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Process Improvement: Grant Processing Solutions (GPS) Team - Business Case

February 12, 2013
To:	UAF Process Improvement Steering Committee
From:	The GPS Team:
	Wanda Bowen, Assistant Director OGCA
	Deby Chapman, Director, Business Operations, Office of the VC for Research
	Nickole Conley, Chief Financial Officer, CEM
Kim Cox, Executive Officer, International Arctic Research Center
Janet Daley, Business Manager, Geophysical Institute
	Angela Gies, Financial Manager, School of Fisheries and Ocean Sciences
Re:	Grant Award Management Business Analysis and Recommended Solution
[bookmark: _GoBack]UAF Strategic Plan and UA Strategic Direction Initiative (SDI)
The recommendations that the GPS team proposes in this report have a direct impact on all the themes of UAF’s 2012 draft strategic plan and the University of Alaska Strategic Direction Initiative (SDI).  Specifically, the improvements recommended will address promotion of UAF as Alaska’s premier research enterprise in partnership with its many constituents.  This will be achieved by automating and streamlining the administrative processes required to set up and manage awards, thereby reducing the administrative burden on faculty and improving the information provided to faculty, management and funding agencies (Goals 2,6 and 7 of the UAF Draft Strategic Plan).  Further, this ties directly to the 5 core themes identified in SDI, in particular the Research and Development and Accountability themes.
UAF’s 2010 Strategic Plan and UAF’s Strategic Vision 2017 Task Force (Vision 2017 – Shaping the Future of UAF available at www.uaf.edu/vision2017/final ) addressed a number of research and faculty development goals and objectives.  These goals include the expansion of the volume and reach of research conducted at UAF and improved faculty and staff development.  The report noted several steps that need to occur in order to achieve the goals, including but not limited to: collaboration among stakeholders, adequate and strategic allocation of resources, training and development effectiveness that must also be evaluated annually and best practices for business processes must be investigated.
Vision 2017 addresses a number of specific research targets that will significantly expand the volume and value of awards.  Restricted and designated fund revenue currently represents approximately 30% of UAF’s total revenue stream at roughly $128M in FY12.  In order to achieve the Vision 2017 growth targets, UAF must improve its capacity to set up and manage awards.  The current process is not meeting the needs of UAF’s stakeholders which include agencies, researchers, staff, administration, and the public.  It is critical that UAF address current process shortcomings as failure to do so could jeopardize future funding opportunities.
Examples of the impact of delayed setup include:
· Delays in fieldwork schedules/research initiation, which are often subject to seasonal conditions,
· Inability to initiate expenditures in a timely manner
· Inability to hire students and staff needed for the work effort
· Delayed revenue recognition and receipt by the University
· Delays in deliverables, affecting the ability to complete the project and report back to the funding agency 
In April 2010, Chancellor Rogers held an Executive Leadership Workshop, which called for a review of administrative business processes in an effort to provide efficient and effective services to student, staff, faculty and researchers.  This review, conducted by Administrative Services in 2011 can be found online at www.uaf.edu/adminsvc/admin-review-process/.  One of the outcomes of this review identified restricted award set-up as one of the key processes that needed improvement.  
The Grant Process Solutions (GPS) team was created to address this area.  This team is composed of key personnel from UAF’s research enterprise and central administration who pledged 10% of their time to review the process and develop recommendations to improve restricted award set-up.  The team’s purpose is to help UAF successfully grow sponsored fund capacity by improving the set-up and management of restricted awards in alignment with the goals, objectives, and recommendations of the Vision 2017 Task Force, Executive Leadership, and the VCAS’s Administrative Support Review.
For purposed of this review, restricted award set-up is defined as: the process that occurs after a unit has received notification of new funds (new award or award modification) and requests to expend funds.
Process Improvement Goal 
Data indicates the current restricted award set-up process takes between 7 and 42 days.  To prevent the adverse impacts outlined above, the team established a target for set-up within 5 days of a request to spend restricted funds.  This increased efficiency will allow staff to work proactively on important technical analysis that will provide management information.  Examples include accurate unit level projections on restricted fund expenditures, effort projections and certification, development of project management tools/burn rates, analysis and projections for indirect cost recovery (ICR).  Each of these items can be given more attention if a unit fund manager is not delayed by slow award set-up.  
Initial Analysis of Award Set-up Process (see details in Appendix A)
The GPS team performed an evaluation of the award set-up process.  The team identified the following major factors that contribute to set-up delays:
· Inconsistencies in the process
· Inadequate training for post-award personnel
· Lack of transparency
· Lack of communication and follow-through between and amongst UAF central administration, departments, schools, MAU’s and UA System administration
· High degree of complexity
· Lack of access to documents
· Numerous touch points and poor workflow
Touch-Point Survey and Results (see details in Appendix B)
The GPS team conducted a touch-point survey involving all restricted grant staff members throughout UAF and its rural campuses.  A touch-point is defined as each instance where an award is passed from one person to the next during the set-up (in other words, how many people touch it prior to completion).  Results of the survey are detailed in Attachment B.  The major types of delays were as follows:
· Workload and multi-department/multi-MAU delays (33%)
· Sponsor delays (including State of Alaska Office of Management & Budget approval) (26%)
· Budget Revision Form (BRF) corrections and errors (21%)
· Proposal related issues (10%)

Summary of Recommendations (see details in Appendix B)
In order to reach the process improvement target of award set-up within 5 days, the GPS team recommends the following improvements be made:
· Create a single electronic repository for all award related documentation to improve transparency
· Standardize the requirements and award set-up procedures
· Identify a single point of data entry with clear parameters
· Develop a system with a validation mechanism so information that has been entered can be checked for accuracy and completeness 
· Utilize an electronic workflow that populates information from the initial point of entry then pushes data and/or documentation from one stage to the next in order to reduce data entry touch-points
· Utilize secure electronic signatures for improved workflow
· Utilize electronic reminders that require response or action
· Reduce or eliminate forms via the direct entry of information into the system
· Formalized training and certification for restricted fund administrators
Several of these recommendations require a single, integrated system designed specifically for post-award management.
Recommendations for Non-Technology Improvements
In addition to technical solutions, the team recommends that the following processes be changed in order to promote improved business practice.  These do not require a major change in technology and will support the improvement goal:
· Work with the State of Alaska OMB to increase the OMB award approval ceiling, this may help reduce the amount of awards that require OMB approval, and therefore the number of awards impacted by the additional approval step and potential delay in set-up.  Currently this threshold for review is greater than $100,000.  OMB approvals have taken up to a year resulting in significant delays in award set-ups and  hampering the ability of researchers to carry out their seasonal field work as required under the terms of the RSAs. 
· Expand the capability of units (where grant volume and capacity are available) to set up its’ grants and funds.  If a certification program to verify training and capability are required, this can be developed and managed.  Using a workflow system as suggested above, most data entry will occur at the unit level with final approval issued by the Office of Grants and Contracts Administration (OGCA).  If unit data can be validated by OGCA earlier in the process, this may decrease the number of touch-points and improve set-up time.
· Formalize grant processing training and certification so it is more consistent throughout the university.
Recommendations for Technology Improvements (see details in Appendix C)
A change in technology is required in order to achieve the improvement goal.  The team reviewed a number of different products and processes, including Banner and OnBase.  The team recommends that InfoEd, a software solution currently being implemented by the University of Alaska for pre-award processes, and popular within the research community, as the first choice solution for this project.  
Appendix A
Award Setup Issues Identified for Improvement
The team identified a number of issues that affect the efficient and timely set up of awards:
· Inconsistencies:  Units are trying to reach the same end-point following different paths and using many different tools.  This results in difficulties with consistency and accuracy for tracking processes through the necessary steps of proposal submission, negotiation, award receipt, and set-up.  These steps are required currently by OSP, OGCA and by the units.  To date, there is no adequate and reliable interface system that everyone can utilize to accurately determine the status of each award.
· Inadequate post-award training:  Adequate and consistent university-wide training of post-award personnel with experienced and dedicated trainers is needed.  The numerous inconsistent approaches to the set-up of awards and number of errors that require correction demonstrate the necessity of proper training. 
· Lack of transparency:  There is no consistent way to accurately determine the status of an award and it is difficult to determine exactly what elements are missing without a great deal of manual research.  Because there is no central document storage and retrieval system, it is difficult to build a file that meets all regulatory and agency requirements so everyone at the department and central levels can be sure are complete.
· Lack of communication and follow-through:  There is limited standardization as to when or how correspondence and documents will be received or returned.  Communication among departments in a multi-department situation is not standardized and often a department may believe that OGCA is handling something while OGCA thinks the department is handling it.  Automation will provide the basis of improved communication and the means to follow through.
· Complexity:  The process is complex and has many moving parts.  Currently the bulk of the work is manual and repetitive (e.g. BRF’s).  The process is dependent on relationships and email.  Information is ultimately loaded into Banner but the bulk of the work is completed outside of and independent of Banner.
· Access to Documents:  A central document storage and retrieval system is needed to allow everyone access to documents.  The system must be able to maintain a single master copy of each document to eliminate repetitious document preparation and review.
· Touch-points and Workflow:  The survey showed an average time to set-up an award was 11 days.  The shortest setup was 7 days and the longest was 42 days.  Survey data indicates that 75% of the touches occur at OGCA, but there appear to be too many touches overall.  For example, an award comes to OGCA and is sent to a department.  The department prepares BRF’s to send back to OGCA where one person codes the forms, another keys the information, and a third reviews coding and keying.  In the meantime there may have been errors made at the department level or at OGCA requiring further back-and-forth processing between the department and OGCA leading to further delays.  More delays occur if there is a missing document, signature, proposal, or if the budget does not match.  The flow of work can be streamlined and the number of touches should be reduced.  Improved workflow, including automated workflow, would provide notifications, for example; of status in a queue, error checking, missing documentation, information notification, etc., and may reduce repetitive entry of data.


Appendix B
Touch-point Survey, Results and Proposed Solutions
A Touch-point survey was conducted for two months between July and early September 2012.  568 proposals were identified with 2025 total touches for an average of 3.52 touches per proposal.  The least amount of touches was 1, the most 55.  The team closely analyzed reasons for all touches exceeding 5 days to determine the cause for the delays.  Totaling 90% of all identified delays, the major types of delays were as follows:
· Workload Delays  28% + Multi Department/MAU Delays 5% = 33%
· Sponsor Delays  (including OMB approval delays) 26%
· BRF Corrections and Errors 21%
· Proposal availability and errors 10% 
The key points associated with each of these delays under the current process of setting up awards are:
Workload Delays and Multi Department/MAU Delays:  
· Too many forms to be completed
· Limited personnel to complete forms and to enter information into Banner
· Duplication of effort:  At the department level a technician completes the form and then someone else reviews it before it is submitted to OGCA.  At OGCA a technician prints the form, another technician reviews the form, and another technician enters the data from the form into Banner.  There is duplication of work effort at OGCA and at the department.  There are bottlenecks created by the manual work process.  This is exacerbated when there are multiple departments and/or MAU’s involved
· There are multiple email and forms necessary prior to entry into Banner
· Currently there is limited formal training conducted which results in inconsistent processing and increased errors
· Very few people are granted access to enter grant data in Banner, which creates additional bottlenecks; currently this access is maintained at Statewide or in OGCA only
Solution:
Implement a system that includes a single point of entry for all phases of the process allowing multiple personnel the ability to enter and edit information within a formalized workflow that eliminates repetitious work and/or duplication of effort.  If an audit function is needed at a central level to ensure accuracy, this can be created.  
Sponsor Delays:
· Awards are not received in a timely manner – some delays are significant (e.g. OMB)
· Awards are not identified
· Awards are misfiled, not printed, or missing
· Awards are routed incorrectly by sponsor (i.e., to department or OSP instead of OGCA)
· Awards are sent to out of date email addresses or to an incorrect individual
· Difficulty in identifying the award “owner” (either department or PI)
· Slow turn-around by sponsor and lack of follow-up by central or department administrators


Appendix B
Solution:
A single repository for all award documentation, received, created, in process, and finalized, that can be viewed by all.  This repository must have a notification system that would send reminders to responsible administrators regarding required outstanding actions and queued to follow-up with a sponsoring agency.
BRF Errors and Corrections:
· Budgets do not match original proposals
· Program code mismatches
· Incorrect Facilities & Administration (F&A) rates are used
· Corrections have to take place in multiple locations 
Solution:
Reduce the number of paper forms to be completed.  Limit data entry error possibilities by using drop-down choices.  Use a workflow system that allows for auto-population of required information from, for example, the proposal data entry screens in Banner (FRAPROP) or from the InfoEd proposal module that provides submission to the next step electronically rather than by paper.
Proposals:
· Awards are received with no proposal attached to them.  As all awards require a proposal number in order to be set up, the process is delayed until an after-the-fact proposal can be prepared
· If the proposal has incomplete documentation it does not get deposited into the folder shared by OSP and OGCA, so it may get lost easily in the workflow
· If OSP’s workload is high, proposals do not get scanned into the shared folder causing delays in set-up upon receipt of the award
· Set-up is delayed when OGCA cannot get a proposal from OSP
· Conflicting data between proposal routing form and body of proposal
· Proposal errors such as account codes, treatment of fellowships and vendor vs. subawards, incorrect F&A rates and program codes
Solution:
A single repository is needed for all proposals with documentation that can be seen by everyone who needs to see the proposal from pre-award to post-award (department, OSP, and OGCA).  This would eliminate several existing repositories and multiple touches.  This should reduce the inquiries needed to track missing proposals.  Having all documentation in one place will permit error identification and correction in a timely manner.



Summary of Recommended Solutions: 
In order to reach the process improvement goal of award set-up within 5 days, GPS recommends the following improvements be made:
· A single electronic repository for all award related documentation from proposal through award
· Standardization so that requirements are clear and it is easy to see what is present and what is missing
· A single point of data entry with clear parameters
· A system of validation so information is entered correctly and is complete
· An electronic workflow that pushes data and documentation from one stage to the next for approval and populates information from the initial point of entry to the next stage
· Electronic signatures 
· Electronic reminders
· Reduction in the number of forms
· Standardization of relevant award procedures at all levels (department, OSP, and OGCA)
· Formalized training and certification
This solution requires a single, integrated system.


Appendix C
Technology Solution
The team believes that new technology is required to achieve the improvement goal.  The team reviewed a series of different products and processes.  A list of requested features was sent to potential vendors and the feedback was analyzed on the basis of the strengths and weaknesses of each proposed solution and the resources that would be required for implementation.  The team recommends that InfoEd, a software solution already popular within the research community and currently being implemented by the University of Alaska for pre-award, as the first choice solution for this project.  A complete comparison of the features of InfoEd, Kuali, Banner and OnBase is provided.   It must be noted that Banner will remain the official financial database of the university and will provide data to InfoEd.  InfoEd will also be used to feed certain data to Banner.  Banner is a financial system.  InfoEd is a grants management system.  Currently much of the grants management work is done outside of Banner using a variety of manual tools.  InfoEd will replace the manual tools and turn the data provided by Banner into management information needed for more accurate and timely financial projections and commitments.

Research Technology Landscape and InfoEd:
UA has purchased three of six modules in the Grants Management cluster from the vendor InfoEd covering:
· Solicitation Opportunities search engine (SPIN)
· Proposal Development (PD) 
· Proposal Tracking (PT) 
The three remaining Grants Management Modules are:
· Award tracking (AT)
· Financial tracking (FT)
· Time and Effort Reporting (TE)
UA has already invested in Platform Wide Modules that are required for all InfoEd base service levels:
· Enterprise Staging Area (ESA)
· Enterprise platform (ENT)  
· Web Services (WS)
Because three of the six InfoEd Grants Management Modules are currently under development and being tested the GPS group believes it will be more cost effective and efficient to continue to utilize InfoEd products rather than start again with another vendor, which would likely require a significant amount of in-house programming.  
It should be noted that although the pre-award modules have been licensed, testing has not yet been completed and necessary refinements have not yet been made.  The InfoEd selection is predicated on the successful implementation of InfoEd features currently in progress.
Other InfoEd Module Clusters available are:
· Expertise Management
· Research Outputs Reporting and Management
· Conflict of Interest Reporting and Management 
· Human Studies
· Human Subjects Development and Management
· Clinical Trials

· Animal Studies
· Lab Animals Development and Management
· Animal Facilities Management
· Colony Management
· Environmental Safety
· Environmental Safety Development and Management
· IP Management
· Invention Reporting and Tracking
· Tech Transfer
· Marketing
· Material Transfer Agreement Portal 
All of these clusters and modules can add significant value to UA’s award management system, however, are outside the GPS group’s scope of work.  

Technology Solution Comparison
Potential software solutions were analyzed using a Project Impact and Resource Availability Matrix.  Of those reviewed, InfoEd and Kuali were the two potential ‘laser point’ solutions – software solutions developed specifically for post-award tracking –determined to fit the identified requirements.  
A Banner/OnBase mix of capabilities was also reviewed but was not viewed as a solution or even a temporary fix.  OnBase, as a document storage system could provide an improvement in document availability.  But, this combination does not provide the interactive tools required by the team that would reduce the touches and improve workflow.  Banner is not specifically designed for post-award tracking.  A Banner version 8 post-implementation process review indicated that UA was leveraging the Banner modules to the fullest and practical extent.  Research is not a strength area for Ellucian.


Appendix C
	InfoEd – InfoEd Global

	Description 
	InfoEd is a suite of solutions designed for higher education research institutions. There are a series of modules that relate directly to various research activities – proposal creation, compliance, clinical trials, research outputs, technology transfer, etc.


	Strengths
	InfoEd is a solution provider UA currently uses. UA licenses Enterprise Staging, Enterprise Tracking, Proposal Tracking, and Proposal Development (pre-award).

As a ‘laser point’ solution, the system provides a myriad of features that support post award.  These include: a library of standardized terms & conditions with links to regulatory sites, ability to more easily address regulatory issues like export control or IACUC, ability to create projections, ability to modify budgets while still seeing the original award, etc.

Like On-Base, InfoEd supports workflows and content management (scanned documents). Because the proposals will be created within InfoEd, the information needed for ‘post award’ will be available in the system.


	Risks
	Building the extracts from Banner and imports to Banner will require the expertise of Banner Finance. This risk is less than the Banner/On-Base project because extracts are easier to develop than new programming in Banner. However, Finance will need to be involved. Will this project be a high enough priority?



	Resources
	This project will require less time than the Banner/On-Base Project, however, the team will need to develop new process, and agreements. As a laser point solution, InfoEd has built much of the business process with a user-friendly interface. They also have training materials which can be used directly or modified to meet UAF’s needs.

OIT programmers will need to build the extracts and, if approved, feeds to Banner Finance.

Banner Finance, Contracts and Grants, and Research Departments would need to develop new business processes and agreements about responsibilities. OIT will need to build data extracts.


	Unanswered
Questions
	InfoEd is not in production yet. We anticipate it will be widely accepted, but that has not been proven.

	Usage
	 Unlimited number.

	Direct Costs Year 1:
   Software
   Consulting
          Total

Direct Annual
   Recurring Costs

	
$  88,000
$  85,000
$173,000


$  23,000

The current University obligation to InfoEd without this new module is $97,232 for FY14.  The annual cost will be negotiated during FY14.  This cost includes hosting and the underlying software management costs.



Appendix C
	Kuali Coeus

	Description 
	Kuali is a consortium of Universities that are building solutions for their institutions using an open source model. Kuali Coeus is the solution for Research Administration. 


	Strengths
	UA currently uses Kuali Ready, the business continuity solution, developed by the consortium. The software, while young, appears to be maturing quickly. It was built using MIT’s COEUS system.

As a ‘laser point’ solution, the system provides a myriad of features that support post award.  These include a library of standardized terms & conditions with links to regulatory sites, address regulatory issues like export control or IACUC, ability to create projections, ability to modify budgets while still seeing the original award, etc.

Like On-Base and InfoEd, Coeus supports workflows and content management (scanned documents).

	Risks
	Kuali does not support extracts to other systems. This will need to be explored further or exchanges of data will need to be double keyed.

The software is not as mature; as a result, users will need to deal with a number of upgrades and feature development more quickly than with more mature products.  The system has not been utilized by the same number of schools as Banner or InfoEd.

UA would need to determine how to host this solution.  

	Resources
	This project will require less time than the Banner/On-Base Project, however, the team will need to develop new process, training materials, and agreements. As a laser point solution, Kuali has built much of the business process with a user-friendly interface. They also have training materials.

OIT programmers will need to determine how to build the extracts and, if approved, feeds to Banner Finance. This will take longer than InfoEd because of UA’s lack of experience with the technology.

Banner Finance, Contracts and Grants, and Research Departments would need to develop new business processes and agreements about responsibilities. OIT will need to build data extracts.

	Questions
	Can we build automated feeds to and from Banner?

	Usage
	 Unlimited number of people can use.

	Direct Costs Year 1:
   Software
   Consulting
          Total

Direct Costs Annual
   Recurring Cost

	
$  85,000-100,000 (estimated costs based on InfoEd consulting fees).
$  80,000 (one person needed to stand up the software)
$  165,000


$  50,000 +

This solution would also require either a company to house the software or additional staff at OIT to support the product.  The annual costs would need to include at least 1 FTE in year one and probably .5 FTE every year following.

We do not know if new hardware will need to be purchased or if there is enough capacity within OIT to run this solution.



Appendix C
	Banner with Records Management (OnBase)

	Description 
	Upgrading the current Banner product to include records management capabilities that would allow workflows, sharing/storage of documents, changes to screens (forms) to allow easier viewing of information required, and business process changes.


	Strengths
	Use of current University technology to improve the business process. UAF has a trained On-Base expert to build the workflows and storage capabilities. 


	Risks
	This project is dependent on Banner Finance expertise and attention to develop/change business processes and potential changes to programming in Banner.  Is the project far-reaching enough to make it to the top of the list of priorities?



	Resources
	This project will demand the most time and attention from the research community. 
· Each workflow will need to be designed and developed.  
· Document storage protocols would need to be developed. 
· Workflows would need to be written in-house. 
· All documentation and training materials will need to be developed from the ground up.

Banner Finance, Contracts and Grants, and Research Departments would need to develop new business processes, storage protocols and agreements about responsibilities.


	Unanswered
Questions
	Can we build ‘error proofing’ into this model that will allow us to reduce duplication and delays?
Can we make it easy enough to use that departments with fewer grants can use it successfully? 


	Usage Est.
	200 people using the content management and workflow capabilities.
100 locations scanning.


	Direct Costs:
   License Content Mgmt.
   License Workflow
   License Scanning
   Consulting

         Total


Direct Annual 
    Recurring Costs:
	
$48,000 ($1,200 for 5 licenses)
$40,000 ($1,000 for 5 licenses)
$20,000 ($2,000 per license)
$35,000 (this is an estimate based on standard software installations)

$143,000
(scanning hardware not included - any scanner will work)


$22,680 (21% of license fees)

Note that UAF Grants and Contracts will be moving to On-Base so there will not be additional costs for that department to use On-Base
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