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Coordinator:
This is the conference operator and thank you for standing by. At this time all participants are in listen-only mode. During your question and answer session please press star 1 on your touchtone phone.


Today’s conference is being recorded. If you have any objections you may disconnect at this time. Now, I would like to turn the meeting over to Mr. David Cattin. You may begin.

(David Cattin):
Thank you, good afternoon everyone from beautiful downtown Southwest Washington, D.C. where we have a breezy 31 degrees. Welcome to today’s Recovery Act Technical Assistance Web Conference.


Our topic today is ARRA Section 1512 Reporting Round Two, Updates and Answers from us. That would be the U.S. Department of Education. I’m David Cattin, and I’ll be your moderator today.


I’d like to remind you that we have all of our webinars archived on our Education Department website, that’s ed.gov under the Recovery Act Button. From there you’ll also find many other links to important, and we hope helpful, Recovery Act information. We also have instituted an evaluation form that you can complete following the presentation. We like to know if we’re meeting your needs with each webinar individually and also if there additional topics you’d like us to cover in the future. The link to that evaluation form is through our site, again, in the Recovery Act Web Conference Section.


A couple of housekeeping issues before we begin the session. If you haven’t yet brought up the questions and answers box, look for the Q&A Tab at the top left and click on it. When the box opens, drag it to the side of your screen so that you can see the slides.


Whenever you have a question just type it in the box and hit Ask. There’s no need to use the Raise Your Hand function to ask your question - I know how much fun it is to click on that little hand, but there’s nothing we can do with that. All you need to do is just be bold and go ahead and type your question in and hit Ask.


Upon receipt of your question, you’ll receive an acknowledgment from us. You won’t be able to ask another question until we have responded, but as soon as you’ve heard from us you’re free to type again.


Also, on this particular conference we’re using a call in question method as well. We will explain that a little later on when we reach the Q&A portion of the presentation.


You can download slides and print them to take notes on now or to review later if you prefer. Look up near the top right for an Icon that looks like three little pieces of paper, click on that and you can access the slides to download.


If you do have any other technical problems with the site during the event, please go ahead and submit those also using the question feature and we will get in touch with you to resolve your problem.


Our speakers today, we have a panel of experts who are especially eager to get started. So, at this time I’ll turn it over to Maura Policelli. She’s the Senior Advisor for External Affairs with the Office of The Deputy Secretary. Maura?

(Maura Policelli):
Thank you, David, and thank you all for joining us today. I’m just going to start off on behalf of the Deputy Secretary to let you all know that the purpose of this call today is to be, obviously, as helpful as possible during this next phase of recipient reporting.


As many of you know, new OMB guidance is eminent and while it’s not published yet we decided to proceed with this webinar so that we could share what we do know, gather you all in solidarity before the holidays and, in acknowledgment of this next reporting deadline coming up, to review some of the fundamentals of the reporting process that some of you may have questions on.


The other thing that we wanted to do that makes this a little bit different then other webinars we’ve had is we made as good an effort as possible to gather both state and district level school officials to make sure that you’re all hearing the same thing from us.


We did recognize after this first period that, given the precedent and very different nature of this type of process and the way it was managed, that the state and district communication and process in different states on how this is managed was obviously varied. And we want to help with as much consistency as possible.


So, with that I’m going to turn it over to my esteemed colleague in the Deputy Secretary’s Office. She’s the advisor for the Recovery Act Reporting and is Cathy Solomon who will proceed with the rest of the presentation. Cathy?

Cathy Solomon:
Thank you, Maura. It’s a pleasure to be able to talk to you today. As you know, sorry going back to agenda, sorry about that. Let me talk to you a little bit about the plan for today. First, I’m going to give you a little bit of context for what we’re talking about to put the unprecedented nature of this effort back into focus.


Then, we’re going to talk about what we learned from Q1. It was a ground breaking experience, there were a lot of challenges though, and we’re working very hard on how to learn from that.


And then, we’re going to dive right into what we have learned and what that may mean in terms of potential job supporting changes. None of this is confirmed or official, we’re just going to talk about some of the things we’ve heard might be on the agenda so this isn’t going to be a surprise. It’s really a heads up for everybody as we move into the next phase.


We’re also going to talk a little bit about some of the technical changes you might be seeing, which probably won’t be as significant as the job changes. We’ll walk you through timing and next steps and then, hopefully, spend a lot of time taking your questions.


Okay. So, just to put things in context - The Department of Education received an appropriation of almost $100 billion from the Federal Government for the Recovery Act. This is the largest single award to any agency. This is a huge commitment to the Department of Education and to states and districts across the country because we really want to make sure that schools stay running, that teachers stay in classrooms, librarians, bus drivers, everything stays running so that kids continue to be educated and we can lay the ground work for long term education reform.


This commitment in education has really been rewarded by everybody who’s been involved in this effort to date. The ARRA funding has gone to work quickly to fill short falls in state budgets. It saved and created jobs from the very beginning. And we’re very pleased to show, as this graph demonstrates, that in the nine months since we’ve begun to obligate funds, $70 billion has been awarded and has been made available to states and districts.


And of that $70 billion, over 40% of that has already been drawn down, that’s money that’s already gone to work paying teachers’ salaries, buying needed equipment for classrooms. So, we’re thrilled to see that the states and districts have really stepped up, taking this money and made sure that it’s avoided the kind of cuts that were being discussed when the state budget short falls became apparent.


This is one of the real success stories of the Recovery Act. And everybody who’s been involved should be very proud of what they’ve done so far. But at the same time as we’ve obligated money quickly, this is also meant unprecedented scrutiny. And you’re all feeling that right now and so are we, in fact that’s the main reason we’re here today.


But let me talk about some of the other things that are going on just to put it in context. Many of you know that the Inspector General is already out there, they were in seven states and Puerto Rico assessing internal controls and now they’re in a whole bunch of new states. Everybody is paying attention to what’s going on in the field.


The GAO is mandated to do 60-day reports on SFSF, Title 1 and IDEA in addition to some ad-hoc reports that have been requested by Congress. There’s a whole new entity out there -- the Recovery Accountability and Transparency Board. These are the people who coordinate the weekly agency reports and the quarterly recipient reports that we’re talking about today.


And, as you know, once those recipient reports were published, the scrutiny got ratcheted up even further. The media coverage has been amazing. The education job story was an above the folds story in the New York Times, which is something everybody here should be very proud of, but at the same time that kind of coverage means that any potential errors get addressed too.


And I’m sure that in lots of districts out there, you’re getting reporter calls. Everybody is looking at these numbers. The down side of transparency is transparency. People can see exactly what’s going on and sometimes they don’t really understand what they’re seeing and that’s one of the main reasons we’re here today.


It’s even gone to the level of Congressional Hearings. Our boss, the Deputy Secretary of Education, appeared before the House Oversight Committee with the Deputy Secretary of Transportation, the Head of the GAO, and Head of the Recovery Board. People are so interested in what’s going on with the Recovery Act that it called for a hearing.


So, the bottom line is people are looking very closely at the good work we’re doing and so we want to make sure that we do everything we can do to help everybody get it right.


So, for the past couple of months, there’s been a lot of work going on in terms of gathering lessons learned. And there were a lot of positive lessons learned. The first is that recipient reporting gave states and districts the opportunity to demonstrate the impact of the work we’re doing together.


After only a few months of money being out there, everybody can see how much money went to the districts, they can see how many jobs were saved and this is a real positive step in terms of voters, other constituents being able to understand exactly were money is going and why it's money worth spending.


And, in the aggregate, the data that came in provided a really great picture of the jobs impact. Though you can quibble with district experts on why and exactly how they reported, overall the numbers that came in were very, very accurate given the level of funding out there.


And that’s why we got so much press - because we saved an awful lot of jobs. Probably the best thing that came out of this whole thing is how hard recipients worked to get this right. We know this because we’ve answered questions - everyone has had thoughtful, thorough questions, and we know it from the quality of the reports that were submitted.


We had a very high percentage of grantees successfully reporting the first time. And in cases where there were issues because there are a lot of technical loops to jump through, most of the corrections were completed. People were very responsive to the Department’s comments. It was just a really wonderful partnership and we’re very thankful to you for your hard work in that.


Especially because we know it wasn’t easy. There were a lot of challenges in this process. And that is the focus of the rest of this presentation. First of all, it was very hard to identify exactly which jobs were saved or retained. In particular it was hard to know if a job would have existed in the absence of recovery funds, which is what we asked you to report on.


In a state where maybe there had already been pink slips and you could rescind them, that might have been straight forward but in other states, like California, Indiana, Washington, lots of states where the money just immediately went to paying payroll, it was virtually impossible to identify the what-ifs that would have happened without the money.


And we recognize this was really difficult for everybody. At the same time there was a lot of confusion about what hours to include in the denominator, how to do FTE calculations, you know, when did the denominator start? Was it April 1 or February 1? Was it July 1? -- Just very, very difficult.


And finally, there’s concern about documentation. I talked earlier about the scrutiny from the Inspector General and GAO and if people are under that kind of scrutiny, they want to be able to document what they were doing and it was very difficult to do that when you’re asked to subjectively assess how many jobs were retained.


So over the last two months, given these concerns, OMB has been drafting lots of alternative guidance documents, sharing them with agencies, sharing them with associations like the NGA to get input, sharing it with the Hill because they really want this next round to be as clear and understandable as possible because that was the main concern.


The drafts aren’t final yet, but they’re close and we have pretty good understanding of the types of things they’re talking about. And so with that, I’m going to turn it over to Carol Cichowski, who is our jobs guru, who is going to talk about some of the things you may be seeing down the line.

(Carol Cichowski):
Good afternoon, this is Carol Cichowski. I’m the Division Director in the Department of Education’s Budget Service. As Cathy mentioned, what we’re going to talk about today is to give you a heads up on some of the changes that OMB is considering.


I want to emphasize though if you have questions about our existing guidance, OMB’s or the Department guidance, I’d be glad to answers those during the question and answer period. But, we thought it would be of most use to you all to talk about the possible changes, particularly because they relate to the areas where we’re getting the most questions.


And they relate to the areas where Cathy outlined challenges. The first big change relates to the best possible big change, it relates to the definition of jobs created or retained. As mentioned, what our existing guidance asks you to do is to identify jobs that exist as a result of the Recovery Act. So basically, we’re asking you to compare what is happening on the ground today to what would have happened in the absence of recovery money.


In states and districts where budget cuts were announced early and lay out plans were well established, districts had, I think, a relatively easy time in identifying jogs that were saved. It’s much more difficult, of course, where it wasn’t certain what was going to happen at the state level or at the local level where districts were unsure of what other funds might have been available had recovery funds not been provided and what they would have done in the absence of funds.


Would they have laid-off people? Would they have cut other services in the school districts? So, this was very difficult to do and very difficult to document. We’ve had lots of concerns about how do we support the numbers that we’re providing even where districts were willing to speculate and estimate what jobs were saved as a result of this additional funding.


They had been uncomfortable with their inability to support their numbers, particularly in light of the fact that the GAO and our Inspector General and other auditors are out there asking questions and looking for the basis for these numbers.


And, of course, it’s difficult for us to verify from where we sit whether the numbers being reported are accurate. So, there’s a huge interest in data quality, so this definition of jobs created or retained has made it difficult, I think, on all levels.


There’s a change being considered that would allow the prior recipients to report jobs actually funded by the Recovery Act and this is a big change, an interesting change because what we said so many times in the past several months is that we’re not interested in how you use your funds but rather what happened as a result of your funds.


So, this is quite a change. But this solves a lot of problems. Number one, the recipients would not be faced with trying to determine what would have happened in the absence of the Recovery Act and making a subjective determination about this hypothetical. Again, not be confused about whether or not they could attribute either a new job or a saved job to Recovery Act. It would simply be a matter of recovery dollars paid for that job in that quarter.


It would certainly be more consistent reporting. We have left it up to states and districts to work through the but for analysis and we are satisfied with the response, but we showed there were many different approaches to dealing with this question.


This is also a change that auditors generally would support, we believe, within GAO primarily because it’s very clear what we’re asking and there’s a good audit trail here. And as I said, easy for everyone to document and for auditors to check on. So, that is one significant change that is being considered.


The second change relates to the requirement that reporting be cumulative. We have not yet experienced what cumulative reporting would be like because it really kicks-in in this quarter. The first quarter you simply reported on what happened from the beginning of the quarter in which your award was made to the end.


But this quarter, under current guidance, what you’d be asked to do is look at the entire time period, all the hours worked from day one of the quarter in which your award was made until now and compare those to a full time schedule over that entire period. And we know from questions there’s been confusion about that.


There was confusion the first quarter about how to even do reporting when we’re trying to get a (prime) of methodology that allows for FTE calculations that differentiate between a job that starts in the first day of the quarter compared to a job that starts later in the quarter.


So, this change would simplify things considerably by asking our recipients simply to look at what happened this quarter. How many hours were worked between October 1 and December 31 and compare those to a full time schedule in this quarter.


So, it certainly would eliminate confusion about the denominator, which I think a number of outside critics have raised as an issue. And I think easier for people to understand.


What I’m going to do now is walk through how these two changes would translate into this computation where we would be asking recipients to do (where are we) to make these changes in this guidance.


As you know the computation for jobs involves a methodology where you’re comparing hours worked to hours in a full time schedule in order to calculate FTE, full time equivalent. So, the combination of the two changes I just described would, number one, change the enumerator in two ways.


We’d ask you to look at total hours worked in the second quarter, not the entire period just the second quarter. Then jobs funded by the Recovery Act, not the jobs that would have been saved or created by the Recovery Act but the actual jobs that were funding during that quarter.


And what you would divide that by are the total hours in a full time schedule in that quarter. So, this example reflects both changes in combination. I’m next going to take the time to walk through some numbers, and I hope this is helpful and not overly complicated.


Again the numerator is going to focus on the hours worked in positions that were funded during the quarter. So, it could be a combination of things. For example, if there were teachers whose jobs or support staff whose jobs were saved in the first quarter that are still working and being funded by recovery funds in the second quarter, you would calculate the total number of hours worked by those teachers.


So, my example has 150 employees in this district working a full time job, 520 in the quarter is what we’re assuming, for a total of $78,000 in that quarter. That would be added to, if you use recovery funds to add some additional part time employees, we understand that some districts are hiring additional staff to provide after school services that they otherwise wouldn’t have been able to do.


Well we don’t care whether they otherwise would have been able to do it under this option but whether or not they used recovery money to actually pay for those people. And if they did - they were totally funded by recovery money - you would count the number of employees, times the number of days they worked and the number of hours of days to compute their total hours.


So add that. If they were not totally covered, funded by recovery money and this applies to any of these examples, you have to prorate because we’re only interested in hours that were paid for by recovery money under this option that’s being considered.


Finally, I want to spend a little time on vendors because I think there’s a lot of confusion about vendor reporting. Under our existing guidance and this is not going to change, we are asking recipients, prime recipients and sub recipients to contact vendors about job impact where they are purchasing services from a vendor, so there are personnel being charged to the contract.


We’re not interested in anyone estimating or speculating about the jobs impact of purchases of equipment and materials. We’re going to leave that to the (Counsel) Economic Advisors, but we are interested in the jobs impact on vendors from whom you’re purchasing services.


A good example would be a school district purchasing/has a contract for professional development for its teachers. And there are people working on that contract who are being reimbursed totally from recovery money if it’s a recovery funded contract.


So, we would want to know all the hours those individuals on that contract worked during this quarter between October 1 and December 31. My example has this district of having 1,000 hours charged to one or more vendors that the district is supporting with recovery funds.


And you total all the hours, vendor hours, part time hours, full time staff whether they are being reimbursed starting this quarter with recovery money or both quarters, you know, what we’re interested in is whether they’re working this quarter as a result of being funding by recovery money.


You add up all those hours and compare those to a full time schedule. The 520 here is illustrative - it would be typical for people working a 40-hour week, which is why we’re using it. But the full time schedule can vary depending on the type of job.


But this assumes that everybody is on a 40-hour week and these are the hours in one quarter. So you do this computation, you divide $80,200 by 520 and that gives you your FTE for this quarter - 154.2 FTE, and that’s what you would report.


These are big changes, so I’m sure what your thinking now is what do we do now? It’s mid December and we have already been spending most of the reporting period thinking about complying with the existing guidance that’s on the books.


Just a few things because these changes have not yet been made or posted in any revised guidance. You need to stay tuned to what OMB and the Department of Education is putting on their websites. We expect if OMB is going to post a revised guidance it will be very soon, but it’s not out there yet. So, you don’t want to do anything today about your reporting.


However if guidance should come out soon, what we’re suggesting that if it’s possible to report consistently with the new guidance that you do so. Ultimately, our expectation would be that the numbers we end up with will comply with the guidance. So, if you can do it now, that would be preferable.


It will depend in part on how the state has collected its data. If the state collected data from recipients on hours worked and separated hours worked high quarter and to differentiate between different full time schedules, the state itself, I’m talking about the SEA or the Governor’s offices, would be in a position to still come up with estimates that reflect the quarterly guidance.


I’m less certain about whether they have information that would enable them to determine which jobs were actually funded by the Recovery Act this quarter. That may require more information from the districts.


But we want to hold open the possibility that even at this late date it may be possible to comply with this guidance. So, we certainly are not going to rule it out. And for other recipients that are not working with sub recipients to gather data, I think they have a good chance of being able to comply.


So that would be step one, comply if you can. If you can’t, one change that OMB is examining is the possibility of allowing recipients, the prime recipients to make corrections themselves during the period following the reporting period, maybe as early as February. But, unlike today, the system would be open for corrections. So that would be, under the circumstances, a great opportunity to correct the data in accordance with whatever changes OMB is making.


That would allow some time for prime recipients to have conversations with sub recipients about what changes are needed to conform. So, that’s a viable option.


Finally, I think a number of you are probably wondering about what happens to the data that was reported in the first quarter. If these changes are made, that data would have been reported to conform with different guidance. Our understanding is that no one is going, that these changes would not be retroactive and no one is going to be asking you to go back and re-divide all the numbers for the first quarter if they were reported correctly under the existing guidance.


However, we may be getting back in touch with recipients who did not conform to the original guidance, and we’re still talking about how to make corrections. But the important thing to keep in mind if, right now, we don’t anticipate anybody having to make corrections to their first quarter reporting as part of your second quarter reporting, which we think under the circumstances would be even more confusing.


So, I think this will be orderly. Again, do your best to conform with any changes that OMB announces in the next week or so and, if not, we think there will be opportunities to conform not long after. And we’ll get back to you about what to do about mistakes that you made in your first reporting.


I know there has been a lot of communication between the Department of Education and recipients have been concerned about not doing their reporting appropriately in the first quarter. And we’ll just continue to have those conversations and figure out what you need to do.


Thank you. And I’m now going to turn over the discussion to our next presenter. Becca is going to address some technical issues.

Becca Walawender:
Thanks, Carol. My name is Becca Walawender. I’m the Deputy Director of the Monitoring and State Improvement Planning Division in the Office of Special Education Programs. And today I’m going to talk a little bit about technical updates to federalreporting.gov.


We are always, we have an effort to consistently improve the online platform, and to that end we solicited feedback not only from reporters, so prime recipients and sub recipients, but also from Federal agencies, OMB I should say has solicited the feedback.


And from this feedback, we’ve developed or OMB has developed a list of ten top changes that could be made to federalreporting.gov. Some of those involve things like allowing reporter, prime and sub recipients, to copy forward information from one reporting period to the next to change data elements that were previously locked.


More changes so that data would be validated prior to submission, so there wouldn’t be major reporting errors, significant reporting errors or material omissions.


And so, this Top 10 list has been developed Government-wide. There will be some technical changes that will be implemented prior to January 1. However, at this point, it looks like most of the purposed technical changes would be ready for the third quarter reporting. So right now, the heads up is to continue to check our website at ed.gov/recovery to see what technical changes will be announced up to January 1. And then also, you want to check on federalreporting.gov. And I’m sure that they will announce the changes there as well.


The next thing we’d like to bring to your attention is timing and reminding you of the reporting deadline. The current timetable is based on days and those days are actually defined in the statue. And I bring that up because that means there’s little room for flexibility in terms of changing the reporting date.


At federalreporting.gov is always open for registration and so you can go in and register as a prime recipient, as a sub recipient if you’ve been delegated reporting authority by the prime recipient, and get ready and gear up for January 1.


Reports are the system is open for report submissions between January 1 and January 10. And between the 11th day and the 20th day of the month, so January 11 and January 20 that’s the prime recipient review period where prime recipients will go in and review prime recipient submissions as well as sub recipient and vendor submissions to ensure data accuracy and work with either the prime or subs to correct any data that are incorrect.


On the 21st day of the month, so January 21, the review turns over to the Federal agencies. At that point, the data field becomes locked to the prime and sub recipients and the Federal agencies will then review the data elements and work with prime recipients to correct any data elements that may need to be corrected.


As (Carol) said previously, there is a proposal that federalreporting.gov could be open sometime in the future to make corrections. So, again we’ll be working very diligently with prime recipients during the ten-day window for a Federal agency review to get as much information correct as we possibly can, but understanding this tight timeframe that we’re under now, there is a proposal on the table that corrections could be made at a later date prior to third quarter reporting.


Just like the technical updates to federalreporting.gov, we encourage you to keep checking the ed.gov recovery page, the federalreporting.gov page, as well as OBM guidance pages for any updates, and right up ‘till January 1 would be your best bet.


And finally, before we take questions, we just want to bring you up to speed on some next steps. We are leaning for the updated OMB guidance, which we believe should be posted this week. And you can check our page at ed.gov/recovery for that updated guidance link to the OMB guidance.


Also we, as you know, in the last reporting period, each program office developed a tip sheet that gave prime recipients and sub recipients a data element by data element walk through of what should go in the reporting fields. We will be updating those tip sheets by program office and they will all be based on the new OMB guidance. So, you’ll have the most up to date information so that your reports will be in line with the guidance.


The tip sheets will be updated as soon as possible along the release of the OMB guidance, and then we’ll get those posted on ed.gov/recovery. And finally, any reporting questions that you may have should be directed to your appropriate offices -- And just to clarify, this means the department grantees, so prime recipients, and most of our prime recipients are state education agencies. We also have lead agencies, in the case of IDEA Part C, in the case of Impact Aid or Vocational Rehabilitation Agencies for the programs administered under the Rehabilitation Services Administration. So, those who receive grants directly from the Department of Education should contact their appropriate program office at the Department of Education should you have any questions about reporting or anything that we’ve talked about today.


And the LEAs or other sub recipients should contact the appropriate state agency and the state agency can then address your question. But again, we’re more then willing to help out. We understand that this is very short time, we’re working on a short timeframe as well, and we know that we can do just as well this reporting period as we did in the first quarter.


So, now I’ll turn it back to David, and we can talk a little bit more about contact information and questions.

(David Cattin):
All right. Do you have the slide here with that particular contact information? I think most of you, by now, by virtue of your GAN - your grant award notification - or just whoever has been your regular contact within the agency for these types of questions, you probably got a good working relationship, but here’s additional information - you can print that out if you’d like, hang it up, and you have these numbers and URLs readily available.


Thanks to all the speakers, that was great information. I think very clearly expressed. I’m sure you all appreciate that. We’ll go on into some questions and answers now. And you can continue sending them in even as we are answering. Sometimes it takes us a moment to identify who’s going to answer a particular question, don’t panic though we have not left you, we are simply looking at each other deciding who is the best individual to give you the best answer possible.


So, we’re getting our system set up here. We will do both the ones you have typed in and if there are call-in ones, we will handle those too. I do want to point out, some people were concerned the last time that they said they could not see the question and answers - we do not have that functionality right now with this, so I will do my best to read them slowly and clearly so that not only you get a chance to absorb the question but that our panel of experts as well can come up with an answer.


(Bobbie), do we have anyone waiting on the phone too? And do you want to explain how that will work?

Coordinator:
Thank you. We will now begin the question and answer session. If you would like to ask a question, please press star 1. You will be prompted to record your name. Your name is required to introduce your question. Again, if you would like to ask a question, please press star 1.


And, just a moment while we wait for incoming questions.

(David Cattin):
All right. I’ll go ahead and read a couple of the ones we have here then. How about that first?


If I need to hire a firm to find a candidate for a difficult job to fill is that an allowable expense?


And there are some questions that we may need to research or that perhaps we didn’t have the right expert joining us today necessarily.

(Carol Cichowski):
Number one -- this is (Carol) -- we want to consider that question in the context of what program funds you are talking about. It certainly would not be an allowable expense under some of our existing formula grant programs. I do not know if it’s an allowable expense under the State Fiscal Stabilization. That program is much more flexible and you could do any - can fund any activities that would be fundable under existing Elementary and Secondary Act programs. And I don’t know the answer in that case.

(David Cattin):
All right, thank you. And you know, again, we have given you your list of experts and the people that you contact in a particular program office, that’s one option you have. Otherwise, we do some of the Q&As and those are available later on. We generally have your email for most people, I believe, and we have, depending on the nature of the question, we are able sometimes to get back to you. But failing all of that, you can reach us at RMS Communications as well.


And, got some additional information here.

Todd Stephenson:
This is Todd Stephenson with the Title I office. To build on what Carol just said, since this is program specific and the question is coming from someone in a school district, I would suggest whenever you’ve got an allowable use of funds question to talk with your state, the person at your state office because they have the details on what’s allowable and what’s not. Thank you.

(David Cattin):
Thanks to everyone. I hope that we have adequately addressed that.


People, several of you probably will be asking this. Is the Power Point available? And yes, it is. You can get the entire transcript back at our site ed.gov, and then click on the Recovery Act Button, and you can find those things.


Do we have any phone-in questions, (Bobbie), at this time?

Coordinator:
Yes, we do. We have quite a few.

(David Cattin):
Okay.

Coordinator:
Our first question comes from (Caroline). Your line is open.

(Caroline):
Yes, I was inquiring about the reporting the jobs on the vendors. It is my understanding that we were suppose to contact the vendor and if that vendor said that the position was created to fulfill the contract being paid by ARRA funds then we counted that, those hours worked. If the vendor was not creating a position to fill that contract then we should not count those vendor hours. Did I misunderstand that?

(Carol Cichowski):
This is (Carol). Typically, if the contract was funded by ARRA funds, even under existing guidance, you would attribute those hours charged to the contract to Recovery Act funds whether or not that person would have had another job or another contract with another organization. I think vendor contracts funded by recovery funds, anybody charged for those contracts should be reported under existing guidance and under this option that OMB is considering.

(Caroline):
Okay. So, in those responses I did report that wrong in my first quarterly report. Do I need to go back and amend that?

(Carol Cichowski):
I think at this point, as I said, we’ll be getting back to recipients about what to do about errors in the - that doesn’t sound like a huge error, some under reporting is what you have there. I would await further guidance on what happened last quarter.

(Caroline):
Okay.

(Carol Cichowski):
This quarter if OMB changes their guidance, the only question that you would be asked to consider is was that contract funded by recovery exclusively, and you would report the hours worked that were charged to that contract. And your question would stop there. You wouldn’t have to ask what people working on the contract would be doing.

(Caroline):
Okay.

(David Cattin):
(Bobbie), do we have another caller online? All right, let’s go to one we have here.


How can individuals down at the grass roots level find out where or how the money is being spent in their local school systems?

Cathy Solomon:
I’ll start that one. This is Cathy Solomon, and maybe people will want to add. This is the real benefit of, one of the many real benefits of the recipient reporting process.


All of this information has actually been downloaded to recovery.gov and any individual can go to www.recovery.gov and, with a little bit of searching through it, there’s a recipient reporting tab, there’s a place where you can put in zip codes, and if you put in zip codes you can find the various recipients in that zip code and you can click on it. And it will basically give whatever information has been reported about that local school system.


Certainly it would include the grant that was given to the school system, how much SFSF money, Title I money, IDEA money went to the school system, and then if the school system reported on vendor payments, that information would be available also. So, it’s a whole new level of information that is available.

(David Cattin):
All right, thanks. (Bobbie), anyone else waiting on the line with a question?

Coordinator:
Yes, we actually do. We have quite a few questions.

(David Cattin):
Okay.

Coordinator:
Our next question comes, I’m sorry if I mispronounce anyone’s name, from (Tim Ameler). Your line is open.

(Tim Ameler):
Yes, hi. I have a comment and a question. The comment, I understand from what you’ve just said that now school districts are going to be calculating FTE by quarter based on what is funded. I think that’s a step backward especially for large school districts that may have entered in significant and spent considerable time entering in teacher data on a category and title and entering that FTE in the first quarter.


And had that situation not changed, they would not have had to of entered that again because the FTE would have been consistent the entire year. You’re now asking them to do that every single quarter. So in the example you gave if they entered in 150 teachers in the first quarter and those teachers were still funded in quarter two, quarter three and quarter four, they would have to repeat that same exercise every single quarter instead of one time a year.


My question has to do with the vendor information according to the current guidance it appears as though that we’re only supposed to be reporting vendor information if a payment is $25,000 or more. If that’s the case what happens in the second quarter when vendor payments to the same vendor are less then that? Are they supposed to be aggregated or do we only need to tell our sub recipients to report actual payments to vendors over $25,000 in each quarter?

(David Cattin):
Give us a moment. We’re considering the remarks and your question.

(Cynthia Brown):
This is Cynthia Brown. We have not been able to get definitive answers on the (specific) questions from OMB. I think they’ve been working on some of these bigger picture problems and haven’t had - OBM hasn’t had the opportunity (unintelligible) detail kind of questions.


There are vendor reports on two levels, there is a vendor report at sub recipient level and you only report the payments. So in this quarter, if you make a payment of $25,000 or more then report it, at the sub recipient level there is no expectation that everything that you (set) on contract will be reported or that it is cumulative over time.


At the prime recipient level, the only thing that you’re going to report on the prime recipient report...

(Maura):
Hey (Cynthia), this is Maura. Can you move closer to the microphone? It’s very hard to hear you.

(Cynthia Brown):
Yes, I’m sorry.

(Maura):
I don’t know if anybody even caught anything you’ve said so far. I apologize I should have spoken up earlier.

(Cynthia Brown):
Okay. So a quick summary of what we already said was on the prime recipient report, no I’m sorry, we started with the sub recipient report. On the sub recipient report, all you need to report are payments to vendors of $25,000 or more. There’s no expectation that those payments that are in your report will sum up to all of your expenditures or all of your contracts or the values of all your contracts, you just want to create public transparency into large payments on large contracts.


At the prime recipient level people, have asked us whether their supposed to roll up sub recipient contracts and the answer is no. Sub recipient vendor payments get reported by service recipients or with service recipients. Prime recipients - vendor data is just what’s the prime recipient spent, not an aggregation of what their services (have spent).


So for this quarter, make the decision on whether or not to break out the prime recipient vendor based on the amount of money this quarter. If you paid $25,000 or more as a prime recipient on a contract, then please provide the individual data on that payment and all of your other contracts payments get rolled up into the aggregate.

Woman:
I’d like to make one comment about the switch and the impact of moving from accumulative to quarterly. I think, for the most part, the numbers will - certainly for jobs saved - wouldn’t look very different in the first and second quarters even with a switch to quarterly reporting if the district - the sub recipient - was using recovery funds to pay for those jobs.


In the accumulative reporting, you would report a job retained as - report that job as retained in the second quarter if that person was still working. And on quarterly, report that person as a job retained if that person is working in that quarter.


So, the changes are really at the margin where a district maybe for the first time is spending recovery funds on contracts that are being initiated during the second reporting period. That looks different under quarterly versus cumulative reporting.


But for positions that were saved or created in the first reporting period and are being carried forward, the numbers will look the same under either scheme.

(Tim Ameler):
And I understand that. It’s just that the district is going to be burdened with putting that data in again where before they would have only had to enter it one time.

Woman:
I guess I don’t understand that part of the question. Because you would certainly want - they would have to confirm this quarter that the jobs they reported last quarter are still intact and that the hours are still being worked. We’re expected to compare the hours this quarter to a full time schedule again every quarter.

(Tim Ameler):
Right. Let’s make it easy. If you had one teacher that was hired in the first quarter and you divided 520 by 520 to get 1.0 FTE, in the next quarter they would not have to enter in that teacher again except to know that it’s carried forward from the first quarter. Its still 1.0 the rest of the year but as long as its being carried forward, which in our system we’re bringing that forward for them they would not have to enter that teacher again and not divide 1040 over 1040. They would actually only have to enter it one time.

Woman:
Technically, our existing methodology would call for reporting another 520 hours against that teacher, adding it to the initial 520 and dividing it by the running total in the denominator. It really comes out the same. As I said, the differences are on the margin with new jobs being added this reporting period or (new) contracts.


I don’t want to discount the significance of making a change at this point. But we’re hoping that actually it will make things easier in the end for our sub recipients, particularly on the front line, if they focus on one quarter at a time combined with the change related to jobs funded by Recovery Act programs. I think that should help. Again, if OMB goes through with both of these changes.

(David Cattin):
Thank you, let’s do another phone one since we have quite a few.

Coordinator:
Our next call comes from Sarah Hollister. Your line is open.

Sarah Hollister:
Hi, my name is Sarah Hollister. I’m calling from the Pennsylvania Department of Education. And thank you very much for having this webinar. It means that your communication to us has been better then OMB and I appreciate that.


I have several questions and I don’t want to monopolize too much time, but I think these are relevant. The first is your response to someone about the vendor jobs and how to ask for - we are having our sub recipients ask vendors about jobs created or retained as states made a payment to that vendor of $25,000 or more.


The way you talked about how vendor jobs are to be reported as being directly attached to the contract, we are saying that is there, you know the existence of the contract with the vendor, if the presence of the contract has created or retained a job then we have them report that part for the vendor. There’s no different methodology laid out in your guidance about, you know only those hours of contract. So, if you could address that I would appreciate it.


And my second question is about a potential change in the denominator that OMB is suggesting. Would we still need to know for each employee what is considered full time for that employee in a quarter, and have that be the denominator?

And my third is mostly, well a comment and a question. This is, as you probably know, going to be completely burdensome for probably the majority of the state agencies out there that are collecting information from over 700 sub recipients. Will there be any deadlines changed in terms of January 10? We’re going to lose of our LEAs really at the end of this week if not definitely by Tuesday when they leave for the holiday break.


And basically with these changes coming online, we would have to throw out all of the data that we’ve collected so far for this quarter. And I’m not exactly sure that I can contact every LEA on Christmas and tell them that they need to completely redo their reports.

Woman:
Let’s deal with your last question first. I think we fully appreciate that it is not realistic for a prime recipient that would need to contact their sub recipients to do so in the next two weeks and to recalculate all the data based on these changes should they be reflected in the OMB guidance that is not yet out.


As I mentioned during the webinar, our expectation here is that our recipients should do the best they can. If they, again, if they corrected the data in such a way that they know how it should be changed to conform to any changes that OMB makes, (fine) and they should report accordingly.


If they can’t, they should report what they have and we hope there will be an opportunity to promptly make corrections in the months following the reporting deadlines.


We don’t anticipate any changes in the deadlines, the initial deadlines, because they’re statutory. So, I don’t think there’s flexibility there. But I think there is a recognition that there will be a need to make corrections to conform with changes in guidance.


And there will be an opportunity to do so. So, we are not suggesting, for example in the case of Pennsylvania, if you have already collected the data and are ready are to report that two days from now or next week, you start all over. That’s being unreasonable (and neglects) the occasion for us.


With respect to your comment about vendors, I think our guidance and OMB’s guidance probably has not been clear enough about our expectations there. I think our expectations really were if you used recovery funds to award a contract that you otherwise wouldn’t have awarded, that you could report any jobs associated with that contract and that would be the end of the analysis.


In fact I think we said, I don’t know if we said this in written guidance, but I know I have said in one or more webinars, that we think it would be reasonable for a sub recipient with a contract to simply review the contract or purchase order materials to determine the jobs impact by examining hours charged. 

We really weren’t expecting a conversation with the vendor about where would your - what would your employees have done if you didn’t have this contract with the school district. That really is asking, I think, too much and I apologize if that was the general impression that all of our sub recipients should have been engaging in those kinds of discussions.


And then, it was hard enough for the districts to figure out the hypothetical that we were asking them to do with respect to what would have happened in the absence of recovery money with respect to teacher jobs and other staff positions.


And, I can’t recall your third question.


Yes. The OMB changes they discussed do not contemplate any changes in the - what we are asking with respect to denominators. There is flexibility to use different denominators for different types of jobs depending on what is an appropriate full time job looks like.


You may appreciate - we suggest it in our guidance that for teachers on a ten month contract, the denominator - what you would expect a teacher to work in a particular quarter - is going to be different then another type of employee. So, I think there will remain flexibility there.

(David Cattin):
All right, thanks. Let’s take a couple of our write-in ones now. I’m sure they’re wondering where their questions have gone.


This one says, do your comments on jobs created and retained apply to the State Fiscal Stabilization Funds or what many of us just call the SFSF, we like our acronyms in the Government, that flowed to LEAs through the general state formulas. The quote “but for” analysis for this fund is significantly different from the more direct grant ARRA funds in Title I and IDEA.

Woman:
The option being considered by OMB would certainly apply to all Recovery Act funding and it actually, I think it is in the case as the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund where recipients have struggled the most in trying to figure out whether they should attribute any jobs created or particularly jobs retained to the existence of those dollars, particularly in those districts where there may have been a state (cut) or maybe it hadn’t been announced yet or they hadn’t developed a lay off plan, and so they were faced with trying to reconstruct what might have happened had those funds not been available.


So, it would be a significant change in terms of how you think about jobs to be reported if you were using, again under the OMB options, SFSF funds to pay salaries to teachers, those hours worked by those teachers would be included in your jobs estimate regardless of whether those teachers would have worked or not without these funds.

(David Cattin):
All right, thanks. Next question, once the new guidance is finalized is there any chance it would become effective prior to December 31, 2009?

Woman:
The intent of the new guidance, if it is finalized, would be to apply to the quarter October 1 through December 31, 2009. So, the intent is it would apply to this quarter. And I know there have been a number of questions asked about this. And yes, that is for the reports that would be due by January 10, and yes so it is for this quarter.


And one of the reasons, as I think (Carol) mentioned in her talk, is that this is - if this change isn’t made now, then it would have to go into accumulative reporting and if we’re not going to do that, if we go to quarter by quarter reporting right now, then the first quarter will be comparable to the second quarter. It would be the same approach and numerator for a quarter over denominator for a quarter, and it will be a very apples-to-apples comparison.


We do understand that this is very late breaking news. And OMB does understand that also, which is why they’re so attuned to the issue of corrections, there’s an understanding that people aren’t all going to be able to immediately implement this change.

(Carol Cichowski):
If I could add one more thing, this is (Carol). The timing is not good, but the changes being considered are being considered in response to comments and feedback and criticism that we’ve received from a variety of organizations and parties. So, the attempt really is to be responsive to the field.

(David Cattin):
All right, thank you (Carol). We’re going to try one more question here. All right, I we’re not…Let’s take one more phone one. (Bobbie), I presume we still have somebody waiting?

Coordinator:
Yes, we actually still have four people in queue for questions. Our next question comes from (James Dawson). Your line is open.

(James Dawson):
Thank you. Can you clarify a little bit, you guys had said that when we bill or we pay vendors that we’re to actually get their hours that we need for the job creation for that quarter. And I can understand that on large contracts, but we’re a Vocational Rehabilitation Agency and we’re paying vendors an average of $150 to $250 payments.


And a lot of those payments are for services, medical services and things. And we’re struggling with the concept of trying to get a hold of all these vendors for these small dollar payments. The other thing when we redraw up the OMB guidance it says to use if possibly on that type of issue to use (statistical) sampling, but surveying these vendors for $150 to $250 payments and expecting to get a good response rate in order to do an estimation is an issue.


Can you guys help us or give us some guidance on when an agency has very small payments of vendors, what is your expectation on job creation?

Woman:
We don’t have any flexibility to offer with respect to not considering small payments unfortunately. But I guess I would ask you to conclude whether or not you can make an estimate of hours worked based on your own purchase orders. I think they’re largely services provided by your vendors, so your largely buying hours worked.

(James Dawson):
Well not necessarily, we’re paying for a medical service. We’re not exactly - we’re not being billed by it, we’re paying for a medical service and we would have to survey our vendors to say how many hours for this particular medical service? It’s easy to calculate when we have the hours, but when we’re paying for medical services, which you don’t, are usually aren’t always billed on an hourly rate that’s where we run into the issue.

Woman:
I think our guidance is that our recipients should do the best they can on the vendor data. And the expectation is that, and I appreciate what you’re saying with respect to the large number of vendors for the VR program given the role of vendors in providing services.

(James Dawson):
But I mean it kind of puts us in a catch-22 because you all are wanting the data on a quarterly basis, but when you have thousands of payments at $150 to $250 the expectations to try to get a hold of them for jobs created - to determine that job creation even if we use a (statistical) sampling we’re probably not going to get a good compliance rate in order to do that. And that’s what we’re struggling with.

Woman:
I think we’ll bring this up with our vocational rehabilitation program office. It’s a good question, and I just don’t think we can answer it right now.

(James Dawson):
Okay. We appreciate you all looking it up. But that’s what we’re struggling with and I think we’re trying to get some guidance on -- like I said, we can do the large dollar amounts and if we could say maybe, hey if we can give you 50 or 60 (percent) coverage, but we can’t get anybody even to say that. So, we do need some guidance on that because that is a big issue for the Department of Assistance and Rehabilitation Services.

Woman:
Okay, thank you.

(David Cattin):
Thank you.

(Cynthia Brown):
This is (Cynthia Brown) with a little reminder from the Federal Student Aid Office -- if there’s anyone on the phone who is from the Work Study grant program, this guidance really applies, these (unintelligible) really effect the other grants. The Work Study program put out specific guidance for the Work Study program and recipients should continue to follow that.


If anything changes, it will be provided directly to those recipients from that program office. Thanks.

(David Cattin):
All right, (Bobbie), how about one more phone person then?
Coordinator:
All right. Our next question comes from, I believe, it’s (John Childs). Your line is open.

(John Childs):
Hi, thank you. We really do appreciate the heads up and what you’re trying to do in giving us a heads up to potential changes in OMB guidance. We all sit around here and are very concerned because we’ve invested a lot of time and money and effort into a reporting system that two weeks out from reporting we hear significant changes to what data we need to report.


I also question why anybody would want to go back in, in February knowing we have another round of reporting coming up in March. We don’t have the time and resources to go back and correct that data.


I seriously hope that both the department and GAO reconsider rolling this out potentially for the third round of reporting and not two weeks from now because in our situation, and not quite as eloquent as Pennsylvania, it just can’t be done.


And we do have questions on changing to a quarterly phase that will add a significant amount of burden to our LEAs on reporting and we have specific, and we’re talking the neighborhood of 1,500 sub recipients per our grant. We were asking for their (preliminary) information to us and just this week, by the end of this week.


So, we’ll be one of the ones that don’t report on this new methodology. Nor will we be very receptive to going back in, in February and doing a lot of work to recollect this exact same data for this round of reporting to do a correction in February.


So, I’m just stating the reality of I think most of the people in this room and a lot of the SEAs will be feeling right now. We also have a question on the vendor data.


So, what we hear you saying on vendors is that you’re looking to get more consistency between what the department is asking for and what’s actually in the OMB guidance, which I believe vendor reporting is still at that $25,000 threshold that we’re collecting any data, the only data that we’re collecting is for those payments going out that are in excess of $25,000 and everything else is rolled up into a single vendor report for contracts.

Woman:
Now, let’s take a minute to clarify the vendor discussion. There are two kinds of data reported on vendors. One is the expenditure data or the payment data. And it is true that you report at the sub recipient level payments of $25,000 and more, and at the prime recipient level you break out payments of $25,000 and more and aggregate everything else.


We have also been discussing today how to calculate the jobs impact of vendor payment, which is a different conversation. And that $25,000 limit is not applied to the calculation of the employment impact of contracts. So, there’re two different discussions, reporting the actual payment, the $25,000 threshold is applicable.


When you’re calculating the jobs impact, the $25,000 limit is not applicable.

(John Childs):
Is that for the sub and the prime?

Woman:
That is correct.

(John Childs):
Okay. (Unintelligible) as my original comment and apply that to this as well please.

Woman:
Okay. And we are looking through a lot of our written questions and comments, so we’ll just take this opportunity to thank you very much for expressing that opinion because we are also getting a lot of the same concerns in many of our write-in questions, and we just want to acknowledge that we have a lot of them - we’re not individually answering each of them.


But, we will do what we can to ease the burden expressed Government-wide to the possible challenges that you (face) in this report and to make sure that everyone who sees the data understands the conditions under what you had to report it. Thanks very much. And we’re going to go onto our next question now.

(David Cattin):
All right, thanks. This person, probably not the only one, is a little confused about how this applies to stabilization funds in higher ed. where professors are salaried and there’s no hourly component.


Additionally, professors quote work on a semester schedule but contracts can be 9, 10 or 12 months. Do I look at the individual semester as work where there are gaps during the year? Or do I look at the contract period?

Woman:
I think this particular example requires a creative application of our guidance. If, under existing guidance, it’s the availability of recovery funds enabled an institution to retain on salary a professor or whatever the expectations are with respect to hours, what is equivalent to a full time job that would be one FTE.

We fully appreciate that professors are not working a 40-hour week and this methodology isn’t very meaningful in that context. But, so you would really be trying to determine whether or not we’re talking about part time, there are part time staff on at agency of higher education, and full time, and your professors. So, it would be that kind of analysis. Again, if we go to the option being considered by OMB, we will only be interested in those positions funded by the Recovery Act.

(David Cattin):
All right, thank you. (Bobbie), another phone person?

Coordinator:
Yes. Our next question comes from (Patricia Dillon). Your line is open.

(Patricia Dillon):
Thank you. My question is about over-time. If a person works over-time hours that are funded with ARRA dollars, do we count those hours? And if over-time is part of the equation, how would that effect the standard hours?

Woman:
I think those would (count) as extra hours. In my mind, it’s much like if a part time - what would otherwise be a part time employee - is working extra hours that are paid for by recovery. We would count those hours in computing the FTE. And I think if there were over-time it would be the same, the same theory.

(Patricia Dillon):
So, for example would the over-time person, let’s say they’re a full time employee but only work, you know five hours in the period on ARRA. Are you looking at five hours over the 520 or whatever that standard number of full time equivalent hours are for the quarter?

Woman:
That’s right.

(Patricia Dillon):
Okay, thanks.

(David Cattin):
Thank you. (Bobbie), do we still have more people on the phone?

Coordinator:
Yes, we do. Our next question comes from (Bill). Your line is open.

(Bill):
Hi, I want to thank you for taking my question. The question I have is about in the case where they do adopt this new guidance and jobs created and retained are based on hours funded rather then what they would have done in the absence of the Recovery Act -- Is when you take hours worked during the quarter, is it just the hours worked by the employee during the quarter?


Is it the hours worked by the employee that have been paid by the LEA or paid for the LEA? Or is it hours worked and paid for by the LEA and reimbursed by the state agency and to the applicable grant programs?


For example, it could a teacher working for so many hours during the quarter the LEA could pay their salary and then they apply for reimbursement under the, let’s say State Fiscal Stabilization Fund grant program and then they get reimbursed by the state agency for that expenditure.


And I’m just wondering when do the hours, in what period do the hours count because sometimes the hours worked will be in one period and the payments or the expenditures will occur in a later period. And so, I’m wondering if there was a difference there if you knew.

Woman:
That’s a very good example. And our understanding is if OMB goes forward with this option that the expectation is that if at any point in the future an employee’s hours would be paid for, charged to the grant, reimbursed under the grant to the Recovery Act that they should be counted in that quarter.


So, if a teacher worked 520 hours this quarter and there is an expectation, a plan that that teacher’s salary will later be paid for by say State Fiscal Stabilization Funds when there’s a reimbursement from the state agency then they should be counted.

(Bill):
Okay. Just so I’m clear, if they work those hours in quarter, I’m just going to use a fake number, if they work those hours in quarter two and they got reimbursed in quarter three, the hours the jobs created would apply to quarter two or quarter three?

Woman:
Quarter two.

(Bill):
Quarter two, okay, thanks.

Woman:
Right, they either have to be paid for in that quarter or have there be an expectation that at some point they will be charged to the grant.

(Bill):
Okay.

Woman:
It doesn’t matter when that happens. We fully understand that under our programs often the money doesn’t link up with the work until down the road.

(Bill):
Okay, thank you.

(David Cattin):
Thank you. (Bobbie), is there still another phone person on hold?

Coordinator:
Yes. Our next question comes from (Gene Allen). Your line is open.

(Gene Allen-Jessie):
Hi, this is (Gene Allen-Jessie) from the Governor’s Office in New Jersey. I joined the call a little bit late. But I did hear about this major change, and I do want to reiterate what some of my other colleagues have raised. I know you’re getting this in your written questions and I’m not saying this for the sake of beating a dead horse. But just so we can register because this will present a tremendous, tremendous work load challenge for us for both our LEAs and for our institutions of higher education.


So, we’ve appreciated your guidance to date and I just want to say for the record that it’s going to be a major, major, major (shift) for us to get this done in time for Q2. I think I missed a question earlier. I couldn’t really fully get it. How are we supposed to - if OMB moves forward with this change, when are we supposed to correct quarter one?


Because it’s already, we’re already going to have this tremendous time crunch to change quarter two, which quite honestly I don’t even know if we’re going to be able to do or not.


But when are you anticipating that we would actually go back and fix quarter one as well?

Woman:
We talked about a few of these things, but I’d be glad to reiterate. With respect to quarter one, we would not be asking for any corrections to be made as part of quarter two reporting to any data that was incorrectly reported in quarter one. So, that’s one point.


It would be subsequently and we don’t know when we would be working with individuals, prime recipients that needed to make adjustments and it would be at some future date. But it wouldn’t be now. So that’s, I think that’s good news.


Secondly, if OMB makes these changes they would not be retroactive, so the only corrections that would be made to quarter one would be corrections to data that was inappropriately computed under the existing guidance.

(Gene Allen-Jessie):
So, if we did the correct (but for) analysis in quarter one, we would leave those jobs reported as such?

Woman:
Absolutely, absolutely. Nobody is talking about retroactively applying these changes should they be implemented. And finally, one thing I emphasized earlier is that we - should these changes in the guidance be made - we would hope that, to the extent possible, our recipients would do what they can to conform to the guidance.


But, fully understanding that it is very late in the game particularly for education programs where our prime recipients are totally dependent on thousands and thousands of sub recipients to get this data.


So, we appreciate that it is not realistic to ask any state agency or Government office to go back to all their subs at this point in the next two weeks and re-compute everything. If you have collected the data in such a way that you can conform, fine. If you can’t, we understand there will be an opportunity for corrections to the second reporting data sometime after the close of the reporting period.


So, we think maybe February or thereafter where it’s necessary to make adjustments.

(Gene Allen-Jessie):
Okay. Let me just ask a follow up question. That was helpful. So, but if the (but for) analysis data is used for quarter one and sort of left as is and then we do this different type of analysis whether we can do it for quarter two, which I don’t think we can, but we do it for the following quarters, there will be a big difference I would think in the number of jobs calculated.


Are there any plans to, I mean there’ll be - it will look like a major difference in terms of the number of jobs created or saved. Any thoughts on how your or any advice you would give to states on how to deal with explaining that difference?

Woman:
I think we’ll all be wrestling with, once we see the data, how to explain it. One thing I should emphasize that there’s been a lot of concern about how to explain the data we have. And we were very satisfied with our recipients in terms of jobs reporting, the data looked like it made sense to us given the amount of money we awarded.


But there’s a lot of concern out there about data quality and the basis for these estimates and how can we verify them. And that’s part of what’s driving this. Our customers are among the folks that are asking for changes here and may not include everybody represented on this call, but there’s been a lot of push back. So, and we appreciate the work that our recipients did under the (but for) analysis. We fully recognize that was an extraordinary thing to be asking people to do and we think our grantees did a great job. But I think there’s, you know a change.

(Gene Allen-Jessie):
Okay, thank you.

(David Cattin):
Great, thanks. (Bobbie), is there a still a phone person waiting?

Coordinator:
We do have one. Just one moment.

(David Cattin):
Okay, that’s fine. We’ve got lots of questions here.

Coordinator:
I believe the name is (Kate). Your line is open.

(Kate Richardson):
Yes, this is (Kate Richardson) from Oregon. My question goes to reporting of the expenditures, if we’re doing this on a reimbursement basis. We may, the districts, the LEAs, may be showing a greater expenditure because they have been planning to be reimbursed with SFSF dollars, but that much has not yet been received from the Federal Government.


So, is there a change or I’ve heard a little rumor that we may be seeing a change to that reporting as well.

Woman:
We are not aware of any change in that reporting requirement. And we would understand that discrepancy, that’s exactly the sort of thing that they discuss in their guidance. So, as you know, we just don’t know anything about any change. There may have been a rumor, but it appears to us that all of the focus has been on the jobs because that’s where most of the confusion was.

(Kate Richardson):
So, if our LEAs do show an expenditure greater then the amount they may have yet received that, at least from the U.S. Department of Education, isn’t a problem?

Woman:
No, we understand exactly why that would be occurring.

(Kate Richardson):
All right. And I will make one pitch. I do share, of course, the work load of concern that the other states have said. We would like to see the, we will make an attempt, but we don’t think we’ll be able to report sufficiently for this quarter because our data collection from LEAs ends this week as well.


But it would be an extra reporting to cause us to go back in and change it in February, and so it would be our suggestion that the corrections be made then at the next quarterly time period.

Woman:
We can take that comment back. We obviously aren’t in the position to control the outcome here. But (unintelligible) your comment.

(David Cattin):
We are looking for one final question. We’re very nearly out of time.

Coordinator:
We do have one question over the phone, never mind.

(David Cattin):
Okay. All right. I think our last question today will need to be this one. Will federalreporting.gov close on January 29 or will it remain open on January 30 for changes?

Becca Walawender:
I realize that in -- this is Becca Walawender -- in the slide it says that the (agency) review period is until Saturday, January 30. It’s actually ‘till the 29th and then because of the statutory requirement those data are all made public by being published on recovery.gov on the 30th.


So, it’s a little different then last reporting period because of the way the days fall. But it is the 29th and then the data gets pushed to recovery.gov on the 30th. Thanks.

(David Cattin):
All right, thank you. We are out of time at this point. I think it’s been a great discussion. There are several unanswered questions. We have shown you on the slides and told you how you can get those answered and as well keep looking at all these websites not the least of which is ours where we would be putting out certainly the new information about this as soon as things get finalized and you’ll know how to proceed at that point.


We look forward to your visit the next time. I’d like to thank all of our speakers here today for helping us. It was great information and certainly all of you out there. We had, what was our highest number today? Did you notice?

Man:
Four hundred and thirty one.

(David Cattin):
Four hundred and thirty one of you out there. So, we appreciate your interest in this very important information. And it’s equally important that you share with colleagues who may be for one reason or another could not join us today.


Again though, for you to hear it again or for anyone who did miss it or the early part of it possibly, we are archived at our site, that would be ed.gov and up near the top right you’ll see the very stylish ED Recovery Act Button. You click on that and you’ll find everything you’d like to know about this particularly important set of information.


So with that, we wish you a happy holidays from Washington, D.C.  Please give us feedback on the evaluation form. We look forward to you joining us the next time. Thank you all so much.

Coordinator:
Thank you for everyone’s participation today. You may disconnect at this time.

END
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