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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. 

The Services, Priorities, and Evaluation Committee (SPEC) committee is charged with executing 
the AAM. The committee decided last year to divide the AAM into two parts – one survey that 
focuses on Procurement and one survey that focuses on Disbursement of Funds. The purpose of 
this is to schedule the survey to align with the time frame for each of the two processes so 
providers are more likely to complete the survey.  The procurement section of the AAM focused 
on the Request for Proposal (RFP), competitive bidding process and internal/external grant 
proposal reviews while the second on the creation of contracts, purchase orders, receipts of 
monthly invoices and 30-day turnaround for reimbursements.  Part I was sent out in March, 
while Part II was sent out in April, with a final collection and analysis conducted in May.  The 
final results and recommendations were presented to Planning Council on May 14th, 2020, and 
voted on by the Council on June 11th, 2020.  

 
II.  Methodology 

Planning Council Support (PCS) staff distributed both surveys online through Survey Monkey.  
On March 9th, 2020, PCS staff emailed the Part I survey link to all 13 Part A-funded agencies 
who had submitted an RFP during the most recent procurement cycle, while Part II was 
subsequently sent out to all 34 Part A funded agencies on April 3rd with final deadline for each of 
May 1st.  Part I included 22 multiple choice and open-ended questions focused on evaluating 
procurement and Part II included 15 similarly formatted questions assessing disbursement and 
the contract monitoring processes administered by BPHC during FY19.  For the first survey, 8 
agencies (62%) responded while 18 providers (67%) completed the second.  During the 2019-
2020 term, the SPEC committee analyzed the results and created specific recommendations for 
each section, as shown in this report (see Page 4 for survey results).  

 
III. Summary of Findings 
A. Questions 
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The introductory section of Part I comprised of three questions: Question 1 asked for the 
agency’s name (only visible to PCS for tracking purposes), Question 2 asked which service 
categories were funded by Part A for their respective agencies and Question 3 asked how many 
service categories they were funded for. The following questions included any gaps in funding, if 
they’d responded to an AAM in the past two years and any suggestions for a more efficient 
funding process. Part II asked for the agency’s name, how clear the recipient found the scope of 
services for their funded program, followed by questions about budget revision training, the 
funding process and the Bidders Conference. The majority of responses were generally positive, 
though any constructive feedback was discussed by SPEC and resulted in AAM 
recommendations (see Page 37). 

 

 

 

 

B. Procurement  

PART I | PROCUREMENT 

Distributed to All Part A-Funded Agencies Who Submitted an RFP in 2019| March 9th, 2020 

Final Collection and Analysis of Results | May 1st, 2020 

Total Responses | 8 out of 13 (62%) agencies who submitted an RFP completed the survey  

__________________________________ 
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Q1: Agency Name __________  

(Only visible to PCS for tracking of any outstanding agencies who still needed to 
respond) 
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C. Disbursement of Funds 

PART II | DISBURSEMENT OF FUNDS 

Distributed to All Part A-Funded Agencies | April 3rd, 2020 

Final Collection and Analysis of Results | May 1st, 2020 

Total Responses |18 out of 27 (67%) agencies who received Part A funding with 2 additional 
staff responses  

__________________________________ 
 

 

 

Q1: Agency Name __________  

(Only visible to PCS for tracking of any outstanding agencies who still needed to 
respond) 
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2020 AAM RECOMMENDATIONS 

PROCUREMENT  

• Clearer language on MAI and what it may fund, and guidance to currently funded MAI 
programs about the obligation to reapply during an open procurement 

• A minimum of 6 weeks allotted for agencies to submit an RFP  
• SPEC to receive more information on the quality of the software used to submit 

RFP’s online from BPHC  

 

DISBURSEMENT OF FUNDS  

• BPHC to offer a budget revision training to not only the agency’s fiscal department but 
also staff overseeing the program  

• Continue to offer budget revision training quarterly and record it for future reference  
• Provide additional monitoring standards on how PO numbers are issued  
• Provide SPEC with more information on how BPHC issues PO numbers for the 

committee to better target survey questions  
• For better transparency and collaboration, a newsletter to be sent to all funded 

agencies over the summer which summarizes highlights from the AAM and the 
recommendations created by SPEC. Alert the agencies to expect a summary of the 
AAM BPHC response in the fall and present the newest best practices that has come 
out the recommendations.  
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