Joint Office of Homeless Services,
Department of County Human Services, Health Department, and Department of
Community Justice for sample testing, because they are the four departments that enter
into the most health and human service contracts. We tested invoice payments made to a
sample of providers, looked for evidence of monitoring conducted by county staff, and
surveyed the providers whose contracts were selected for testing. We did not include
procurement activities, contract formation operations, or other contract administration
operations in our audit scope.

It is important to note that Multnomah County uses many other types of contracts, such as
intergovernmental contracts, capital projects (construction) contracts, and information
technology (IT) contracts, to name a few. It is reasonable that contract monitoring activities
and resources may vary throughout the county due to the different needs and constraints
presented not only within each contract type but also among the departments, divisions,
programs, and providers that enter into these contracts. However, a level of
standardization and coordination throughout the county could improve efficiency and
effectiveness of contract monitoring by providing clear expectations and consistent
procedures. While this audit is related specifically to health and human service contract
monitoring at four county departments, the recommendations of this audit can assist in
improving contract monitoring of other contract types countywide.
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Acknowledgment

We appreciate all department staff and leaders who participated in this audit. We are also
grateful to service providers who responded to our survey. We recognize that both the
county and providers share a common goal in supporting the Multnomah County
community to the best of their abilities. We value their contributions and the time they
shared with us.

As expected, providers, departments, and divisions were profoundly impacted by the
COVID-19 pandemic. A couple county staff shared additional context with us about the
impact COVID-19 had on them, which is significant, traumatic, and ongoing. Additionally,
there was a significant increase in contract spending in fiscal year 2023. Providers that
responded to our survey also noted issues with county staff turnover and shortages which
had an impact on doing business with the county. Our testing, focused on fiscal year 2023
and early fiscal year 2024, revealed inconsistencies in contract monitoring. For example,
one division was found to still be rebuilding contract monitoring systems after significant
strain on resources, and a different department was redesigning contract monitoring tools
and processes to be more relevant, efficient, and effective.
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The county’s contract monitoring policy is outdated and
not being used

The county is not applying contract monitoring practices

consistently or equitably across providers

Policies and procedures are fundamental to the operations of an organization as they help
ensure compliance with laws and regulations and provide important information that
facilitates decision-making. A standard countywide framework that reflects the current
county needs can help the county evaluate programs consistently, treat providers in an
equitable manner, and ensure providers are delivering contracted services.

The county has a policy called Multnomah County Human Services Contract Administration
- Contract Monitoring. The policy is intended to be countywide for human services
contracts, unless a department has a more stringent policy in place. The policy states that
“Contract monitoring ensures that all contractors are in compliance and providing the
services that are being purchased.” The policy covers detailed requirements for annual
assessments, invoice monitoring, program monitoring, reporting on the monitoring,
follow-up action plans, and delivering the reporting results to providers.

This policy has not been updated since 2011. In our interviews, we found that some
departments’ leadership knew about the countywide policy, but some program staff
responsible for monitoring contracts were not aware of it. This was likely a reason we
found inconsistent monitoring practices among departments and even among divisions
within departments. In some cases, individual program staff determined how to best
monitor programs. We did find that a couple departments and a division had their own
documented department/division-level contract monitoring policies, but even one of those
policies was outdated and not in effect.
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Divisions and departments had inconsistent monitoring practices,

creating risk that contracted services were not provided

Health and human services programs that the county contracts for are typically unique
from department to department and even between programs. But, the lack of consistency
in contract performance monitoring creates risk that the contracted services are not
delivered to the community. For example, if on-site observations are not being performed
the county may not be responding timely to situations where a provider is out of
compliance or not performing services.

Departments have a wide variety of programs and program needs, so it is reasonable to
expect that not all contracts would be monitored exactly the same way. However, the
inconsistency in applying a countywide contract monitoring policy can lead to gaps in
monitoring, especially when there is staff turnover. The lack of a consistently applied policy
can lead to frustration on the provider side as many providers have several contracts with

multiple county departments, divisions, and programs within divisions.

We tested a sample of contracts for four departments: Joint Office of Homeless Services,
Department of County Human Services, Health Department, and Department of
Community Justice, focusing on divisions within the departments that had significant
health and human services contracts. For the Joint Office of Homeless Services, all divisions
were subject to testing. For the Department of County Human Services, we tested a sample
of contracts under three divisions: Preschool & Early Learning; Youth & Family Services;
and Aging, Disability & Veterans Services. For the Health Department, we tested a sample
of contracts for two divisions: Behavioral Health and Public Health. For the Department of
Community Justice, we tested a sample of contracts for two divisions: Adult Services and
Juvenile Services.
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County departments and divisions that we selected a sample of for testing

Joint Office of Dept. of County
Homelss Services Human Services

Dept. of

W2 g Community Justice

8 providers

14 providers 9 providers 3 providers
17 contracts

15 contracts 14 contracts 7 contracts

66 invoices

57 invoices 93 invoices* 16 invoices

All dlivsions Preschool & Early || Behavioral Adult
subject to ] Learning Health Services
testing L ) A
( ) , Juvenile
]| Youth & Family (= Public Services
Services Health
[ Aging, Disability |
— &t Veterans
Services

Note: Some providers included in our testing had contracts with more than one department.

* We sampled more invoices for the Department of County Human Services, because some Youth & Family Services
providers bill several invoices per month for their various programs.

Source: Auditor’s Office

Overall, our testing revealed that each department or division conducted some level of
contract monitoring. For each department, we tested a sample of invoices for approval.
We found that all 232 invoices we tested had approval and that an appropriate person(s)
approved the invoice. However, monitoring of contract performance was inconsistent
among the departments and divisions we tested.

We found that departments and divisions are monitoring contracts, but
not all monitoring was the same
We considered the various monitoring activities performed by departments to be formal or

informal. Formal monitoring helps increase the likelihood of consistent application of tools
across providers, which helps ensure providers are delivering contracted services. We
considered formal monitoring to be tasks such as risk assessments, performance reviews,
and on-site monitoring that was documented with written letters or memos (both
internally and communicated to providers). We also considered the use of internal tracking

Multnomah County Auditor’s Office Page 12



Contract Monitoring Audit June 2024

tools that captured specifics such as invoice details, contract status, and communications
with providers as a formal monitoring tool. We considered informal monitoring to be
tasks such as correspondence with providers that was documented with email or calendar
appointments showing the attendance of meetings or on-site observations not formally
documented in letters or memos.

The Joint Office of Homeless Services and the Department of County Human
Services' Youth & Family Services Division had the most evidence of formal

monitoring for the sample of contracts we tested
Monitoring Type of
Department Division Occurring? Monitoring

Joint Office of Homeless
i All Yes Formal & Informal
Services

Preschool & Early

, Yes Mostly Informal
Learning
Department of County , ,
, Youth & Family Services ~ Yes Formal & Informal
Human Services
Aging, Disability, &
Iing , y Yes Mostly Informal
Veterans Services
Behavioral Health Yes Mostly Informal
Health Department
Public Health Yes Mostly Informal
Department of Adult Services Limited Informal
Community Justice Juvenile Services Limited Informal

Source: Auditor's Office
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Joint Office of Homeless Services staff conducted formal monitoring
activities, documented them, and applied them consistently

The Joint Office of Homeless Services has department-level contract performance
monitoring policies in place.

For each Joint Office of Homeless Services contract we tested, we noted the following:

Staff monitoring tools we noted Formal Informal

monitoring | monitoring
Internal tracking tools that captured invoice details, \/
contract status, and communications with providers.

Annual risk assessment with results documented in
writing.

writing to providers.

Onsite monitoring, when required by the Joint Office of

Annual performance review with results provided in \/
Homeless Services’ policy, with results communicated

in writing to providers.

Correspondence with providers. \/

The Department of County Human Services contract performance
monitoring was unigue to each division

The county created the Preschool & Early Learning Division in response to the voter
approved "Preschool for All” measure in November 2020. The division began contracting
with providers the following budget year (fiscal year 2022). It was still a relatively new
program during the period we tested of fiscal year 2023 and the first part of fiscal year
2024. The division was still finalizing formalized monitoring processes and tools and
expected to roll out the tools for providers starting in early 2024, which was beyond the
period we specifically tested. While the division was still finalizing these formal processes

and tools, we did find evidence of monitoring occurring that was more informal.
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For each Preschool & Early Learning Division contract we tested we noted the following:

Staff monitoring tools we noted

Formal

monitoring

Informal
monitoring

Internal tracking tool that captured communications

with providers.

v/

Onsite visits performed but not formally documented
and no formal findings communicated to providers.

v/

Correspondence with providers.

v/

The Youth & Family Services Division had formal monitoring processes in place including

division-level contract performance monitoring processes.

For each Youth & Family Services Division contract we tested we noted the following:

Staff monitoring tools we noted

Formal

monitoring

Informal
monitoring

Internal tracking tools that captured monitoring

activities.

v

Onsite monitoring with results documented and
communicated to the provider in writing for six out of
eight provider contracts tested.

v/

Correspondence with providers.

v/

On-site monitoring for two of the eight provider contracts tested had not had a site visit

since 2018. Division staff shared that part of this was due to disruption from the pandemic

as well as that the program specialist managing the program was out on leave during fiscal

year 2023.

Multnomah County Auditor’s Office
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For the Aging, Disability, & Veterans Services Division, we found that some monitoring

was occurring, but found their monitoring was informal and left to the discretion of the

program staff managing the program under the contract.

For each Aging, Disability, & Veterans Services Division contract we tested we noted the

following:

Staff monitoring tools we noted

Formal

monitoring

Informal
monitoring

Program staff had various contacts with providers and
would attend meetings and events.

v/

Program staff collected various data from their providers
for mandated reporting requirements.

v/

Correspondence with providers.

v/

The Health Department monitoring was unigue to each division we tested

The Health Department contract performance monitoring was unique for each division and

even varied among programs within divisions. We found that some monitoring was

occurring but found their monitoring was informal beyond capturing data on internal

tracking tools.

For the Behavioral Health Division contracts we tested we noted the following:

Staff monitoring tools we noted

Formal
monitoring

Informal
monitoring

Internal tracking tools that captured invoice details and
contract status.

v/

Correspondence with providers.

v/

Multnomah County Auditor’s Office
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For the Public Health Division contracts tested we noted the following:
Staff monitoring tools we noted Formal Informal
monitoring | monitoring

Internal tracking tools that captured invoice details and

v/
v/

contract status.

Onsite monitoring for only one of the three provider
contracts we tested and it was formally documented.

Correspondence with providers.

v/

The Department of Community Justice conducted limited monitoring
The Department of Community Justice had limited monitoring and did not conduct

performance monitoring of their providers during the period we tested. It is worth noting
that some of the Department of Community Justices services are performed on-site at
county buildings so the county is aware of the providers’ presence with services but there
is no formal monitoring of the services being provided. While they have a department-level
contract monitoring policy, it has not been updated since 2009. Additionally, staff informed
us that the policy is not being used.

For the Department of Community Justice contracts tested, we noted the following:

Staff monitoring tools we noted Formal Informal

monitoring | monitoring

v/

Correspondence with providers.

However, the Department of Community Justice told us that they were working on a new
contract review process during our audit. We were able to confirm that the department has
a workgroup developing their new contract review process and, as of the writing of this
report, department management indicated they were working to roll out the new process
to program staff. We found that the department’s monitoring of the contracts we tested
for fiscal year 2023 was limited to invoice reviews and informal oversight, which varied
among program staff. By not having an updated policy in place and enforced, staff are
performing monitoring tasks at their own discretion. This can lead to inconsistent
monitoring of providers and risk of providers not delivering contracted services.
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The county cannot fully and adequately evaluate if it is
making timely payments to providers

Invoice due dates are likely to be inaccurate in the county’s billing

system

Most of the county’s contracts with providers describe how and when the county will
process payment to the provider for services provided. Some older contracts do not
specifically state the terms for payment. For contracts that do not state specific payment
terms, the county applies a 30-day default term.

For the contracts we tested, the Department of County Human Services' and the Joint
Office of Homeless Services' contracts define that payments will be processed within 10
working (or business) days, which exclude weekends and holidays, of receipt of a complete
and accurate invoice. The Health Department and Department of Community Justice have
30-day terms for their contracts, which refer to total days. When an invoice is to be

1 n

processed, it is referred to as an invoice’s “"Due Date.”

A contract’'s payment terms are used to establish the terms set up in Workday, the county’s
financial system that facilitates payments to providers. The noted payment terms for our
sample were accurate in Workday in all cases except for one provider, where their terms
were 10 days in Workday but 30 days in their contract.

However, Workday calculates an invoice’s “Due Date” based on a manually entered
“Invoice Date.” This “Invoice Date” is from the provider-submitted invoice. Additionally, an
invoice’'s due date is calculated using total days for both 10 working days and 30-day
payment terms. This is not consistent with payment terms outlined in county policy or
most of the provider contracts we tested, which indicate payment is due based on when a
complete and accurate invoice is received.
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County is not using Workday consistently with provider contract terms

received date

invoice is received by the county

Term Description Used in Used consistently
Workday to with terms of
calculate provider
payment? contracts?

Invoice date Date listed on the invoice by the

provider
Invoice Date a complete and accurate

10-day
payment terms

Working (or business) days,
which excludes weekends and

holidays
30-day Total days
payment terms
Due date When an invoice is to be

processed for payment

L (X<

X (] X[ X| X

Currently, the due date is the sum of the date stated on an invoice and

payment terms under the contract

+

Payment

Terms
(total days)

Source: Auditor’s Office
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The current due date calculation is problematic for a couple of reasons:

e The Invoice Date does not necessarily indicate when the county received an
accurate and complete invoice. Our sample revealed that the county received 84%
of invoices after the “Invoice Date” listed in Workday. This makes the calculation
inaccurate for any invoice with an “Invoice Date” that is different from the date the
county received a complete and accurate invoice.

e The due date is calculated using total days and does not account for weekends or
holidays. This makes the calculation inaccurate for any contract with payment terms
of 10 working days.

The due date should be the sum of the date the county receives an invoice
and payment terms under the contract

+

Payment

Due Date
Terms

Source: Auditor’s Office

Workday is set up to capture an invoice’'s "Received Date,” which should be the date the
county receives a complete and accurate invoice. However, "Received Date” is currently not
used to calculate the invoice due dates. Additionally, the “Received Date” entered into
Workday is typically the date the department’s Accounts Payable unit received the invoice.
It is not necessarily the same date the county received a complete and accurate invoice
from the provider.

In our sample, the county received 73% of invoices on a date other than what was noted in
Workday as the “Received Date.” This is because an invoice is often received first by
department staff with firsthand knowledge of the work performed. They review and
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approve the invoice before sending it to their department’s Accounts Payable unit for final
review, approval, and payment.

It is challenging to capture an invoice’s complete and accurate received date because it
relies on county staff to manually enter a date that the county has not defined well. If an
invoice is received but requires follow-up with the provider (questions, corrections, or
additional support requests) it could make the exact date difficult to determine. For
example, a program-level staff may work with a provider to get a complete and accurate
invoice before forwarding it to a department’s Accounts Payable unit for payment. It is
often the departments’ Accounts Payable staff who interface with Workday and not always
a program staff person. Capturing an accurate received date and getting it entered into
Workday would require changes to current processes.

Providers may also have a different idea of what a received date means (first received by
the county or after follow-up questions) and when it starts the clock for determining
invoice due dates. We surveyed the providers whose contracts and invoices we tested, and
one provider asked to meet with us to share additional context to our survey questions.
This provider asked for clarity on whether the payment should be 10 days after the county
receives the invoice or 10 days after county staff review. Ensuring providers have clarity on
this distinction can help providers have clear expectations on when payments are due.

By not using the date an accurate and complete invoice is received to calculate the “Due
Date”, it is likely to be inaccurate. Therefore, the county cannot adequately evaluate if it is
making timely payments to providers.

Timeliness of payments varied among departments and even

among divisions within departments

Providers rely on timely payments. Most of the contracts we tested are cost
reimbursement, meaning the provider already incurred the costs they are seeking
reimbursement for. It can be challenging to meet financial obligations such as payroll if
payments are delayed. When payments to contracted providers are delayed, the county
risks disrupting services to the community, ultimately risking disruption to services the
county relies on providers to deliver.
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As noted above, provider contracts describe the payment terms. For the contracts we
tested, the terms were either 10 working days, 30 days, or the county’s 30-day default
terms if not specifically detailed.

We tested a sample of 232 invoices for timeliness of payment. We obtained support from
departments to determine each invoice’s received date, such as the date a final invoice was
emailed by the provider to the county. If an invoice required correction, we used the date
the final corrected invoice was received. We then calculated the days it took to pay the
invoice and then compared those results against the identified contract payment terms.

Based on the sample of invoices we tested, we found that the timeliness of payments
varied greatly among departments and even among divisions within departments for the
invoices tested.

Interestingly, the departments with more stringent payment terms were making more
timely payments for the invoices we tested. The Joint Office of Homeless Services and the
Department of County Human Services both have 10 working days (which is typically about
14 total days) as the payment terms for the contracts tested. We found that about two-
thirds of the invoices tested for Joint Office of Homeless Services and Department of
County Human Services were paid on time and within the contract’s payment terms. The
Health Department and Department of Community Justice both have 30 days as the
payment terms for the contracts we tested. We found that only 50% of the invoices we
tested for the Health Department and Department of Community Justice were paid on
time and within the contract’s payment terms. As we previously noted earlier in the report
we tested 57 invoices for the Joint Office of Homeless Services, 93 invoices for the
Department of County Human Services, 66 invoices for the Health Department, and 16
invoices for the Department of Community Justice.
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The Joint Office of Homeless Services and Department of County Human
Services were better at paying invoices within a contract's payment terms.

68%
6%
I I | |

Joint Office of Dept. of County Health Dept. Dept. of Community
Homeless Services Human Services Justice

Source: Auditor’s Office analysis of 232 sampled invoices

Departments have centralized fiscal staff. However, timeliness of payments can be
dependent on the processes of a department’s division program staff since reviews are
also occurring at the division level. While we found that 66% of the invoices we tested for
the Department of County Human Services were paid on time, it varied when evaluated at
the division level. We tested invoices for three Department of County Human Services
divisions: Preschool & Early Learning, Youth & Family Services, and Aging, Disability, &
Veterans Services. While all of Preschool & Early Learning'’s invoices were noted to be paid
within the terms of their contracts, we saw the rates for timely payments of invoices tested
for Youth & Family Services (60%) and Aging, Disability, & Veterans Services (50%) were
lower. We tested 14 invoices for Preschool & Early Learning, 73 invoices for Youth & Family

Services, and 6 invoices for Aging, Disability, & Veterans Services.
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Within the Department of County Human Services, the Preschool & Early
Learning Division was better at paying invoices within a contract’s payment

terms.
100%
60%
50%
Preschool & Early Youth & Family Aging, Disability, &
Learning Services Veterans Services

Source: Auditor’s Office analysis of 93 sampled invoices for the Department of County Human Services

For the Health Department, division-level invoicing also varied between divisions. We
tested invoices for two divisions within the Health Department: Public Health and
Behavioral Health. We noted that Public Health had a majority (70%) of invoices paid on
time, while only 41% of Behavioral Health’s were paid on time. We tested 20 invoices for
Public Health and 46 invoices for Behavioral Health.
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With the Health Department, the Public Health Division was better at paying

invoices within a contract’'s payment terms.

T0%

41%

Fublic Health Behavioral Health

Source: Auditor’s Office analysis of 66 sampled invoices for the Health Department

We tested invoices in two of the Department of Community Justice’s divisions (Adult
Services & Juvenile Services). However, due to the low dollar amount of contracts, we
tested only one Juvenile Services contract, and it was on an allotment payment method
(contracted monthly amount). Therefore, the results are reflected at the department-level
only and, as noted above, we found only 50% of invoices were paid on time.

The reasons for delay in payments could be attributed to many factors. In our evaluation of
timeliness of payments, we focused on invoices with “very late payments”. These are
identified in the red circle in the chart below.

For contracts with 10 working days, we looked more closely into the cause of delay for any
invoice paid beyond 20 working days. We found 7% were delayed more than 20 working
days for the Joint Office of Homeless Services and 10% for the Department of County
Human Services. When looking at the division level for the Department of County Human
Services we found 0% for Preschool & Early Learning, 11% for Youth & Family Services, and
17% for Aging, Disability & Veterans Services were paid beyond 20 working days.

Multnomah County Auditor’s Office Page 26



Contract Monitoring Audit June 2024

For contracts with 30-day payment terms, we looked more closely into the cause of delay
for any invoices paid beyond 60 total days. We found 20% were delayed more than 60
total days for the Health Department and 31% for the Department of Community Justice.
When looking at the division level for the Health Department we found 10% for Public
Health and 24% for Behavioral Health were delayed more than 60 total days.

Almost a third of the Department of Community Justice’s invoices tested were
paid more than 60 days after receiving an invoice

68%
66%
50%50%
M Joint Office of Homeless Services
® Dept. of County Human Services
: 31%
30% Health Dept
25%25%
19% 20% B Dept. of Community Justice
10%

Within payment terms Late payments

Very late payments

Source: Auditor’s Office analysis of 232 sampled invoices

Of the 31 payments in our sample noted as being “very late payments” (red circle in the
graph above), we noted that about a quarter (26%) included issues on the provider’s side,
such as getting their federal rate letter approved that allows them to charge indirect costs
on their contracts. Indirect costs are costs that are incurred for a common or joint purpose
benefiting more than one program or cost object (e.g. administration, accounting, or
human resources) and not readily assignable to a specific cost object. A provider will obtain
a federally approved indirect rate, or use an allowable default rate, to be applied to
allowable direct costs to help recover these indirect costs.
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We found that the remaining 74% of “very late payments” were due to issues within the
county’s control:
e 35% were delayed due to lack of a signed contract or annual budget in place, or
getting rates/COLA updated before being able to process the invoice for payment.
e 26% were related to delays in the county’s processing of invoices. For example,
delays in approval or misfiled invoices.
e 13% related to not having enough funds authorized on the contract and needing a

correction or exception to pay.

Reasons for very late invoice payments

Mot enough authorized funds 13%

Delay in approwval or misfiled 105 69 -

Delay on Provider side (or workimg with

Provider) 3 10% 13%
Delay in getting signed contract, budget _ -
renewal rates updated == 10%
B Joint Office of B Dept. of County Health Dept B Dept. of Community
Homeless Services Hurnan Services Justice

Source: Auditor’s Office analysis of the 31 invoices identified with “"very late payments”

Provider perspectives on timely payment are less positive for the Health
Department and the Department of Community Justice
In addition to testing invoices to determine if an invoice was being paid within the

contracts’ payment terms, we surveyed providers of the contracts we tested to get their
perspective on how consistently their invoices were being paid. While these tests and
questions are slightly different from one another, we did find our testing results were
reasonably reflective of the survey results for providers who responded to the question
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(76% response rate). The Joint Office of Homeless Services was noted to have positive
response rates among providers, while all provider responses for the Department of
County Human Services indicated their invoices were being paid consistently or a majority
of the time (56% consistently and 44% majority of the time). The Health Department and
Department of Community Justice had less positive perspectives from the providers we

surveyed.

Providers' assessment of timeliness of payments was reasonably consistent

with our testing results

100% 100%
80%
50% 50%
1 I I
Joint Office of Dept. of County Health Dept Dept. of Community
Homeless Services Human Services Justice
B Consistently or majorty of time B Only sometimes or other

Note: Consistently = greater than 90% of the time. Majority of the time = between 50-90% of the time. Only sometimes =
between 25-50% of the time. For those that marked Other, the response indicated issues with timeliness.

Source: Auditor’s Office provider survey results
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Minor corrections are holding up payments to providers

The effort and resources it can take to make a minor rounding or insignificant error
correction is not efficient and takes valuable staff resources from county and provider staff.

County policy and most contract terms specifically indicate that an invoice is to be accurate
and complete in order to be paid on time. However, if there is a minor inaccuracy it may be
more efficient to process a payment with the minor inaccuracy than take county and
provider resources to correct such an error.

We reviewed the invoices that the county processed for payment in our testing of invoices.
In some cases, an invoice would require correction before it could be processed for
payment. We were able to review the correspondence for some of these corrections. In
general, the corrected invoices were the result of the review that required an updated
invoice due to things such as incorrect amounts reported (under or over billing) or
supporting documentation missing or not matching. However, some of these corrections
were the result of very minor inaccuracies. Below are a couple of examples:

e An invoice was returned to a provider for a five cent ($0.05) difference on a
supporting document. This invoice’s total was over $396,726. The total turn-around
time for this invoice from original receipt, county review, comments to the provider,
and a final invoice was only three days. However, the effort and resources it took to
make a 5-cent correction by both the county and provider is not efficient nor of any
value.

e Aninvoice was first received on 10/11/2022. The county noted issues and that the
provider needed to make a correction. County staff emailed the provider on
10/21/22, 10 days after receipt of the original invoice. The provider sent an updated
invoice on 11/4/2022. A second issue was noted and the county requested backup
for a $4.33 utility charge on 11/15/2022, 11 days after receipt of the corrected
invoice. A final and accurate invoice was received on 11/15/2022. This $54,607
invoice was paid on 11/25/2022. Based on payment terms, 10 working days, the
payment was considered timely because a final and accurate invoice was received
and paid within 10 working days. However, the amount of time it took to process,
review, and receive an accurate invoice took over a month with the final correction
being for an insignificant amount (less than $5).
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Based on the fact that program and fiscal staff sent invoices back for minor errors, it
appears that program and fiscal staff may not know if they have the authority to override
such insignificant errors. Consistent countywide training to help ensure staff have the
proper information on when such an override is reasonable and allowable would benefit
the county and providers.
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There are opportunities for better coordination between
county offices

When all parties involved in a process are aware of the roles and responsibilities of each
stakeholder, it can lead to less confusion and more efficient practices. Communication and
information-sharing are critical components to help ensure such a process is successful.

Federal regulations and the county’s contracting policies require a fiscal compliance review
if federal funding is used to fund a contract. To meet this requirement Fiscal Compliance
completes required risk assessments.

Risk assessments are a tool to better understand the conditions of a provider, thereby
allowing the county to know how best to support the provider. For example, if the provider
is a smaller organization, they may need more support on administrative tasks such as
invoicing and understanding what is and what is not allowable under the terms of their
contract, or how to meet performance goals.

Fiscal Compliance’s risk assessments and reviews are largely focused on fiscal evaluation of
providers which includes elements of a providers’ financial risks, compliance with
applicable federal and state rules and regulations, and assessment of a providers’ financial
systems and internal controls as well as their accounting practices. The risk assessment
and compliance reviews performed by Fiscal Compliance do not focus on a providers'’
program performance.

The Fiscal Compliance unit's risk assessment and compliance review has a very specific
function and should not be used to replace a department’s need to fully evaluate and
monitor a provider.

Some department staff shared with us that they rely on Fiscal Compliance’s risk assessment
of a provider, with one program staff indicating that fiscal compliance performs the site
visits. Other staff also indicated that they do not see these assessments or review results
and would like to, while one department was noted to complete their own risk
assessments.
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While departments can benefit from the Fiscal Compliance unit's risk assessments and
fiscal reviews, it's important that they do not overly rely on Fiscal Compliance’s work as it
could result in the department missing other areas of risk. Areas of risk are important when
determining the level of oversight needed and whether a provider is meeting the required
statement of work and performance goals as outlined in their contract.

The Joint Office of Homeless Services performs their own annual risk assessment and
annual performance review on each of their providers independent of the Fiscal
Compliance unit's risk assessment. While the Joint Office of Homeless Services' risk
assessments and annual reviews include elements of fiscal evaluation, they also evaluate
program services, outputs, and outcomes. The Department of County Human Services'
Youth & Family Services Division also performs formal on-site monitoring to help
determine whether a provider is meeting program standards and to better understand the
work being performed. The Joint Office of Homeless Services and Department of County
Human Services' Youth & Family Services Division reviews are performed by program staff,
who have firsthand knowledge of program requirements, needs, and challenges.

While it is not appropriate for departments to replace their responsibilities for assessments
and monitoring with the work done by Fiscal Compliance, there is an opportunity for better
coordination between departments and Fiscal Compliance. If departments better
understand what Fiscal Compliance does and does not do, they will be better informed
about what is required of them. Additionally, it is critical that program staff performing the
work have this information, not just managers, so the program staff are well equipped to
best perform the monitoring needed.

While there is a need for both Fiscal Compliance and program-level risk assessments and
monitoring, it is important that these roles are clear and well-communicated. There should
be clarity and distinction between the roles, how they are carried out, and what purpose
they serve. This is critical not only for county staff but also for providers. While Fiscal
Compliance’s role and purpose are well defined, we found that staff and providers are not
always clear on the distinction between what is and is not covered by Fiscal Compliance.
We found that program staff inappropriately rely on the Fiscal Compliance risk
assessments and reviews, leading to gaps and inconsistencies in monitoring and confusion
on the provider side.
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Recommendations

We recommend that the Chief Operating Officer, no later than June 30, 2025:
1. Work with departments to develop a current standard contract monitoring policy
that can be used as a framework countywide.
2. Develop a mechanism to evaluate department compliance with the countywide

contract monitoring policy.

We recommend that the Chief Financial Officer (CFO), no later than June 30, 2025:

3. Evaluate the inputs into Workday that drive an invoice’s “Due Date" to help ensure
this date can be used to evaluate the county’'s compliance with provider payment
terms.

4. Develop a mechanism to evaluate department compliance with provider payment
terms.

5. Develop training and information tools for both county program staff and managers
and service providers so that there is consistency of information being shared. It is
important that information and training are provided consistently and to those
performing the contract monitoring tasks. We recommend this take the form of an
annual symposium (or similar) and that it includes information sharing on:

a. the tasks and expertise the CFO's Office supports

b. limitations of the CFO's Office supports

c. updates to policies, standards, and regulations impacting contract
monitoring

d. new or emerging issues
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Scope, Objectives, & Methodology

Health and human services contracts make up one of the main areas of contracting at
Multnomah County. Analysis of county general ledger accounts for fiscal year 2022
identified that the four county departments that enter into the most health and human
service contracts are the Joint Office of Homeless Services, Department of County Human
Services, Health Department, and Department of Community Justice. From there, we
examined county general ledger accounts for fiscal year 2023 and selected a sample of 21
providers, 53 contracts, and 232 invoices for testing. We focused our testing on providers
with total expenditures over $500,000, by department.

In our review, we found that providers that enter into health and human service contracts
with the county can have contracts with more than one county department. To take that
into consideration, we included in our sample 13 providers that contracted with one county
department, four providers that contracted with two county departments, three providers
that contracted with three county departments, and one provider that contracted with all
four departments.

We evaluated the extent to which the county monitors health and human service contracts
at the department level by asking the following questions:
e Do county departments have processes and controls in place to adequately monitor
contracts to ensure contracts performance metrics are being met?
e Do county departments monitor contracts in a consistent and equitable manner
across providers?
e Do county departments evaluate risk to ensure support is being applied when and
where necessary?
e Do county departments have processes and controls in place to adequately review
and approve provider invoicing to ensure proper payments are being made?

To accomplish the four objectives of this audit, we:
e Used Workday to analyze expenditures.
e Reviewed contract monitoring best practices from industry associations.
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e Interviewed county leadership, departmental and division leadership, staff, and
supervisors about contract monitoring resources and practices.

e Examined deliverables and notes related to the initiative to improve countywide
contracting systems and processes.

e Verified internal controls and reviewed countywide, departmental, divisional, and/or
programmatic policies, procedures, and guidance related to contract monitoring.

e Reviewed 53 contracts and 232 invoices for 21 providers and the monitoring
documentation for each contract and invoice tested.

e Evaluated data across service providers for timing of payments, county support
provided, and contract monitoring, risk evaluation, and consistencies in monitoring
activities among and within departments, divisions, and programs.

e Surveyed the providers scoped into this audit about county contract monitoring
activities and their experiences working with the county.

This population of providers and their invoices were sampled using a non-statistical
sampling methodology, using data from Workday. We also reviewed copies of contracts
from the county’s contract management system, Jaggaer.

We assessed the reliability of data by (1) performing electronic testing for obvious errors in
accuracy and completeness, (2) interviewing county officials knowledgeable about the
data, (3) reviewing related documentation, and (4) worked closely with county officials to
identify any data problems. We determined that the data were sufficiently reliable for the

purposes of this report.

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government
auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objective. We believe that the evidence obtained provides
a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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Jessica Vega Pederson
Multnomah County Chair

501 SE Hawthorne Blvd., Suite 600
Portland, Oregon 97214
Phone: (503) 988-5217

Email: mult.chair@multco.us

Contract Monitoring Audit Response
June 24, 2024

Jennifer McGuirk, MPA, CIA
Multnomah County Auditor

501 SE Hawthorne Blvd., Room 601
Portland, OR 97214

Dear Auditor McGuirk,

On behalf of myself, the Chief Operating Officer, the Chief Financial Officer, and Central
Purchasing, I would like to thank the Multhomah County Auditor’s Office for performing a detailed
audit of the County’s contract monitoring processes and providing recommendations for process
improvement. We value your office’s insights and are committed to continuous process
improvement in this critical area. We have reviewed all recommendations made with deadlines and
have no disagreements.

Though contract monitoring occurs at the department level, the County has yet to implement a
strategic, risk-based, and consistent countywide approach to contract monitoring. To ensure that the
County effectively addresses this area of need, new resources have been added to plan, develop, and
implement standardized contract administration processes countywide. These new standards will
incorporate industry best practices in their approach and establish oversight for contract
administration by enhancing contract tracking and reporting. Effective and consistent contract
administration standards will help support the County’s efforts to meet program service goals.

This audit report comes at a good time, as the County is in the midst of a broad Contract
Improvement project aimed at addressing certain recommendations from a late 2022 consultant
(Civic Initiatives) assessment of County procurement and contracting processes. The overall
assessment from the consultant highlighted that our practices are generally strong and follow
industry best practices but we need to focus on establishing consistent contract administration
standards, improving workforce development (training), and reevaluating our organization design
practices. In early 2024, we hired two staff dedicated exclusively to the Contract Improvement
project. Your audit recommendations reinforce our need to prioritize and address areas with gaps.

In alignment with our dedication to transparency, equity, and best practices in contract
administration, we developed a comprehensive action plan to address your findings and
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recommendations. The plan is informed by both industry standards and data-driven insights specific
to Multnomah County. We appreciate your partnership in this effort and look forward to sharing our
progress as we work to improve the contract administration process for Multnomah County.

Recommendation 1
The Chief Operating Officer, no later than June 30, 2025, should work with departments to develop
a current standard contract monitoring policy that can be used as a framework countywide.

The County currently has a Contracting Monitoring Policy developed in fiscal year 2011 for Human Services
Contract Administration (contract monitoring, performance measures, evaluating contract risk, and a guide to handle
non-compliance). The policy document is outdated, not standardized in its usage, has no established training program,
and its usage is not being enforced/ monitored.

The Contracts Administration unit in Central Purchasing (in the Department of County Management, under the
Chief Operating Officer/ DCM Director) is currently in the process of revising the existing policy (or replacing it
completely). We are completing a detailed current state analysis of contract administration across the organization to
inform revisions to the “Contracts Administration Policy mannal” and account for changes within Multnomah
County since Civic Initiatives first performed its analysis. This analysis will review documentation used to administer
contracts at the County and will incorporate industry best practices (e.g. National Contract Management Association
— NCM.A) into the resulting policy components.

The policy document, once complete, will guide the development of user training and a certification program for contract
adpinistration, guide required policies/ procedures, and set supplier performance tracking requirements. 1t will provide
contract administration standards across the organization for all service lines (not just human services contracts). The
policy will also incorporate standards on contract service deliverables, program deliverables, timeline deliverables,
compliance deliverables, mechanism to monitor (oversight), evaluating contract risk, requirements to report compliance,
and standards to handle non-compliance. The policy document will be developed in collaboration with departmental
users and incorporate equity best practices.

The policy document will be completed in early 2025. All departmental contract administrators will be trained on
new/ revised policy standards. Training will not be one-time only in nature, we intend to maintain a training program
that is recurring and current in an effort to build a center of excellence for contract administration. See our response to
recommendation #2 for further information on broader contracts improvement efforts being led by Central
Purchasing’s Contracts Administration unit.

Recommendation 2
The Chief Operating Officer, no later than June 30, 2025, should develop a mechanism to evaluate
department compliance with the countywide contract monitoring policy.

The Office of CEO through the Central Purchasing Office will develop processes that will track, monitor, and evaluate
compliance to Countywide Contract Administration Standards. Contract Administration Standards will be
standardized and guided by a new policy manual including supplemental policies and procedures. Though elements of
contract monitoring may vary from department or program, County standards will require contractor deliverables,
contractor timelines, compliance deliverables, and reporting deliverables are tracked and monitored. Standards will also
ensure (if applicable, for example human services contracts) that County programs are formally conducting site
program visits/ inspections that support effective contract administration. Processes will be implemented prior to June
30, 2025.



The Office of CEO will work closely with the Chair’s Office, COO, and Departmental Leadership in implementing
new processes. Contract Administration occurs within service departments, so all implementation steps will be in
collaboration with key department users. Strong contract administration standards helps ensure the County is meeting
program services goals, preventing waste, and adbering to external funding compliance requirements.

In March 2024, the Department of County Management made a significant investment in achieving this work by
establishing a Contracts Administration business unit within Central Purchasing, hiring a Contract Administration
Manager and Project Manager who will plan, implement, and oversee a countywide project to redesign and standardize
contract administration standards. Though the project scope is broad, it initially prioritizes the follow key areas:

o Contract Administration — establish consistent countywide contract administration standards that monitor

contract performance including: ensuring contractors meet performance/ program deliverables, performance
timelines, and meet reporting and compliance requirements.

o  Workforce Development — build a robust countywide procurement and contracting training program to ensure
County users understand roles, responsibilities, and are provided tools to succeed. Training will initially focus on
contract administration standards.

® Organizational Design - make sure onr current state administrative and strategic contracting functions align
with onr long-term goals with contract process redesign.

o Supplier Engagement and Support - improve methods in how the County engages and supports certain
suppliers (e.g. Commmunity Based Organizations) when conducting business with the County. This includes
training, technical assistance, timely invoice processing, etc..)

The project plan will leverage national best practices like National Contract Management Association (NCM.A), the
National Institute of Governmental Purchasing (NIGP), and the National Association of State Procurement
Officials (NASPO). Additionally, it will draw on successful process models and supplier satisfaction efforts previously
implemented at the County. Best practices will form the foundation of a countywide contract administration policy
manual that will guide the development of training, certification programs, policies, procedures, and supplier
performance tracking requirements.

Below are the key steps in building contract administration standards:

® Contract Lifecycle: Establish a standardized lifecycle based on the NCM.A Contract Administration
Standard which defines contract management concepts, processes and relationships.

® Roles and Responsibilities: Clarify and document roles and responsibilities for all parties involved in the
contract administration business cycle.

® Training and Certification: Provide comprehensive training and certification opportunities for County
staff based on industry best practices and Multnomah County-specific requirements.

®  Monztoring: Implement contract metrics and performance standards tailored to the specific needs of each
Department.



Abn effective contract administration program requires strong procurement processes. In the development of onr
Contract Administration Policy mannal and training program, the Contract Administration unit is evalnating the
Jfull procurement/ contracting lifecycle: solicitation, solicitation evaluation, budget allocation, contract execution, and
contract monitoring. The project is incorporating equity best practices, and the Contracts Administration unit is
collaborating closely with the Office of Diversity and Equity.

The Contract Administration unit project is in process, below are few progress updates:

®  The Contracts Administration (CA) unit is performing current state analysis on the full life cycle of County
procurement and contract administration processes. This analysis is required to confirm key areas of desired
improvement and identify specific actions/ steps that will be needed.

®  The CA unit completed a pilot strategic assessment of the Contract Administration processes within the Joint
Office of Homseless Services that will be used to inform countywide best practices.

®  The CA identified departmental collaborator workgroups and developed a preliminary communication plan
for the broader project.

® The CA identified County policies and procedures will require enhancements.

Recommendation 3

The Chief Financial Officer (CFO), no later than June 30, 2025, should evaluate the inputs into
Workday that drive an invoice’s “Due Date” to help ensure this date can be used to evaluate the
county’s compliance with provider payment terms.

The Office of CEO understands the importance of meeting payment terms on County contracts for services or goods. It
25 essential we have systems and standards that help us ensure we meet these terms. Central Accounts Payable will
evaluate certain Workday enhancements in the supplier module in order to more accurately measure payment terms,
enhancements will be made prior to June 30, 2025.

Workdays calenlation of Due Date is, Invoice Date + Payment Terms in calendar days. The calenlation is NOT
currently configurable, thus Central Accounts Payable will enbance its usage of the Received Date field in Workday.
The Received Date field is currently optional in the supplier invoice business process. The field is intended to capture
the actual received date of invoice to the County.

Beginning in FY 2025, supplier invoice transactions (including invoice adjustments) will require (through a customs
validation enhancement) the use of the Received Date field. The field will capture the actual received date of the invoice
(via US Mail or electronic) to indicate a complete and accurate invoice that is ready for processing. Central Accounts
Payable will use this date in combination with Invoice Date to more accurately evalnate the Countys compliance with
contractor payment terms. Central Accounts Payable shared the change with the Financial I eadership Group and
with Accounts Payable users in June.

Recommendation 4
The Chief Financial Officer (CFO), no later than June 30, 2025, should develop a mechanism to
evaluate department compliance with provider payment terms.



The Office of the CFO through Central Accounts Payable will enbance existing processes used to evaluate
departmental compliance with contractor payment terms before June 30, 2025. As described in response to
recommendation H#3, we will begin using the received date field in the Workday supplier invoice business process to
measure compliance to contract payment terms. We are working closely with Workday Finance Support to develop a
new Workday Accounts Payable Aging report that will allow Central Accounts Payable to monitor invoices processed
using received date. We excpect the report to be available by the end of the first guarter of fiscal year 2025. The report
will be shared monthly with the CFO and other key department collaborators to evaluate compliance to contract
payment terms.

Central Accounts Payable is currently in the process of amending Administrative Procedures FIN-1: To establish a
Standard method for authorizing and processing disbursement requests. Though procedure revisions will be broader, we
intend to incorporate new policy language to deal with supplier invoices with minor rounding or immaterial differences.
Currently County policy requires all invoices to be complete and accurate prior to processing for payment. We
understand there may be reasonable instances where minor rounding or other small discrepancies can be overridden to
minimige administrative costs and prevent invoice delays. FIN-1 revisions will be complete in the first half of FY
2025.

In addition, the CFO’s office, throngh Central Accounts Payable, has begun a process improvement effort for the
supplier invoice intake process (invoice lifecycle from received date to entry in Workday system). The project team is
working closely with the Joint Office of Homeless Services, Department of Community Justice, and Health
Department and aims to find opportunities to streamline supplier invoice intake process, standardize processes (where
possible), improve processing timelines, and improve communication with all key collaborators in the life cycle. We
expect to complete the process review (with applicable recommendations) in the first quarter of fiscal year 2025.

Through the implementation steps described above we hope to better measure contract payment terms, build a more
robust monitoring process, streamline processes, and ensure the percentage of supplier invoices processed within contract
payment terms exceeds 90 percent.

Recommendation 5

The Chief Financial Officer (CFO), no later than June 30, 2025, should develop training and
information tools for both county program staff and managers and service providers so that there is
consistency of information being shared. It is important that information and training are provided
consistently and to those performing the contract monitoring tasks. We recommend this take the
form of an annual symposium (or similar) and that it includes information sharing on:

the tasks and expertise the CFO’s Office supports

limitations of the CFO’s Office supports

updates to policies, standards, and regulations impacting contract monitoring

new or emerging issues.

e o

The Fiscal Compliance unit in Central Finance is responsible for performing fiscal monitoring for all contracts with
Community Based Organizations (CBO) who receive federal funding (beginning in FY 25, this will include
Supportive Housing Services funds). Monitoring includes financial statement analysis, physical site andits that include
review of internal controls, fiscal policies, cash flow, revenue reliance, compliance and accuracy testing, in addition to
other fiscal elements. Fiscal Compliance also performs annual pre-award risk assessments on contracts receiving federal
Jfunds to ensure compliance with excternal standards/ regulations and assess an entity’s financial health. All process
standards are in alignment with the Federal Register Uniform Administrative Guidance. Fiscal Compliance shares



all fiscal site reviews and risk assessments with key departmental stakeholders designated by departments (e.g.
Program Manager, Department Director, Finance Director, efc.).

We understand the need for departmental program managers who administer contracts to clearly understand the work
Fiscal Compliance performs and how that can benefit/ support their responsibilities regarding contract monitoring
Sfunctions. Before June 30, 2025, Fiscal Compliance will work with department Finance Directors to refresh
distributions lists and will ensure this is an annual process. Fiscal Compliance will also develop and implement a
training for all contract administrators (including applicable departmental finance managers) that will provide an
overview of Fiscal Compliance scope of work, describing how work can support contract monitoring but also its limits.
We will explore making this training an annual effort to ensure information stays current and it captures the natural
turnover of certain contract administrators.

Fiscal Compliance will develop and roll out its training in coordination with the Contract Administration unit to
ensure broader project contract improvement efforts inform training when applicable (e.g. revision to Contract
Administration Policy manual).

In FY 2024, the Deputy CFO established a CBO Compliance Committee with the purpose of improving
departmental collaboration and information sharing regarding CBO financial compliance, programmatic ountcomes, and
other related financial risks. The committee has participation from all human services departments and will continue to
serve as a space for cross-departmental collaboration and information sharing. This committee will also evaluate future
training to be rolled ont in fiscal year 2025.

Best regards,
k}m 1/?4 Podm»(

Jessica Vega Pederson
Multnomah County Chair
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