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Executive Summary

The Office of Contract Administration (OCA) Review Team was convened in October 2003 in response to unresolved issues identified in the December 2002 Sponsored Programs Implementation Team (SPIT) Final Report.  The following describes the issues, approach and recommendations resulting from the business process review of the OCA and its interaction/interdependence with other units involved in the processing of awards, amendments, contracts, subcontracts and related functions.  The Review Team’s primary focus was to identify systemic or root causes of impediments to service delivery and then to explore opportunities for solutions that would improve the quality and timeliness of those services.

Throughout this process, the OCA Review Team expended the greatest amount of time researching, deliberating and debating the rationale, criteria, and audit and compliance issues surrounding the distinction between a subcontract and a purchase order and the consequences of misclassification.  At the conclusion of this ongoing discussion, the following were ultimately accepted:

· The existing criteria for determining a subcontract or purchase order relationship are fundamentally clear as written.

· There will always be instances when the determination is not easily or readily apparent.  In these cases, the substance of the arrangement is more important than its form. 

· The locus of responsibility for final determination should reside within the area ultimately charged with compliance and/or defending the determination, Financial Operations.

· There are compelling fiduciary and compliance justifications that warrant ongoing separation of duties in the processes reviewed.

· Approval and Execution of University Documents, Sec. 3.07, of the Regent’s By-laws appropriately delegates signature authority over sponsored research agreements.

Guided by these principles, the Review Team sought solutions for issues identified in the Final SPIT Report by exploring opportunities to be found through:

· Improvements in Business Process

· Utilization of M-Pathways

· Staffing

Furthermore, the review process validated conclusions found in the SPIT Final Report:

· Change is inevitable and our systems and processes should be subject to ongoing review, evaluation, and improvement measures.

· Cross-functional teams engaged in collaborative problem solving produce the best outcomes for the organization.

· Communication at all levels of the organization is crucial. 

Introduction and Charge

The Sponsored Programs Implementation Team Final Report issued in December 2002 included a recommendation for a business practice review of the Office of Contract Administration.  This resulted from a series of critical issues identified by SPIT as warranting further investigation.  Acting upon this recommendation, the Associate Vice President for Research Marvin Parnes and the Executive Vice President and Chief Financial Officer Timothy Slottow charged the Office of Contract Administration Review Team with the task of reviewing functions within the OCA with special attention given to:

· Signature authority

· Administrative oversight for subcontracts and other sub-awards

· The criteria for determining a subcontract or procurement arrangement

· Consulting agreements

· Staffing levels

The Team was encouraged to include a thorough review of relevant metrics, to benchmark workload and staffing levels, to expand on the “roles and responsibilities” outlines created by SPIT, to include a wide range of constituencies to validate the issues, priorities and perceptions of the outlines and to consider the workflow of the OCA and its interactions with other stakeholders including DRDA, Purchasing and Financial Operations.  The Team was challenged to look beyond traditional unit boundaries and to seek creative solutions for business improvement, improved customer service, efficiencies and timeliness of service delivery.

The Team met weekly beginning in November 2003.  As background information, the Team reviewed the SPIT Final Report as well as an informal survey conducted with other institutions regarding the management of research subcontracts.  The Team also consulted earlier similar reviews including a 1997 Business Process Review of subcontract, consultant agreements and payment handling processes that was used in preparation for the implementation of M-Pathways.  The Team referenced Regents’ Bylaws and Regents’ Policy Concerning Research Grants, Contracts, and Agreements.   Members delved into compliance requirements contained in Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circulars A-133 and A-110, reviewed the Office of Naval Research (ONR) audits and the A-133 Reports on Federal Awards.

Throughout the course of the review, we conducted numerous interviews and consulted with:

· Robert Barbret, Associate Director Financial Operations    

· Elaine Brock, Associate Director – DRDA

· Jackie Creager, Business System Analyst, MAIS

· Jeanette Frost, MAIS Manager

· Peter Gerard, Financial Manager – OCA

· Dennis Poszywak, Assistant Director, University Procurement

· James Randolph, Senior Associate Director – DRDA

· Anna Schork, Project Representative – DRDA

· Cheryl Soper, Controller and Director Financial Operations

· Kathryn Warner, Senior Contract Administrator - OCA

The Team also discussed issues and consulted with their respective units as well as reported back to and sought feedback from SPIT3.  We researched best practices employed by other research institutions specifically by visiting and researching the Big Ten research websites.

The Office of Contract Administration Review Team report of issues and recommendations follows.

Summary of Major Recommendations/Observations

· The administrative home of the Office of Contract Administration and the delegation of signature authority should remain under the purview of the Executive Vice President and Chief Financial Officer for Business and Finance.

· The Office of Contract Administration should have primary responsibility for the appropriate determination, subcontract or purchase order, for the acquisition of external services. 

· The existing criteria for determining an acquisition relationship are fundamentally clear as written, however:

· OCA should be poised to provide proactive consultative services at the proposal stage

· A stronger, ongoing educational effort including additional RAIN training should be developed

· Clarification language should be included on the PAF

· The Subcontract vs. PO Decision Tree should be reinstated on the DRDA website

· There should be a mechanism that provides financial relief under appropriate circumstances when time-of-award determinations reclassify subcontracts to purchase orders.

· Subcontracts and subcontract-like arrangements should be maintained in the M-Pathways Procurement system.

· A PO type of SUB should be established to differentiate subcontracts from other procurement activity

· Two account distributions identifying the amounts less than and greater than $25,000 should be entered on subcontracts maintained in M-Pathways

· The default Bill To Address on the Procurement Header Panel should be changed to the Office of Contract Administration 

· Units should not be required to create requisitions in order to establish subcontracts in the system

· The Office of Contract Administration should work with Accounts Payable to become an AP HUB.

· The Office of Contract Administration should collaborate with MAIS to develop reports and queries to manage subcontract activity.

· An existing Purchasing position with full procurement authority should be assigned to the Office of Contract Administration.

· An additional professional position to support complex subcontracts, amendments, terms and conditions is warranted.

· The OCA should review its Office Assistant IV position for possible reclassification consideration.
· Outside Consultant (G-2) activity should be under the purview of Purchasing.

· OCA should maintain subcontract status information on the web.

Administrative Home and Signature Authority

The SPIT Final Report recommended a business process review of the Office of Contract Administration with the goal of improving the timeliness of services provided by that Office to the UM research community.  Of particular and recurring concern has been the long lead-time associated with the establishment and signature approval on subcontracts and the negative impact such delays have on the conduct of research.  In some instances, this problem is exacerbated by time-of-award disagreements as to whether the acquisition of external services should be handled as a subcontract or purchase order and the related financial and process implications resulting from the decision.  The end result for the affected PI and departmental grants manager is one of frustration and confusion.  These issues are not new.  Indeed they become more pressing as the University’s sponsored research activity continues to grow in volume and complexity.  With the launching of the life sciences initiative and other research projects, all with a strong collaborative element, it is more important than ever that steps be taken to optimize the OCA’s provision of services in support of these endeavors.
Based on the execution of the OCA Review Team’s charge, the committee concluded that changes to existing business processes and staffing integrated with greater utilization of M-Pathways systems are necessary in order to resolve the above issues long-term.  Also, we recognize that any solution must involve guidelines that are clearly and consistently applied and on business processes that are largely transparent to the end-user while ensuring proper accountability and control from both a financial and research standpoint.  While the Team believes that business processes, systems or staffing changes alone would be of some benefit, it is an oversimplification to suggest that any approach taken by itself would accomplish what needs to be achieved long-term.  It is the combination of approaches that we believe will produce the synergy that will optimize the provision of services.

The Team’s charge included a review of the current delegation of signature authority and administrative home of the OCA.  Neither of these aspects of the functions of the Office was taken lightly.  Throughout the review process, the Team’s focus was on the goal of improving timeliness and quality of services.  Guided by these objectives, the Team determined that a change in either signature authority or administrative home would not significantly impact those desired outcomes.  

The SPIT Final Report notes in its Overview of Issues Not Resolved that there may be time-consuming redundancies related to the current reporting structure (page 9, second bullet).  Our process did not, however, identify significant time-consuming redundancies in the current structure.  Although there are similar components and a shared knowledge of compliance and regulatory guidelines, the financial review performed by the OCA is not the same review that takes place within DRDA.  The perspectives of the offices differ, as they should, and there are compelling fiduciary and compliance justifications that warrant ongoing separation of duties.  Furthermore, we strongly believe that the current system of checks and balances, having pre award activities separate from compliance and post award activities, is healthy and the most conducive to supporting research at the UM.

The Team clearly identified and acknowledges the diverse range of expertise that exists in all of the units as well as the multiple handoffs involved in the processing of awards, amendments, contracts, subcontracts and related functions.  Many parties consulted during the review process recognized the expertise within the DRDA “Brock Group” particularly in the negotiating of complex or specialized contracts and issues surrounding intellectual property and materials transfer.  Because of this specialized expertise, some maintain that the “Brock Group” should have signing authority, that the OCA review adds no value to agreements originating within this group.  After careful deliberation, we concluded that a business process should not be influenced or driven by any one group or particular area of expertise.  Furthermore, other areas within DRDA outside of the “Brock Group” rely on the independent OCA review.  Removing OCA would not resolve timeliness or quality of service issues but would shift the review and process issues to DRDA. 

The Team’s review of various metrics revealed that the longest lag times are clearly at those external points in the process where the OCA has the least amount of control, e.g. when subcontracts have been sent off-campus for approval or returned to the PI.  A change in administrative home or signature authority would not impact these metrics either but would again merely transfer the problem to DRDA.  The recommendations that follow attempt to provide solutions that focus on the causal factors of processing delays.

One Stop Shopping or “The Office of Giving Out Money”

As previously stated, time-of-award deliberations concerning the appropriate determination, subcontract or purchase order, for the acquisition of external services are fraught with frustration and confusion for all parties impacted by the debate.  Throughout the review process, we devoted the most time on this issue from researching, deliberating or debating the rationale, criteria, audit and compliance aspects to reconciling the financial and process implications that ultimately impact the researcher, department and potentially the conduct of the research itself.  While the instances of subcontracts being converted to purchase orders represent a small fraction of OCA’s total processing volume and a relatively small portion of what the Team determined to be a contributing factor to the overall timeliness problem, it does appear that the number of these conversions has increased and represents a trend that warrants a business process that addresses the issues with clarity and consistency.

Therefore, regardless of the outcome, we recommend that one office, OCA, have responsibility for the determination and handling of either arrangement.  Subcontracts and subcontracts converted to purchase orders at the time of award typically involve complex or specialized terms and conditions, negotiations and non-standard procurement processing requirements.  The expertise for handling these conditions exists in OCA, not Purchasing.  Delegating the determination and handling of these arrangements to OCA should eliminate the frustration, confusion and delay that ensues when a debate on the appropriate payment mechanism results in the agreement floundering between the two offices, OCA and Purchasing.

The Team agrees with the SPIT Final Report (page 34, second paragraph) that the existing criteria for determining a subcontract or purchase order relationship are for the majority of arrangements clear as written.  There are times when the distinction is not easily or readily apparent and should be closely evaluated so that the appropriate determination is made.  The Team believes, however, that some ambiguity is inherent in this process and actually provides some desirable degrees of flexibility.

To the extent that time-of-award changes occur, the Team concurs with the SPIT Final Report that most experienced project directors and research administrators should be able to determine the appropriate payment mechanism up front.  The Team recommends that a stronger, ongoing educational effort needs to be initiated and sustained to meet the needs of the less experienced research staff.  The effort should include a criteria checklist and additional verbiage as part of the PAF, a highly visible, proactive program carried out by OCA to inform new grants administration staff, reinforce existing staff and increased training time devoted to this issue as part of the RAIN program.  The Team also recommends that the Subcontract vs. PO Decision Tree currently used in RAIN training be available as a research administrators’ resource on the DRDA website.  

The Team recognizes the significant financial ramifications when an arrangement budgeted as a subcontract in the proposal stage is on award determined to be a purchase order.  The Team recognizes the need for more OCA consultative services at the proposal stage to further mitigate these instances.  However, acknowledging that changes are always possible, the Team recommends a mechanism that holds the budget harmless when warranted.  In other words, the determination process must allow for consistent handling of indirect cost when an arrangement budgeted as a subcontract is later converted to a purchase order.

Sponsored Financial Operations currently provides a mechanism that allows special handling of the indirect cost rate.  Two new accounts have been created that allow for purchase order or pass-through arrangements with subcontract-like indirect cost treatment.  The accounts are 615445 and 6154150 for the amounts under and over $25,000 respectively.  When all parties acting in good faith and to the best of their abilities determine that a relationship is a subcontract but upon award further scrutiny overturns that decision, there will be a provision or procedure for waiving indirect costs incorporating appropriate school/college approval.  The determination and handling of either arrangement will reside within OCA.  There will be no financial penalty resulting from the decision.  Disputes regarding payment mechanism should cease along with any need for an appeal process.  The substance of the arrangement will be more important than its form.  

From the University’s perspective, the arrangement will be properly classified as a subcontract or purchase order subject to the appropriate monitoring and compliance regulations.  

Utilization of M-Pathways

Since the implementation of M-Pathways, the Office of Contract Administration has managed subcontract activity outside of the Procurement system.  All subcontracts, amendments and invoices are recorded and maintained in a local shadow system.  OCA prepares non-PO vouchers to process payments to subcontractors.  University departments do not have access to the OCA shadow system and any tracking or encumbrance information is available only by contacting OCA directly or by maintaining unit level shadow systems.

The initial implementation of M-Pathways allowed for little flexibility in the handling of procurement transactions.  A single accounting distribution, negative voucher approval, and the fiscal year-end PO rollover process were some of the obstacles to managing subcontracts within the Procurement system as it was rolled out.  With no viable system or workaround available, OCA had no other options other than creating a shadow system to manage subcontracts and processing invoice payments via non-PO vouchers.  Subcontract and invoicing volumes were at levels where a non-system solution, although not optimal, was a manageable alternative.  However, since 1999, subcontract, amendments and invoicing volumes have increased upwards of 90% (refer to Volume Change exhibit, pg. 11) and the expectation and trend is for continued increases.  The OCA Review Team recognizes the need and advantages of fully utilizing system solutions and therefore, as part of this review, explored subcontract options within M-Pathways and pursued solutions with MAIS, Purchasing and Accounts Payable representatives. 

The following system and business process recommendations, if implemented, will:

· Reduce subcontract processing time

· Reduce invoice processing time

· Expedite subcontractor payments

· Eliminate shadow systems and manual processes

· Gain system checks such as monitoring for duplicate invoices or payments over contract amounts

· Reduce phone calls to OCA from subcontractors/vendors and departments

· Eliminate journal entries currently required to allocate funds to a second chartfield distribution

The Team recommends that subcontracts be entered and maintained in the M-Pathways Procurement system.  Currently, the Procurement system maintains two purchase order types, GEN and CON.  General (GEN) purchase orders are for one-time payments while contract (CON) purchase orders are used for procurement transactions with multiple invoices and begin and end dates.  The OCA Team confirmed with MAIS that additional PO types could be supported in the Procurement system and recommends that a third type, SUB, be used to differentiate subcontract arrangements.  However, discussions with MAIS revealed that although other types can be supported, no changes would be introduced in the current version.  We recommend that this third type be supported and included in the planning for the upgrade to version 8.8 that is currently underway.

During the interim, the purchase order type CON could be used to establish subcontracts in the system.  Subcontracts would be differentiated from contract PO’s by the account values assigned.  Additionally, the OCA Team recommends that subcontracts maintain two account distributions, one to be used for the portion over $25,000, account 615410, and the second for the amount under $25,000, account 615440.  Although only one distribution line is currently supported in the Procurement system, discussions with MAIS revealed that multiple distributions are possible and have received the appropriate approvals to pursue this functionality in the current version as this represents a business process change only.  MAIS has verified that two distributions should not affect the PO Recon or PO Rollover processes.  Ultimately, the PO type of SUB to uniquely identify a subcontract arrangement is desired, however, the combination of type CON with account values 615440 and 615410 would differentiate these arrangements from regular procurement activity.

The Negative Voucher Approval function within M-Pathways presents another challenge to managing subcontractor invoices within the Procurement system.  All subcontractor invoices, including those less than $10,000, must receive the appropriate review and approvals before any payment is initiated.  By changing the Bill To Address on the Procurement Header panel from the default Accounts Payable address to the Office of Contract Administration, subcontractors would submit invoices for payment directly to OCA.  OCA would follow its established procedures for invoice routing and approvals and only PI approved invoices would be entered into Accounts Payable for payment.  The Negative Voucher Approval function would be a non-issue, however, units would have to approve subcontractor invoices over $10,000 just like any other Positive Approval voucher.  This would be a training and communication issue.  Multiple addresses are supported in the Procurement system.  Implementation of this recommendation would represent a business process change only. 

In order to fully implement the above recommendations, to support the unique subcontract handling requirements in a traditional Procurement system and to provide seamless handoffs from OCA to Purchasing throughout the process, the Team recommends that a Purchasing staff member with full procurement authority be assigned to and housed in the OCA.  This arrangement would ensure that subcontracts and subcontract-like purchase orders including pass-through agreements are properly maintained and managed in the M-Pathways system.  Overseeing the multiple distribution lines, overriding the default Bill To Address and managing the fiscal year roll over process would be responsibilities assigned to this position.  

The position would work closely and receive oversight from OCA staff and be cross-trained in subcontract processing functions.  The close proximity and establishment of relationships between the procurement and subcontract functions would ensure that the appropriate terms and conditions negotiated by OCA accompany and are reflected in the system generated subcontract forms submitted to the subcontractor/vendor.  Follow up with departments and subcontractors/vendors would be facilitated and processing time reduced.  In order to maintain separation of duties, this position would not have responsibility for invoicing.

Our review revealed that handoffs between Purchasing and OCA have been less than ideal and strongly recommend that this reporting relationship be nurtured.  Purchasing has successfully deployed staff to other units, e.g. Medical Purchasing and the Regional Campuses.  The successful processing of subcontract and subcontract-like transactions depends on effective communication, collaboration and cooperation between these two offices.   Therefore, it is recommended that the appropriate position, level, delegation of responsibilities and desired outcomes be negotiated and mutually agreed to by both Purchasing and OCA upfront.

We also want to note that units should not be required or requested to generate requisitions in order to establish subcontract or subcontract-like transactions in the Procurement system.  This will be a training issue for Purchasing staff.

Outside Consultant (G-2) Activity

During the review, the signing and processing of Form G-2 activity was scrutinized.  The committee determined that this relatively high volume, low priority activity should be under the purview of Purchasing.  We recommend transferring the G-2 function to the Purchasing position described above.  This would provide additional opportunities to redirect OCA efforts to more essential functions.

Invoicing

The Team recommends that OCA work with Accounts Payable (AP) to become an AP Hub to enter approved invoices directly into the Procurement system against the established subcontracts.  The Team’s review determined that departments and OCA value continued OCA involvement in invoice approval, processing and tracking.  OCA currently prepares non-PO vouchers to generate subcontractor payments.  Entering approved invoices directly into the system would not, therefore, represent additional work for OCA but would improve timeliness of processing and subcontractor payments and would actually reduce work for AP.  Under the current process, AP enters the paper non-PO vouchers prepared by OCA into the system and also approves them for payment.  AP representatives have agreed in principle to this recommendation.

Once subcontracts and associated invoices are in the Procurement system, they become available for monitoring and reporting by OCA and departments further eliminating the need for shadow systems.  The Team recommends that OCA work with MAIS to develop specific data warehouse queries and reports for managing subcontract activity.

Staffing Recommendations

The staffing and skill composition within the OCA has remained constant supplemented only by temporary help during a time when the volume of research activity at the University has dramatically increased, when the size and complexity of awards and subcontracts has concurrently increased and as the University adjusts to the ever-changing and detailed array of federal regulations and circulars that dictate how research activities shall be monitored and accounted for.  The end result for the OCA has been an increase in the volume of subcontract and prime agreement activity that correspondingly impacts processing time and the need – sometimes compliance driven, sometimes project complexity driven - for additional problem solving, processing and follow-up.
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	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003

	Subcontract Requests
	130
	130
	185
	202
	171

	Subcontract Amendments
	192
	164
	203
	310
	442

	Original Subcontracts and Amendments
	322
	294
	388
	512
	613

	Original Subcontracts and Amendments % Change from 1999
	
	-9%
	20%
	59%
	90%

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Invoices Processed
	1255
	1127
	1500
	1960
	2345

	Invoices % Change from 1999
	
	-10%
	20%
	56%
	87%

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Awards
	837
	845
	886
	907
	934

	Amendments
	1312
	1555
	1603
	1704
	1855

	Original Awards and Amendments
	2149
	2400
	2489
	2611
	2789

	Original Awards and Amendments % Change from 1999
	
	12%
	16%
	21%
	30%

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Consultant Pays
	1414
	1608
	1607
	1551
	1359

	Consultant Pays % Change from 1999
	
	14%
	14%
	10%
	-4%


Further, there is a disconnect between the OCA’s contract review and subcontract preparation responsibilities and the in-house competencies available to fully meet those responsibilities given the ever changing and increasingly complex environment.  This has created some inconsistency and unpredictability in the contract review process and an ongoing reliance on DRDA expertise to maintain service and OCA core mission responsibilities.  This is neither efficient nor organizationally desirable.  Therefore, the Team believes that the current staffing level is inadequate for the tasks at hand and will be for those anticipated in the future.  Of most concern is the need for additional high-level expertise that would address both the volume and complexity issues noted above and would ultimately result in improved service delivery across all major OCA functions.

Given the University’s current and projected budgetary picture, we do not make the recommendation for additional staffing in the OCA lightly, but believe it is overdue and necessary if the Office is to provide the research community with the best possible service and support.  The staffing changes recommended are designed to address the above-noted problems by adjusting the staffing level and composition in a way that will broaden and strengthen the range of expertise within the OCA, bringing it in line with its core mission and enabling it to meet current and anticipated demands for service in a more timely and proactive fashion.  These changes should also complement the business process and system changes included in this report.

More importantly, implementation of these staffing recommendations will allow the OCA Financial Manager to move beyond volume driven activities to actually managing and developing staff.   We also believe that there are a number of managerial issues that require additional attention in the interest of improving customer service and establishing relationships with research partners.  These include communication, education, outreach, utilization of technology such as the development and use of electronic processing and signature authority, staff training and development.  

The Team recommends the addition of a new position to support complex subcontracts and related amendments (e.g., non-standard/routine or non-NIH/NSF/FDP) and corresponding terms and conditions, follow-up with departments/subcontractors/vendors as needed to address substantive procedural problems and to expedite the subcontracting process, assist in monitoring of federal, state, sponsor, and University regulations and compliance, and invoicing.  The position will require a relatively high level of expertise, including prior experience in contract and/or subcontract administration, knowledge of federal acquisition regulations and OMB circulars pertaining to universities and their procurement of goods and services and knowledge of technology transfer, intellectual property and publication and copyright issues.  Though not absolutely necessary, the position responsibilities would make possession of a law degree or experience highly desirable especially since the incumbent would interact with the Office of the General Counsel and DRDA on a regular basis.  This position could be appropriately classified as a Senior Contract Administrator or comparable position.

By assuming some of the current and anticipated subcontract workload, especially that portion involving development and negotiation of the most complicated terms and conditions, by providing OCA with the capability for increased follow-up and trouble-shooting on these agreements and, by extension, on those that would still be handled by the existing contract administrator, processing times and responsiveness should be improved throughout the subcontracting cycle.  Finally, filling this position should ease the pressure on DRDA staff for expertise noted above, though some continued reliance on DRDA’s legal resources relative to complex issues might be necessary and appropriate.

Although not of major functional impact, the Team also recommends that the OCA review its Office Assistant IV position for possible reclassification to Administrative Assistant II based on the responsibilities, knowledge and experience of the incumbent.  This change may also be appropriate given the recommendation to designate this office as an Accounts Payable Hub.

Implementation of these staffing recommendations presumes ongoing monitoring and fine-tuning as necessary to meet functional needs and budgetary constraints.  Should the latter require some subsequent modification, the Team views the part-time temporary student intern position as a point of flexibility.  While temporary hires often appear financially attractive on the surface, they have their own additional hidden costs in the form of recurring orientation, training requirements and lack of continuity in work performance resulting from an ever-changing cast of temporary interns.  It is possible that the realignment of duties resulting from implementation of other recommendations would allow for the processing of invoices by existing, regular OCA staff.

Integral to the above staffing recommendations is the expectation that the OCA will be positioned to improve and expand service delivery in areas previously viewed as outside either their purview or control.  An analysis of the OCA metrics reveals a committed and dedicated staff that has effectively decreased subcontract-processing time in areas such as the number of days to the PI, to the subcontractor or to set up in M-Pathways.  However, follow up on the status of subcontracts once they leave the OCA has not been afforded the same attention and are correspondingly reflected in the metrics.  From the research unit or PI’s perspective, follow up on the status of subcontracts once they leave the OCA is just as important as the front end processing.  Therefore, the OCA has a tremendous opportunity to impact customer satisfaction and total processing time by reallocating resources to follow up and tracking activities.  It would also be helpful if OCA posted and maintained subcontract status and progress information on the web.  
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	Subproject Processing Time (Average Calendar Days)

	Flowchart Steps 1-2
	Flowchart Steps 3-4
	Flowchart Steps 5-6
	Flowchart Steps 2-3
	Flowchart Steps 4-5
	Flowchart Steps 1-6

	OCA Processing Time (Avg. Days)
	External Processing Time (Avg. Days)
	Total (Avg. Days)

	Days To PI 
(OCA)
	Days To Sub
(OCA)
	Days For Setup (OCA)
	Days From PI (External)
	Days From Sub (External)
	Total Days

	10.8
	1.7
	7.3
	13.9
	26.6
	60.3


Multi-Center Clinical Trials

Although not specified in the OCA Review Team charge, our process did encompass a cursory review of sponsored projects involving multi-center clinical trials where UM negotiates the prime agreements with pharmaceutical companies and then subcontracts to other parties/sites accruing patients to the clinical study.  These arrangements came to the Team’s attention due to the shared involvement of DRDA, OCA and Purchasing and the similar issues associated with their unique handling and processing requirements.  

It is worth noting in this report the procedure developed by DRDA Project Representative Anna Schork in partnership with Medical Purchasing to handle these requests.  After reviewing the procedure, the Team determined that this was an adequate process for the Medical School given the unique nature of the agreements.  However, the Review Team concurs with the SPIT Final Report and recommends convening a task team comprised of the Medical School, Dental School and School of Public Health.  Any solution should also include representation from DRDA, OCA and Purchasing.    
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Summary Metrics

						Average Calendar Days																														Average Calendar Days

						DAYS TO P.I.*				DAYS FROM P.I.				DAYS TO SUB.*				DAYS FROM SUB.				DAYS TO SETUP IN SYS.*				TOTAL TIME										Flowchart Steps 1-2		Flowchart Steps 3-4		Flowchart Steps 5-6		Flowchart Steps 2-3		Flowchart Steps 4-5		Flowchart Steps 1-6

						Flowchart Steps 1-2				Flowchart Steps 2-3				Flowchart Steps 3-4				Flowchart Steps 4-5				Flowchart Steps 5-6				Flowchart Steps 1-6										OCA Processing Time (Avg. Days)						External Processing Time (Avg. Days)				Total (Avg. Days)

		Month		Qty. of Subcontracts		Avg. Calendar Days		Qty. Incomplete		Avg. Calendar Days		Qty. Incomplete		Avg. Calendar Days		Qty. Incomplete		Avg. Calendar Days		Qty. Incomplete		Avg. Calendar Days		Qty. Incomplete		Avg. Calendar Days		Qty. Incomplete								Days To PI 
(OCA)		Days To Sub
(OCA)		Days For Setup (OCA)		Days From PI (External)		Days From Sub (External)		Total Days

		April-03		10		17.9		0		11.4		0		0.9		0		19.1		0		6.3		0		55.6		0								10.8		1.7		7.3		13.9		26.6		60.3

		May-03		16		15.3		0		16.0		0		1.3		0		41.3		0		6.8		0		80.7		0

		June-03		15		8.4		0		17.6		1		4.6		1		38.5		1		8.1		1		77.2		1

		July-03		17		18.1		0		17.8		1		1.8		1		26.1		2		12.0		2		75.8		2

		August-03		18		12.3		0		9.1		1		3.4		1		37.0		4		10.0		4		71.8		4

		September-03		14		15.5		0		22.3		0		0.7		0		30.3		1		6.0		1		59.3		1

		October-03		24		9.2		1		15.7		1		1.7		1		36.6		1		6.0		1		69.2		1

		November-03		16		5.6		1		12.5		3		2.1		3		19.6		5		7.0		5		46.8		5

		December-03		11		10.0		1		21.1		2		0.5		2		27.2		2		6.4		2		65.2		2

		January-04		15		6.1		1		10.0		1		1.1		1		20.7		2		5.4		2		43.3		2

		Feb-04**		12		3.6		0		9.7		2		2.1		2		14.6		4		6.6		4		36.6		4

		March-04**		21		7.7		5		4.1		9		0.6		9		8.0		19		7.5		19		27.9		19

		Notes:

		- Please refer to the "Preparation of Subcontracts" flowchart for an illustration of the process steps.

		- * Steps with an asterisk (*) next to them are steps are processed within OCA, other steps are outside of the direct control of OCA.

		- Days for subcontracts with steps which have not been completed are not included in the average number of days for that step.

		Therefore, averages for time periods with incomplete steps may be higher of lower after the step is completed for each subcontract.

		- **Data for Feb.and March 2004 are not included in the graphs due to the current number of incomplete steps.

		- In September of 2001, a temporary shift of responsibilities was implemented in OCA.  Rob Barbret assumed signing responsibilities for Pete Gerard

		Pete Gerard assisted full time in writing and processing subcontracts.  An intern was assigned to process subcontract payments, freeing up

		Kathy Warner's time to work on processing new subcontracts.

		- In December of 2001, Deb Amburgey temporarily joined the OCA staff from Purchasing to assist in preparing basic subcontracts.

		She continued through the end of January 2002.
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Sheet1

				Subcontract Ativity												% Increase In Volume

				1994		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003		1994-2003		1999-2003

		Subcontract Requests		88		130		130		185		202		171		94%		32%

		Subcontract Ammendments		130		192		164		203		310		442		240%		130%

		Invoices Processed		758		1255		1127		1500		1960		2345		209%		87%

				Prime Agreement Activity												% Increase In Volume

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003				1998-2003

		Awards		768		837		845		886		907		934				22%

		Amendments		1271		1312		1555		1603		1704		1855				46%

				Outside Consultant (G2) Activity

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Consultant Pays		1414		1414		1608		1607		1551		1359
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								1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

						Subcontract Requests		130		130		185		202		171

						Subcontract Ammendments		192		164		203		310		442

						Original Subcontracts and Amendments		322		294		388		512		613

						Original Subcontracts and Amendments % Change from 1999				-9%		20%		59%		90%

						Invoices Processed		1255		1127		1500		1960		2345

						Invoices % Change from 1999				-10%		20%		56%		87%

						Awards		837		845		886		907		934

						Amendments		1312		1555		1603		1704		1855

						Original Awards and Amendments		2149		2400		2489		2611		2789

						Original Awards and Amendments % Change from 1999				12%		16%		21%		30%

						Consultant Pays		1414		1608		1607		1551		1359

						Consultant Pays % Change from 1999				14%		14%		10%		-4%
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		Position				Work Group				Grade				FTE

		Financial Manager				P&A				14				1

		Sr. Contract Administrator				P&A				9				1

		Office Assistant IV				Office				11				1

		Secretary II				Office				6				1

		Accountant				Temp				5				0.7
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