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Assessment of Administrative Mechanism 

I. Background 

The Health Resources and Services Administration (HRSA) requires that all Ryan White Part A 

Planning Councils conduct an annual assessment of the administrative mechanism (AAM) to 

evaluate how efficiently and rapidly grantees disburse funding to the areas of greatest need 

within the eligible metropolitan area (EMA).  The purpose of the survey is to evaluate the degree 

to which providers were satisfied with BPHC’s administration of Ryan White Part A funding.  

The Boston EMA Ryan White Planning Council’s role was to review the survey results and 

provide recommendations to BPHC in areas where improvements were necessary. 

This council year, SPEC decided to divide the AAM into two parts: Procurement and 

Distribution of Funds for a more in-depth response and better insight into the agencies’ 

perspectives.  The first half focused on the request for proposals (RFP), competitive bidding 

process and internal/external grant proposal reviews while the second on the creation of 

contracts, purchasing orders, receipts of monthly invoices and 30 day turnaround for 

reimbursements.  Part I was sent out in March and analyzed in April, while Part II was sent out 

in April and analyzed in May.  The final results and recommendations were presented to 

Planning Council on May 9th and voted on by the council on June 6th. 

 

II.  Methodology 

Planning Council Support (PCS) staff distributed both surveys, Part I-Procurement and Part II-

Distribution of Funds, online through Survey Monkey.  On March 11th, 2019, PCS staff emailed 

the Part I survey link to all 33 Part A service providers who were given a 3-week completion 

deadline (April 2nd).  Part II was subsequently sent out on April 4th with a deadline of May 1st.  

The surveys each included 15 multiple choice and open-ended questions, with Part I focused on 

evaluating procurement and Part II assessing disbursement and the contract monitoring processes 

administered by BPHC during FY18.  For the first survey, 20 agencies (63%) responded while 

22 providers (69%) completed the second.  During the 2018-2019 term, the Services, Priorities, 

and Evaluation Committee (SPEC) analyzed the results and created specific recommendations 

for each section, as shown in this report (see Appendix A for survey results).  

 

III. Summary of Findings 

A. Introductory Questions 

This section comprised of three questions: Question 1 asked for agency name, Question 2 asked 

which service categories were funded by Part A for their respective agencies and Question 3 

asked whether or not they had responded to an AAM survey in the past three years. The top three 

Boston EMA Part A service categories that were funded for in FY2018 amongst the agencies 
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who responded to the survey were Medical Case Management (52%-Part I, 50%-Part II), 

Medical Transportation (48%-Part I, 46%-Part II) and Psychosocial Support (38%-Part I, 27%-

Part II). Non-Medical Case Management, however, was tied for third place in the Part II survey 

(27%).  Twelve agencies (57%-Part I) reported that they have responded to the AAM survey in 

the past three years while the main reason given for not responding to the AAM survey was not 

receiving the survey in previous years. 

B. Procurement  

Distribution of Survey to All Part A Funded Agencies: March 11th, 2019 
Final Collection and Analysis of Results: April 2nd, 2019 
 
Total Responses: 21 
Complete: 16 
Partial: 5 
20 out of 32 (63%) confirmed agencies responded, with 1 duplicate agency. 
 

Overall Consensus Per Part I (Procurement) Responses 

❖ The Bidders Conference was “disorganized”, “chaotic” and created more questions than 

it answered. 

❖ The RFP is clear, however, with straightforward expectations and content. 

❖ Experienced and familiar facilitators should lead future conferences in order to 

effectively deliver content and answer questions. 

❖ An online bidding process would be very helpful, as would a webinar and post-

conference call. 
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Q1. Agency Name ________________________
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C. Distribution of Funds 

Distribution of Survey to All Part A Funded Agencies: April 4th, 2019 

Final Collection and Analysis of Results: May 1st, 2019 

 

Total Responses: 29 

Complete: 21 

Partial: 8 

22 out of 32 (69%) confirmed agencies responded, with 6 duplicate agencies and 1 who omitted their 

agency affiliation. 
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Overall Consensus Per Part II (Distribution of Funds) Responses 

❖ Webinars as opposed to coming to Boston for the Bidders Conference, which creates an 

“undue burden on organizations” 

❖ Mandatory attendance for the conference was deemed “unreasonable and not a good use 

of resources” (i.e. office staff availability and financial burden) 

❖ Conference calls with updates post-Bidders Conference were endorsed 

❖ “Significant turnover” at BPHC a concern 

❖ “Too much detail required for billing and budget revisions”, “Time and effort for 

signature requirements are not reasonable” 

❖ “BPHC should go to bat for their providers” 

 

Q1. Agency Name _____________ 

 

 



20 
 



21 
 



22 
 



23 
 



24 
 



25 
 



26 
 



27 
 



28 
 



29 
 

 

 

IV. Recommendations 

I. Procurement 

❖ A panel of content experts ready to answer questions during the Bidders Conference -

including representatives from the Executive Office and Accounts Payable.  

❖ A formal process for notetaking at the Bidders Conference 

❖ Create an FAQ with answers to use from RFP to RFP (continuous questions) 

❖ Offer a webinar after the Bidders Conference 

❖ At the Bidders Conference, there should be someone who has content knowledge to 
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answer questions, even if that means it’s not the head of the Ryan White Services 

Division 

❖ Several agencies stated that adequate time is not provided when bidding for an RFP. 

❖ Bidders should be allowed the maximum amount of time, with no less than 6 weeks.  

❖ Explore what would it take to implement an electronic system for RFP’s to be submitted 

online. This has been asked years past and agencies are looking for ways to submit 

online.  

❖ An RFP that has clear and precise directions/expectations with minimal errors. This 

stems from various comments made by agencies.  

 

 

II. Disbursement of Funds 

❖ A Scope of Services should be available by the beginning of the contract year.  

❖ 86% of respondents want more guidance on budget revisions with a checklist to help 

standardize the process 

❖ More webinars  

❖ Time Frame: 60 days before sweeps is the best time frame to be trained in budget revision  

❖ What can BPHC do better to support their agencies during a tough year? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


