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executive summary

The Associate Provost for Research, Dr. Doug Causey, and the Provost, Dr. Mike Driscoll, commissioned an assessment of the University of Alaska Anchorage’s (UAA) administration and processes for sponsored programs.  Specifically, the National Council of University Research Administrators Peer to Peer Review team was asked to review the organization, processes, and staffing for sponsored programs.  The NCURA Peer Review team reviewed UAA Policies in August 2008 and conducted a site visit on September 4-5, 2008.   

The evaluation covered the Core Operations of research administration and the Institutional Infrastructure.  The review assessed the following broad areas:

1) Proposal Services

2) Award Acceptance and Initiation

3) Award Management

4) Research Ethics

5) Organizational Structure

6) Communication, Outreach, and Education

The NCURA Peer Review Team did not perform an audit function.  The results of this review, therefore, cannot assure fiscal, regulatory, or ethical compliance with federal, state, or local regulations.  Additionally, the Review Team did not evaluate personnel.  

UAA is a vibrant institution with a clear and well articulated mission.  The volume and range of sponsored programs reflects a dedicated and talented faculty.  Strengthening the administration and processes of sponsored programs will significantly help further the University’s effort to fulfill its mission by providing the faculty with support in pursuing research, service, and training grants and contracts. 

The Review Team found the following issues:

1) Proposal Services:  There are few support programs for the faculty in pre-award services.  The pre-award office (OSP) offers little or no assistance for funding searches, proposal development, or agency liaison.  Without these services, it will be more difficult for UAA to foster larger and more collaborative efforts.  

2) Award Management:  This function of the Office Grants and Contracts Services (GCS) is not faculty centered and suffers from poor communication.  The staff, while dedicated and hard working, serves more as regulators rather than facilitators.  Faculty perceive the office to be a hindrance to the management of grants.

3) Staffing:  There is sufficient staffing in the post-award office.  However, the pre-award office needs additional staff.  More importantly, UAA needs to provide leadership for both functions by hiring an assistant vice provost for research who is knowledgeable about research administration and a Vice Provost for Research who can manage policy and work with faculty. 
4) Vice Provost for Research:  The VPR has few incentives for faculty to engage in sponsored programs and few tools to help faculty when they do participate in grant activity.  Consequently there is a little the VPR can do to help UAA work toward meeting its strategic objectives.   

Recommendations: Infrastructure  

1)  The current two vacant staff positions in the pre-award (OSP) office need to be filled.
2) An additional position of Assistant VPR to manage both OSP and GCS should be recruited and appointed.
3) Additional resources should be provided for staff professional development.
4) The pre- and post-award functions of OSP and GCS need to provide educational outreach to the faculty.
5) Additional resources need to be provided to the Vice Provost for Research. 

6) OSP and GCS need to improve communications with the faculty.
Recommendations: Core Operations
1) UAA VPR, or designee, should have the authority to negotiate and accept standard intellectual property clauses.
2) OSP, GCS, and the Compliance Office need to better coordinate the review and approval of awarded projects.
3) A process for review of export control issues should be developed.
4) The award set up process needs to reside in GCS, not the department.
5) Budgets (and subsequent revisions) should be submitted in the sponsor’s format.  
6) OSP and GCS should review their overall processes to seek opportunities to improve the communication with the PI’s directly.
Introduction

The National Council of University Research Administrators (NCURA) Peer Review Team would like to commend the University of Alaska Anchorage for undertaking an open and comprehensive review of the research infrastructure. The strong support for faculty research is evident with the decision of the University leadership and the University community to engage in a process that allows all members to participate and contribute.  

   The Vice Provost for Research and Graduate Studies, Dr. Doug Causey, and the Provost, Dr. Mike Driscoll, commissioned an assessment of the University of Alaska Anchorage’s (UAA) administration and processes for sponsored programs.  Specifically, the National Council of University Research Administrators Peer Review team was asked to review the organization, processes, and staffing for sponsored programs.  The NCURA Peer Review team reviewed UAA Policies in August 2008 and conducted a site visit on September 4-5, 2008.  At the site visit, the Review Team met with the OSP and the GCS staff, the Associate Vice chancellor for Budget & Finance, administrators and faculty from the centers and institutes and from the colleges and schools.  We also met with the representatives from the Community Campuses and from the Vice Chancellor of University Advancement and Development, as well as with the Vice Provost for Research and Graduate Studies, the Provost, and the Chancellor.
Background and Approach

Currently, sponsored programs at UAA are organized with both the pre- and post-award functions reporting to a Vice Provost for Research and Graduate Studies (VPR) who in turn reports to the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.  The pre-award office, called Office of Sponsored Programs (OSP), has two full-time positions, one of which is currently vacant.  The post-award office, Grants and Contracts Services (GCS), is staff with six people plus a director.  Additionally, a Compliance Administrator reports to the VPR.  There are unit administrators in the centers, institutes, and deans’ offices who help with grants and contracts.  These individuals are independent of the VPR and report to the deans and directors.  
The NCURA Peer Reviewers utilized the National Standards for Sponsored Project Operations, developed by NCURA as guidelines to conduct this assessment. The Standards appear as Appendix A. The application of those standards to the UAA is described in the following sections of the report.

NCURA Core Standards for Pre-Award Services and Administration

The NCURA Standards for Pre-Award Services and Administration focus on support of faculty and staff in the general areas of proposal services and award acceptance and establishment. These Standards outline the importance of a thorough understanding of federal and non-federal policies, as well as the importance of disseminating a wide variety of information to differing audiences, routinely, clearly and with relevance.

NCURA Core Standards for Post-Award Administration
The NCURA Standards for Post-Award Administration focus on the areas of account activation and notification and fiscal and administrative management.  These Standards outline the importance of a thorough understanding of federal and non-federal policies, sponsor terms and conditions, and appropriate accounting mechanisms and internal controls. 

NCURA Core Standards for Research Ethics

The NCURA Standards for Research Ethics cover institutional systems for meeting federal and state policies and regulations for the oversight and protection of certain populations involved in research, most notably the use and protection of humans and animals in research. These Standards also cover expectations for institutional systems for the oversight and protections involved in the use of radioactive materials, bioterrorism, conflicts of interest, and export controls. The Standards define expectations for linkages between the management of sponsored programs and the assurance of project integrity. Although not explicitly stated, the Standards suggest a broader expectation for an institutional statement or program on responsible conduct of research. 

NCURA Core Standards for Institutional Infrastructure

The NCURA Standards for the Institutional Infrastructure are based on two key points. (1) The structure for sponsored programs should support all the needs of those activities at both central and departmental levels.  Communications and coordination must be clear, and the lines of authority should be specified for each function. (2) Institutional resources, including staff, should be sufficient to support the core functions of sponsored programs in a manner consistent with the institutional mission.

Observations from the Site Visit

At the conclusion of the two-day site visit, the NCURA Review Team discussed its general observations with the Chancellor and the Provost.  Overall, the NCURA Team found UAA to be a vibrant university with a strong core of dedicated faculty.  However, the pre-award office (OSP) and the post-award office (GCS) for sponsored programs need to be more faculty centered in their culture and in their approach to problems.  Both offices should act as facilitators for the faculty.  Too often these vitally important offices inadvertently act as obstacles to grants and contracts.  The NCURA Team emphasizes that the individuals working in these offices are dedicated but they lack leadership and training to help the University grow in sponsored programs.

Current Environment for Sponsored Programs at Emerging Research Universisites
The predominantly undergraduate institution that is emerging in its research mission faces a number of challenges. On one front is the challenge to change the culture of the institution to recognize a heightened focus on research. On the other front is the challenge to build an infrastructure that can nurture, facilitate, and support a growing research enterprise.

A growing research enterprise brings a measure of risk, accountability, and oversight to the institution that has not been apparent previously. Those measures increase with the growing complexity of the research enterprise and the sophistication of the projects engaged in by the faculty.  The growth in the institution’s research and in its participation in grants, consequently, increases the need for higher degrees of specialization and education on the part of university sponsored programs staff. Universities try to maintain a delicate balancing act between developing the infrastructure for facilitating the research activities of their faculty and for providing sufficient oversight and internal controls to demonstrate accountability and to mitigate risk.

 Many Emerging Research Universities recognize that the growth of infrastructure and specialized expertise has not kept pace with the complexity of the current-day research relationships.  Therefore, periodic review is necessary to determine whether the infrastructure and the core operations support the efforts of investigators while also providing compliance with the regulations that underlie federal funding.     

This general discussion of the current national environment within which all sponsored programs operations exist and the special challenges for transitioning institutions will serve as a foundation for the more specific discussion of the University of Alaska Anchorage pre- and post-award functions, project integrity, and institutional infrastructure issues for sponsored programs staffing, communication, and educational programs.  

Institutional infrastructure

The infrastructure supporting sponsored programs is always complex, and it may require a periodic review to determine if it efficiently supports the efforts of investigators while also offering an adequate compliance posture with the regulations that underlie federal funding.   

Any tensions in the balance between facilitation and regulation are often visible in the organizational structure for supporting sponsored programs.  A review of the resources devoted to the various parts of the infrastructure at the UAA reveals an organizational scheme that attempts to be both supportive of researchers and protective of the institution.  Unfortunately, over time, there has been some loss of the efficacy and the balance and the infrastructure no longer seems to be able to facilitate faculty activities.
Discussion: Organizational Structure

The current organizational model at UAA of having the pre-award and post-award offices report to the Vice Provost for Research is a model that works well for many universities.  Other models have the post-award office reporting to Financial Affairs or have the Office of Sponsored Programs report to a Graduate Dean.  Some models assign individual staff members the responsibility of working with a particular set of disciplines so that faculty in, say the life sciences, always go to the same person in the OSP for assistance.  Still other approaches have individuals in the OSP responsible for all matters pertaining to particular agencies.  For example, a faculty member would go to staff person “A” for information about the National Science Foundation, but staff person “B” for information about the USDE.  Each of these models presents different strengths and weaknesses (for a complete discussion of organizational models, see Richard Seligman, et.al., eds, Sponsored Research Administration: A Guide to Effective Strategies and Recommended Practices (NCURA, 2006) and Stephen L. Hansen, Mildred Ofosu, and Christa Johnson, Establishing and Managing an Office of Sponsored Programs at Non-Research Intensive Colleges and Universities, 2nd ed., (NCURA, 2008).  The model employed by UAA of having centralized pre- and post-award offices reporting to a Vice Provost for Research works well for Emerging Research Institutions that want to expand grant and contract volume and that want to increase the research profile of the faculty.  The Review Team concluded that the current structure was appropriate for UAA.

While the operational structure of the OSP and GCS offices is basically sound, there are some significant issues related to the relationship between the OSP and GCS offices and the centers and departments.  Administrators and faculty reported that they have created their own infrastructure at the departmental and center level in order to compensate for the lack of services from OSP and from GCS.  Other units were harsher in their comments stating that they created staffing and shadow systems in order to work around the OSP and GCS, particularly GCS which was not generally viewed positively by the faculty and staff.  The problems relating to the relationship between the central OSP and the GCS and the departments and centers will be discussed further in the Core Operations section later.

Operational relationships among the OSP and the GCS offices and other administrative units, such as HR, payroll, purchasing, and information technology appear to function appropriately.  There are no tensions above the normal level of friction in any organization.

In terms of lines of authority and coordination of functions regarding the OSP and GCS operational structure, the Review Team found a number of issues regarding staffing, resources, and communication.  Although these will be discussed below in more detail, there is a lack of stability in the leadership that affects both OSP and GCS.  Unfilled vacancies and turnover in key positions, including that of VPR, has created a vacuum, which has a number of consequences.  First, the OSP and GCS staff are unsure of how to improve and strengthen their services to the faculty.  Second, the faculty has little reason to view the OSP and GCS as anything more than a regulatory function.  

Discussion: Staffing and Resources


Currently the staff and financial resources necessary to support the core functions of sponsored programs are unevenly allocated for the volume and the complexity of sponsored programs at UAA and for the mission and strategic plan for the University.  The Review Team’s observations regarding staffing and resources are:

· One person is currently assigned to the pre-award (OSP) office.  This level of staffing is insufficient and prevents the pre-award office from fulfilling its functions of helping the faculty identify funding opportunities and develop new proposals. The lack of staff, when combined with the lack of having an Assistant VPR, prevents the pre-award office from serving as a liaison to funding agencies and to stimulate collaborative and interdisciplinary proposals (the functions of the pre-award office will be discussed below in “Core Operations”).

· At the time of the site visit, there were six staff people and a director assigned to the post-award functions of GCS.  One person has since resigned and not been replaced.  Given the volume of grant expenditures and the number of proposals, five staff members plus the director is sufficient staffing.  There are some inefficiencies in this office which will be discussed later, but those issues are not related to the level of staffing.

· While there is a director for GCS, there is no director for OSP.  This vacant position needs to be filled.  Additionally, the lack of an individual, perhaps an assistant VPR, who can oversee the operational operations of both OSP and GCS hinders the effectiveness of both offices and the services they provide to the faculty. Equally important, the lack of such an individual forces the VPR to fill this role and draws his/her attention away from the larger issues of research policy and strategic development.  
· The Vice Provost for Research and Graduate Studies does not have many “tools” to help faculty.  Consequently, there is little reason for deans and for the faculty to turn to the VPR for help or to follow his/her leadership.  In many Emerging Research Institutions like UAA, the VPR not only controls internal funding to support research but also controls a significant portion of the indirect cost recovery dollars which are used either for building infrastructure or for faculty incentives.  Without those “tools” and without the OSP and GCS offices providing strong faculty support services, the VPR will find it difficult to be effective.

· There appears to be inadequate resources for training.  Because of the rapid changing nature of research administration, staff needs continuing professional development.  This development can be delivered through distance learning techniques as well as through attendance at professional regional and national conferences. 

Discussion: Communication, Outreach, and Education

One of the themes the Review Team heard in its on-site interviews was the lack of communication among OSP, GCS, and the faculty.  Communication can take many forms, e.g. memos, newsletters, website, e-mails, personal contact, and faculty workshops.  Some of these channels of communication are not utilized while some others are misused.

Currently, there does not seem to be a routine and predictable means of communicating to the faculty regarding policies, procedures, and other issues related to grants and contracts.  Additionally, it was unclear if the VPR sat with the Dean’s Council or some similar senior administrator forum so that he/she could provide information about research policies and issues.  One of the common forms of communication that does exist among the faculty, GCS, and the OSP is by e-mail and printed memo.  Unfortunately, some faculty characterized these communications as “vitriolic.”  Other faculty members labeled the e-mails as “nasty grams.”  

In terms of outreach and education, neither the OSP nor the GCS provide many training or development programs for the faculty.  While UAA has a highly effective center for faculty development, called CAFÉ, there are few if any workshops from OSP and GCS on standard topics such as proposal writing or budget preparation.

Conclusions

While the Operational Structure for sponsored programs at UAA is an effective model, the current operations of the infrastructure have some issues that need to be addressed.  The relationships among the OSP and the GCS offices and the center and departmental units need improvement.  The lines of supervision and of communication could be improved by the addition of an individual, possibly an Assistant VPR overseeing both the OSP and the GCS.  Additionally, staffing, training, resources, and educational outreach to the faculty should be strengthened.  Some of these issues will be discussed in a different context later. 
The Review Team feels strongly that the struggle that exists between centralized and de-centralized services at UAA stems from a number of reasons.  First, the VPR has no “tools” to help the faculty with grants and contracts.  He/she cannot offer monetary assistance to solve special problems or offer “seed” funding to initiate projects.  Second, the OSP and GCS are seen by the faculty as regulatory offices rather than as offices to facilitate the grants process.  The OST and GCS should strive to help the faculty solve problems along with their responsibilities to assure compliance with the regulations.  The infrastructure issue for UAA is not whether a centralized or de-centralized model works best but how to make the centralized office into a more responsive service unit by giving it the necessary resources and leadership to function.  By approaching the issue in this manner, the Review Team believes that the VPR office will be able to offer the faculty the proper incentives to engage in sponsored programs, build larger collaborative relationships, and advance UAA’s strategic plan while still offering the necessary regulatory oversight.
Recommendations: Operational Infrastructure

1) Staff positions in the pre-award (OSP) office need to be filled.  Overall, the Review Team believes that the two vacant positions in the pre-award office need to be filled immediately.  The position of director is critically important.  This level of staffing would allow the office to provide some of the basic services the faculty need for UAA to expand its level of grants and contracts.  
2) An Assistant VPR to manage OSP and GCS should be appointed.  The appointment of an individual to provide operational leadership for OSP and GCS would significantly help address some of the communication and office cultural issues (discussed later).  An Assistant VPR can provide leadership for the staff as well as improve services to the faculty.

3) Additional resources should be provided for staff professional development.  Research administration is a fast changing process.  Regulatory practices, audit requirements, policy interpretation, funding programs, and funding opportunities are in constant revision and modification.  This rapidly changing environment requires the staff to remain abreast of current developments in order to serve the faculty and the University.

4)  The pre- and post-award functions of OSP and GCS need to provide educational outreach to the faculty.  OSP and GCS should be offering workshops and other training opportunities for the faculty on various aspects of grants and contracts.  Typical workshops might include proposal writing, how to use funding databases, budget preparation, and patents and copyrights.  These services will help communication with the faculty and are basic services for the faculty.

5) Additional resources need to be provided to the Vice Provost for Research.  In addition to providing good service to the faculty from the OSP and GCS, the VPR needs to be able to provide incentives for the faculty to participate in sponsored programs.  These incentives typically include internal funding to seed research and discretionary funding to support agency visits, publications, or unique equipment.  Having control over additional resources would greatly strengthen the VPR’s ability to move UAA forward in its strategic plan to increase grant funding.

6) OSP and GCS need to improve communications with the faculty.  The means, the content, and the frequency of communication among the OSP and GCS and the faculty need to be addressed.  VPR might consider having the OSP and GCS staff meet regularly with center, institute, and unit staff members who work directly with investigators.  Equally important, the tone of the communications needs to change from dictating the rules to facilitating the process. 

core operations

Research administration begins with the identification of funding opportunities, the development of a proposal, receipt, review and submission of proposals to funding sponsors and progresses through the award acceptance, the management of the grant, and closeout and audit.  Submission of successful applications hinges on a university’s ability to keep up-to-date with sponsor policy and procedures, proposal solicitations, adherence to federal, state and local laws as they relate to compliance, and with the consistent application of university policy.  These aspects of successful submission are realized only through a staff with regular access to changes in sponsor policy, electronic systems, and university policy.

 In addition, institutional policies and sponsoring agency procedures have a significant impact on the conduct of research.  Communications about these policies and any changes in them must be brought to the attention of senior management.  The need for ongoing communications about compliance risks is critical to success in our dynamic research environment.    

Discussion: Proposal Services

Proposal Services should provide the faculty with information on prospective sponsors, assist faculty develop collaborative projects, and help faculty respond to funding opportunities.  This service should also include assistance with complying with agency and university policies and regulations.  Proposal Services, consequently, serves as a liaison with potential funding agencies.  Lastly, Proposal Services should provide a review of all proposals before they are submitted as well as manage the submission process for the faculty.  
UAA Proposal Services are severely underdeveloped.  The single staff person in pre-award services is fully occupied in the essentially clerical task of checking whether proposals presented to her for submission have all required internal signoffs, federal assurances, and a balanced budget conforming to university policies. This individual does not have the time to assist faculty in identifying funding sources or interpreting information about those sources that may be found from web sites or data bases.  Because of the lack of staff and of a director, the office is not able to offer help or advice on proposal preparation, including construction of budgets, and no one is able to interpret or settle uncertainties about guidelines, explain university or agency rules on a peer-to-peer level where necessary, or approve a modification of office procedures where it would be appropriate.    

Complicating the lack of staff in the pre-award office are procedures that appear unnecessarily complex and repetitive.  A significant percentage of proposals at UAA, for example, are for contracts that are closely similar in form, involving less detailed budgets than federal grants, and which permit flexible management at the unit level.  At present, there is no fast-tracking or delegation of review of these essentially identical, repetitive small contracts.   

In another instance of inflexibility, no grant proposal is accepted for submission that contains matching commitments not required by agency guidelines.  The reasons are because matching funds must be tracked, requiring an extra administrative burden, and because cost sharing ultimately affects the F&A rate.   While it is wise to be restrained in matching, applying a global rule is unwise in some grant competitions and untenable in many private foundation proposals.  For that reason it appears to result in repeated negotiations and appeals for exceptions to the Vice Provost for Research and Graduate Studies. 

Understandably, in the absence of staff, the post-award roles of pre-award staff have not been considered.   In many institutions, pre-award staff who have collaborated in proposal preparation can help to clarify post-award issues because they know the design and aim of projects and the grantor’s flexibilities.   At present, that sort of consultation is not available due to insufficient staffing in OSP, so that needless frictions arise between project directors and the post-award staff as projects are implemented.   

The requirement of dual budget formats being required at the proposal stage – one in the sponsor’s format and a second in UAA’s format - creates unnecessary work for researchers.  It appears to be unnecessarily rigid, and quite often must be re-done after negotiations and award receipt.

Lastly, although the volume of private and corporate proposals is considerable and likely to increase, no one in the office is familiar with the intentions of private grantors or the relationships that produced an award, and no systematic pre-award liaison with Development staff exists.   The result appears to be that once funding is received, relationships with private donors or foundations are in no one’s bailiwick (except perhaps that of the dean or faculty project director).  The sponsored program offices and the office of University Advancement and Development regard each other with suspicion and donor relationships may not be stewarded in ways that lead to future grants.

On the whole, the deans, faculty members and staff whom we interviewed do not regard the pre-award office as a resource.  Often, we heard from various units that OSP and GCS were bureaucratic barriers that faculty must leap, a perception that is surely a disincentive to faculty seeking extramural funding.   

On the positive side, important resources are in place.  While training and direction are lacking on the pre-award side, a good web site identifies databases that faculty can use to find sources; proposal routing procedures and appropriate forms are available, and key policies are in place and well-documented.  Further, more pre-award resources are available at the center and unit levels.   Some schools and institutes have experienced staff and/or faculty who help in identifying sources and preparing proposals—essentially all pre-award functions except final check and submission.  Some of these units also have experienced fiscal officers who liaison with OSP and GCS to assure ease of submission and later with contract office staff to interpret agency guidelines and to explain project needs or conditions when budget items are questioned.    These fiscal officers meet periodically and advise each other on grants and contract management issues that arise.    These strengths have been significant in sustaining UAA’s success in grants and contracts.  
Discussion: Award Acceptance and Initiation

In meetings with Grants and Contracts Services (post-award) staff the Review Team concluded that the staff is generally trained to review and negotiate grant and contract terms and conditions and is cognizant of institutional policies and practices.  The institution has procedures for the review and negotiations of research and other agreements that meet all institutional policies and practices.  However, the staff is not authorized to negotiate intellectual property terms and conditions and must send documents addressing intellectual property issues to Fairbanks.  Interviews with faculty and staff indicated that there was no standard language that could be accepted locally—the perception of faculty and staff was that all agreements merely mentioning intellectual property issues were sent to Fairbanks before any conversations between and GCSP and the Principal Investigator (PI) took place (note that the GCS Information Manual states that the Principal Investigator is involved in this process).  One staff member mentioned this process adding six to eight weeks to award acceptance process.

UAA has a process in place that allows the formal acceptance of a sponsored award by designated individuals or offices.    There is a system in place to review proposed award terms and conditions and to negotiate those terms in accordance with institutional standards prior to award acceptance.  There are written procedures for review of award documents prior to acceptance.  Awarded budgets are compared to those that were proposed and subsequent amended budgets or scopes of work are submitted when awards have been significantly modified.  This process seemed to be well documented with policies and procedures clearly presented.  The award acceptance process did not indicate coordination with the compliance area.  It seemed that awards were established and funds made available without checking that some compliance requirements were satisfied (e.g. human subjects, animal subjects).  It should be noted that UAA has policies and procedures for issuing subrecipient agreements and for monitoring the performance of subrecipients in accordance with Office of Management and Budget Circular A-133.  
To set up an award and activate it into the financial system at UAA, GCS relies heavily on the PI or the unit business office.  The PI/unit business office must actually prepare the paperwork to initiate the process. This is then reviewed by GCS.  Budgets are currently required in two formats, placing a heavy burden of understanding the university’s accounting system on the department – the agency required format and one that fits UAA’s categories.   The budget request form (BRF) is prepared by the PI/unit business officer.  Faculty and staff seemed to feel that the BRF form was unnecessarily complex while GCS complained that no one filled the BRF form out correctly and that GCS routinely corrects the form before entering it.  This does not appear to add any value and creates friction between the units.  

Discussion:  Award Management

UAA has systems in place to distinguish between the acquisition of goods and services and subrecipient agreements.  There seems to be some confusion on cost sharing or at least a disagreement on when cost sharing should be allowed.  The common practice (which UAA seems to follow) is to restrict cost sharing to those projects on which it is specifically required.  That being said, there are times when the nature of the project or the competition make voluntary cost sharing desirable.  When cost sharing is required it is recorded in the financial system.  The fiscal management of projects at UAA seemed to be particularly rigid for some policies and particularly lax for others. The following are cited as examples where fiscal controls seemed rigid:

· The review and submission of budget changes – faculty and staff indicated that they must fill out a budget revision request even when the sponsoring agency does not restrict the award to line item budgeting, e.g. fixed priced contracts.  GCS staff indicates that this budget request form is only required when notice is required by the granting agency.  This conflicting view between the GCS and the faculty suggests a serious disconnect which needs to be addressed.

· Line item budgeting when it is not required – GCS indicated that they require the PI to provide a line item budget at proposal stage even when one is not required by the sponsor.  This is a common practice to ensure that enough money is going to be requested to carry out the project.  But when the project is awarded, GCS establishes the project with the line item budget and requires that the PI spend the money accordingly.  Most institutions would establish a “pool budget” in cases where the sponsoring agency does not restrict expenditure by line item.  Even more onerous, GCS indicated that they would do the same even if the resulting award was a fixed price contract where virtually no expenditure reporting is required.
· Cost allowability/monitoring – According to GCS procedures manual, the “unit personnel” are responsible for ensuring that expenditures are allowable, allocable and reasonable for the project.  Elsewhere it states that the ultimate responsibility lies with the PI.  Elsewhere it states that GCS is responsible for monitoring all expenditures to assure that they are in compliance with the contractual terms and conditions and that they are allocable, allowable and reasonable.  Some unit personnel expressed frustration over being charged with this responsibility and then being questioned by GCS as to their judgment.  

· Fund accounting – GCS mentioned that for 300-400 active project there are over 1300 existing funds.  One “grant account” was said to have over 130 funds that required separate accounting. This practice was not clear to the reviewers and its value was not understood.

Alternately, the following areas seemed serving as examples where fiscal controls might be somewhat lax:
· F&A exemptions - There is an F&A Policy Exemption Form whereby a PI can request an exemption from charging F&A.  Staff indicated that these requests were routinely approved without much rationale.
· Time and Effort – The team did not assess the entire time and effort system but it is a decentralized procedure at UAA.  This is unusual and often indicates that there could be inconsistencies in the time and effort report procedures.  Some unit personnel seemed to vaguely understand the process while others did not at all.
· Pro-Cards – There appears to be insufficient oversight of pro-card purchases.  This process is in sharp contrast to how other expenditures are handled, which seem to be closely scrutinized—sometimes overly scrutinized.
· Cost transfers – UAA has an adequate cost transfer policy but some staff members indicated that it is often ignored and that cost transfers on restricted accounts are approved even when they exceed the 60 day rule and do not have valid justification.

In terms of Administrative Management, UAA uses the Banner system which allows for proper accounting of sponsored projects.  When it is required, sponsor prior approval is sought.  When it is possible to approve changes locally, there is a process for doing so.  UAA has requisite policies in place for property control, record retention, report preparation, and sub recipient monitoring.  
Discussion:  Research Ethics
The UAA Compliance Administrator was very thorough in her presentation of the compliance policies in place.  There are policies and procedures that govern the responsible conduct of research, conflict of interests, and research integrity.

UAA has an active Institutional Review Board (IRB) for oversight of human subjects in research and an active Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC) overseeing the use of animals in research.  UAA has a Federal-Wide assurance in place from Office of Human Research Protection.  The institution has training available through the CITI for human subjects in research and for the responsible conduct of research.  All of the compliance areas seem to be covered adequately.     
Recommendations:  Core Operations
1. UAA VPR should have the authority to negotiate and accept standard intellectual property clauses.   It seems unnecessary to require that all intellectual property clauses be reviewed by the UA system office.  It would greatly facilitate the handling of contracts if the UAA VPR had the authority to negotiate and accept standard clauses that have the prior approval of the UA system.  
2. OSP, GCS, and the Compliance Office need to better coordinate the review and approval of awarded projects.  A process should be implemented for all incoming awards, extensions, and supplements for a timely review by the compliance office to ensure continued adherence to IRB, IACUC, and other compliance areas.  

3. A process for review of export control issues should be developed.  An integrated process to meet the requirements of export control regulations needs to include review of publication restrictions, restrictions on personnel and other issues that could cause UAA to lose their basic research exemption.  

4. The award set up process needs to reside in GCS, not the department.  The GCS staff are the most knowledgeable unit to identify issues and restrictions within the award terms and conditions.  This process is a basic service of a centralized post-award office.  It is an opportunity to open a dialog with the PI’s and interact directly with them, rather than the departmental business officer

5. Budgets (and subsequent revisions) should be submitted in the sponsor’s required format.  It appears to be unnecessarily redundant to require investigators to reformat budgets into a uniform UAA form.  GCS staff should be expected to gain an understanding of the project’s needs and financial plans during review and set up of the fund/index and interact with the PI and department to input the budget to fit both required fiscal reporting requirements and university requirements.  Banner billing has the capability to have account codes grouped according to sponsor format across the university’s chart of accounts.

6. OSP and GCS should review their overall processes to seek opportunities to improve the communication with the PI’s directly.   The improvement of communications should include conversations to identify the needs of the departments and PI’s and work as a team to meet those needs.  The objective should be to decrease the emphasis on enforcement and create a culture of cooperation to achieve the common goal of enhancing the research environment at UAA. 

CONCLUSIONS
UAA has a clear mission and strong faculty.  Through its centers and institutes, UAA has developed a strong program of sponsored programs.  The breadth of its sponsored programs is partially masked by a very traditional definition of research, a definition which fails to recognize the broader meaning of scholarship and consequently, which discounts a significant portion of the faculty’s sponsored program activity.  By investing more in the infrastructure and core operations for sponsored programs, the UAA could significantly expand its faculty involvement in grants and contracts.  The observations and recommendations noted above are intended to help UAA strengthen its operations as it moves forward in its Strategic Plan.  However, it is important to note that the key to successfully implementing any of these recommendations is the culture of the OSP and GCS offices.  UAA is fortunate to have a dedicated and diligent staff in both the pre- and postaward offices.  By developing a culture of facilitation, they will be able to help make the changes UAA needs.     
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Appendix A: NCURA Standards

c 2006 by NCURA. Not to be reprinted or reproduced without permission of NCURA

National Council of University Research Administrators

Scope and Standards for Peer Reviewed Sponsored Projects Organizations

This definition of “Scope and Standards” represents a statement of the extent of an NCURA Sponsored Peer Review.  While recognizing that institutions are organized differently with various kinds of pre- and post- award services, this definition of “Scope” reflects the core operations of Research Administration.  The “Standards” outlined below come primarily from the Council of Governmental Relations, “Managing Externally Funded Research Programs: A Guide to Effective Management Practices” (June 2005). 

I. CORE OPERATIONS

A. Proposal Services

i. Collection and Dissemination of Funding Information

The institution has procedures in place to identify various opportunities (Federal, State, local, private foundations, etc.) to which faculty can apply for funding.  A system is in place to disseminate to faculty information on current funding opportunities in an efficient, timely and easily accessible manner.

STANDARD: The institution has access to information on prospective sponsors and their requirements.  

STANDARD: The institution provides faculty with information on sources of support for research and other scholarly activities.

ii. Proposal Development and Assistance

The institution has a process in place to assist faculty with responding to funding opportunities, including proposal writing, understanding and complying with rules, regulations and administrative requirements and help with electronic application processes.

STANDARD: The institution has trained personnel who are knowledgeable about sponsor regulations, requirements and procedures.

STANDARD: The institution has trained staff who advises investigators in preparation of compliant proposals.
STANDARD: The institution has appropriate procedures in place to allow it to access and utilize the electronic proposal, award, administrative, and financial management systems of the federal government or other sponsors.

STANDARD: The institution stays current with respect to the electronic research initiatives of sponsored projects sponsors.

STANDARD: The institution provides assistance for proposal writing and for proposal preparation.

iii. Proposal Review and Submission

The institution follows standard processes and procedures for review of the business, administrative, and financial aspects of proposals developed by their faculty and submits the proposal to the sponsor on behalf of the institution.  Where necessary, the administrative official who submits the proposal on behalf of the proposing organization also makes certifications and assurances to the sponsor.  They commit the organization to the conduct of the project that the sponsor is being asked to support as well as ensure the institution will adhere to the sponsor’s various policies and grant requirements.

STANDARD: The institution advises investigators in preparation of compliant proposals.

STANDARD:  The institution has a comprehensive system in place that is designed to ensure compliance with federal, state and local laws.

STANDARD:  The institution processes proposals in compliance with institutional and sponsor policies and procedures

STANDARD: The institution has procedures in place to coordinate internal competitions that limit the number of submissions per institution.

iv. Collaborative Project Development

The institution assists its faculty who wish to collaborate, either with other colleagues at their own institution or at other organizations, on a unified project.  

STANDARD: The institution reviews the collaborative arrangements and determines if the proposed activity is appropriately and administratively manageable.
v. Agency Liaison 
Institution staff are involved with proposal development, review and submission and have established methods of keeping up-to-date on changes to sponsor’s policies, procedures and processes.  Such methods may include, for example, subscription to electronic mailing lists, newsletters or attendance at outreach events, conferences and/or webcasts.  

STANDARD: Staff have knowledge of the organizational structure of the sponsor and are able to contact the appropriate individual or office when they have questions.
STANDARD: The institution has trained personnel who are knowledgeable about sponsor regulations, requirements and procedures.

B. Award Acceptance and Initiation

i. Review and Negotiation of Terms and Conditions

Grants and agreements that provide sponsored funding require review by the institution of the terms and conditions that are part of the award. While many grants come with standard terms and conditions,  many agreements have language that necessitates scrutiny prior to acceptance.  All awards require an institutional evaluation for sponsor restrictions on such items as the use of funds, appropriate project personnel, publication rights, intellectual property, etc. to assure compliance with institutional policies that govern the research activities of the campus.

STANDARD:   The institution has staff trained to review and negotiate agreement terms and conditions. 

STANDARD: The Institutional staff is cognizant of institutional policies and practices with respect to ownership of intellectual property rights, publication, and acceptance of classified material, etc. 

STANDARD:  The staff is authorized to negotiate changes in award terms and conditions and has access to legal assistance, either institutional or external counsel, when required during complex negotiations.  

STANDARD: Investigators and other concerned individuals are consulted/informed during the negotiation.

STANDARD: The institution has policies and procedures to assure compliance with national policy requirements, e.g. Export Controls, Nondiscrimination, etc.

ii. Ancillary Agreements Associated with Research Grants and Contracts

Prior to acceptance, the institution evaluates any sponsor restrictions in light of campus policies and other existing projects.  The review includes all agreements commonly associated with research, including material transfer agreements, clinical trial agreements, confidentiality, agreements, and others.

STANDARD:    The institution has procedures for the review and negotiation of research and other agreements that meet all institutional policies and practices.

STANDARD: The institution takes advantage, when appropriate, of standard agreements, e.g., the Uniform Biological Material Transfer Agreement or the National Institutes of Health Simple Letter Agreement. 
iii. Subawards

Incoming subawards are agreements that provide flow-through funding for a sponsored project.  With incoming subawards the terms and conditions of the agreement require review as well as any restrictions that pass through from the original funding agency.  An outgoing subaward is one in which the institution provides sponsored funding to a third party through the issuance of an agreement.  Outgoing subawards are typically issued by a central office with the approval of the PI, and they may require negotiation with the recipient individual or organization.

STANDARD:   The institution has policies and procedures for issuing subrecipient agreements and for monitoring the performance of subrecipients.  

STANDARD: Policies and procedures are in place to determine whether subrecipients have established adequate management and financial systems prior to issuing subrecipient agreements.  

STANDARD:  Adequate documentation for the selection and approval if necessary, of the subrecipient when not named in the proposal, is prepared and maintained.
iv. Award Acceptance Process

The institution has a process in place that allows the formal acceptance of a sponsored award by designated individuals or offices.  In some cases that may be the negotiation and signing of a bilateral agreement.  In others, acceptance occurs when the institution begins to spend the funds provided.

STANDARD:  The institution has a system to review proposed award terms and conditions and to negotiate those terms in accordance with institutional standards prior to award acceptance.  

STANDARD: The institution has written procedures for review of award documents prior to acceptance.  

STANDARD: Award budgets are compared to proposal budgets and amended budgets or scopes of work are submitted when awards have been significantly reduced from requested amounts. 

STANDARD:  The institution does not make funds available until compliance requirements are satisfied (e.g., human subjects committee approvals, conflicts of interest disclosures, etc.).

v. Award Activation and Notification

Activation is the process by which a sponsored award is placed in the accounting system and made available to the principal investigator for expenditures.  The notification process delineates the steps followed to make all appropriate parties, such as PI and departmental staff, aware that the award has been accepted and activated by the institution.

STANDARD:  The institution has developed procedures to establish awards in its accounting system in a timely manner, including receipt of electronic awards. 

STANDARD:  Terms and conditions of awards are distributed to principal investigators and made available to other institutional personnel, as required.

C. Award Management

i. Fiscal Management

The institution has established policies for F& A rates, cost sharing, re-budgeting, time and effort, fiscal controls, cost accounting standards, cost transfers, cash management, program income, recharge centers, procurement, and closeout.

STANDARD:  The institution has policies and procedures for:  

· proposal costing and budget administration 

· the review and submission of budget changes

· assessing F&A costs on external projects

· the review and approval of exceptions and waivers of F&A cost collection 

· financial management systems

· depositing all monies on a timely basis and invest them in accordance with institutional and Federal policies and to record the receipt of revenue, to disburse cash, and to bill agencies in a timely manner

· establishing service and recharge centers and for reviewing rates charged by centers

· notifying of upcoming termination dates to appropriate offices and to ensure timely closeout of programs including submission of all sponsor required financial reports, invoices, and deliverables
· defining allowability of costs that are consistent with federal cost principles and other applicable standards of other sponsors

· justifying adequately cost transfers in a reasonable period of time 

· applying consistently compensation costs in proposing, accumulating, and reporting those costs

· assuring that sponsor-imposed salary caps are in place.

· governing fringe benefits and the method used to account for these costs

· reporting payroll and effort certification

· purchase of goods and services

· procurement systems

· the identification, recording, managing, and reporting program income in accordance with regulations
· expedited purchases
STANDARD:  Staff are knowledgeable and responsible for initiation of direct charges and staff are knowledgeable and responsible for approval and payment of those charges.

STANDARD:  Systems exist for:
· distinguishing between acquisition of goods and services and subrecipient agreements

· providing timely close out of purchases

· identifying mandatory and voluntary cost sharing

· proposing, accumulating, and reporting of cost sharing

· incorporating cost sharing if required in subawards

ii. Administrative Management

The institution has established management systems for administering awards and that encompasses prior approval, reporting, record retention, data retention, subrecipient monitoring, intellectual property, and property control.

STANDARD:  There is clear communication of Intellectual Property policies and procedures for ownership and management of research data.

STANDARD:  The accounting system identifies all external funded projects and the system provides appropriate review and internal controls.

STANDARD:  The institution has procedures for seeking required sponsor prior approvals and for implementing federal expanded authorities.

STANDARD:  The institution has policies and procedures that ensure compliance with mandated cost accounting standards, demonstrate on-going compliance with the CAS standards whether a DS-2 disclosure statement is filed or not, and ensure revisions to DS-2 are filed as required.

STANDARD:  Property control policies and procedures exist for acquisition, use, and disposition of equipment, for equipment inventory, and for reporting equipment to external sponsors.

STANDARD:  The institution has policies regarding responsibilities for report preparation and has procedures for submission of required reports and other deliverables.

STANDARD:  Record retention policies and procedures exist for the retention and access of financial and administrative data and for responding to requests for data under relevant open records requests.

STANDARD:  The institution has data retention policies regarding the retention of research records and data and has policies for responding to requests for data under Federal Freedom of Information Act.

STANDARD:  Subrecipient monitoring policies and procedures for monitoring performance of subrecipients include reviewing annual A-133 audit reports from subrecipients as required. 

D. Research Ethics

i. Project Integrity

The institution has policies and procedures that govern responsible conduct of research, conflict of interests, and research integrity (misconduct) and appropriate assurances of compliance.

STANDARD:  The institution has a written policy that:

· addresses treatment of allegations of research misconduct and that meets sponsor requirements 

· assists faculty, staff, and students in determining whether and to what extent outside financial relationships and interests may conflict with their primary research and academic activities or other institutional responsibilities

STANDARD:  The institution has written procedures to: 

· manage individual financial conflicts of interest

· recognize the concern regarding conflict of interest in research involving human subjects identify potential financial conflicts of interest of the institution and has mechanisms in place for managing them

ii. Human and Animal Use

The institution has systems that comply with federal and state regulations and that provide ethical protection of human subjects and for the humane care and use of animals.

STANDARD:  The institution’s compliance systems accommodate multiple and integrated compliance obligations and are coordinated so that oversight and approval responsibilities are linked in an effective and timely manner.

STANDARD:  The institution has a written Federal-Wide Assurance with the DHHS and received approval in accordance with federal regulations.

STANDARD:  The institution has  access to at least one Institutional Review Board in accordance with federal regulations to review, approve, require modifications in, or disapprove, suspend or terminate research activities involving human as research subjects.

STANDARD:  The institution has a system of coordination between its IRB and sponsored projects administration.

STANDARD:  The institution has filed a written assurance with the DHHS and received approval thereof, and has also secured USDA registration.

STANDARD:  The institution has established at least one Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee in accordance with federal regulations to review, approve, require modifications to, or disapprove, suspend or terminate activities involving animals used in research.

STANDARD:  The institution has a system of coordination between its IACUC and sponsored projects administration.

STANDARD:  Adequate systems are in place to track, report, and maintain compliance with the Animal Welfare Act, the Public Health Service Policy on Humane Care and Use of Laboratory Animals, and applicable occupational health regulations.

iii. Biohazards, Radiation Safety, Bioterrorism

The institution has appropriate biohazards and radiation safety, and public health security and bioterrorism systems in place.

STANDARD:  The institution has adopted an environmental, health, and safety policy that meets environmental, health and safety regulatory standards in sponsored projects activities.

STANDARD: The institution has devoted adequate staffing, funding, and other resources to implement, manage and oversee its EHS system and performance.

STANDARD:  The institution has created a functional organization with clear roles, responsibilities and accountabilities for regulatory compliance and over oversight.

STANDARD: The institution has established an EHS management system and written policies and procedures for the scope and complexity of activities at the institution.

II. INSTITUTIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE

A. Organizational Structure

i. Operational Structure 

The institution has identified offices and structures that support the sponsored programs function at both the central and departmental levels.

STANDARD: The relationships of institutional offices at both the central and departmental levels are compatible and supportive of one another.  

STANDARD: Alignment is strong both between central offices and schools and departments as well as sponsors. 

STANDARD: Operational relationships among other related functions is positive, such as development, human resources, travel, purchasing and procurements, information technology, and compliance functions.

STANDARD: Lines of authority and coordination of functions are clearly delineated.  Roles and responsibilities are specified, particularly for key sponsor requirements, including final authority, decision-making,

ii. Staffing and Resources

The staff and financial resources necessary to support the core functions of the sponsored programs function are sufficient and consistent with its research volume and the complexity of the organization.
STANDARD: Staffing and resources are sufficient to meet the service requirements of constituents and compliance requirements of sponsors, including financial and administrative requirements.  

STANDARD: Resources are sufficient to identify funding opportunities for faculty, and to provide education and training for faculty and staff, IT support, etc.

STANDARD: Sufficient formal and informal opportunities exist for the professional development of staff, in terms of continuing education, professional meetings, etc. in order to be current with sponsor requirements, effective practices, and appropriate oversight procedures.

B. Communication, Outreach, and Education

i. Communication and Outreach

The institution has established mechanisms for regular communication between faculty, central offices, and departmental staff about sponsored programs policies and procedures, expectations, roles and responsibilities, changes in policies, and risk areas.
STANDARD: There are routine and predictable means utilized to communicate institutional policies and procedures to faculty and appropriate staff. For example, sponsored programs policies may be incorporated within a body of formal organizational policy, the policies may be distributed in writing, updated on a web site, and special notices distributed by email, etc.

STANDARD: There are periodic communications to senior management and academic deans and department heads, regarding significant issues, implementation of new requirements, risk areas, assessment of staff resources, etc.
ii. Education

The institution has established programs of education for faculty including teaching and research faculty, postdocs, and graduate and undergraduate students, as appropriate, about institutional and sponsor expectations in the conduct of sponsored programs.
STANDARD: There are programs of education as appropriate for faculty, students, and staff on institutional policies and procedures, compliance issues, special risk areas, resources, points of contact, etc.

STANDARD: There are programs of education, as mandated for specific compliance requirements, such as    the protection of humans and animals, bio-safety and other substantive policy requirements.
C. Compliance and Risk Assessment

i. Compliance and Risk Assessment

The institution periodically assesses sponsored programs policies and practices, and assessment of emerging risk areas.  

STANDARD: There is a thorough, periodic review of the effectiveness of sponsored programs policies and procedures and the communication of the results of the reviews to institutional senior management.  These programs may be conducted as internal controls, quality improvement, compliance programs, etc.
STANDARD: There is a system for monitoring new sponsor requirements, external trends in audit and compliance, and risk areas at the national level.  New requirements or risk areas are addressed within institutional policies, education and outreach programs, and compliance reviews, as appropriate.
D. Electronic Research Administration

i. Systems

The institution has in place appropriate electronic information systems, and the integration of systems for proposals, financial management, human resources, education programs, and compliance reviews

STANDARD: Electronic systems are well integrated to process transactions, review and track activities, and provide required reports.

STANDARD: Systems are sufficient to integrate with Federal-wide or agency specific processes for proposal and report submission.

STANDARD: There is a sufficient level of understanding among central and departmental staff and a level of proficiency, support, and training to ensure the effective operations of the systems.

Appendix B: NCURA Peer Review Team Bios
NCURA Peer Review Program

The National Council of University Research Administrators has developed a formal system of assessment for university offices of sponsored programs, in part, from its purpose as a professional development organization.  The mission of professional development organizations, like NCURA, is to provide education and training to its members as well as others within the research community.  Many educational efforts implicitly, if not explicitly, provide information on effective practices, techniques for success, and models of excellence.  Setting standards and identifying quality of organizational performance, therefore, are expected functions of professional development organizations.  In fact, no other activity of a professional development organization may be as important as the articulation of the standards and core practices of the profession.  The NCURA system of peer review was developed for this purpose. 

NCURA Peer Review Team 
for

University of Alaska, Fairbanks
Stephen Hansen  TEAM LEADER

Stephen Hansen, Associate Provost for Research and Dean of the Graduate School and Professor of History, has been at Southern Illinois University at Edwardsville since 1984. He earned his Ph.D. in American history and has published three books and numerous articles and reviews.  Additionally, he has received 17 grants and made over 60 professional paper presentations on a variety of subjects.  Hansen has served in a number of capacities for various professional organizations and agencies, including the Advisory Board to the National Science Foundation FastLane Project, the National Institutes of Health Reinvention Roundtable, the Office of Research Integrity Advisory Panel on Responsible Conduct of Research, the Illinois Deputy Governor’s Task Force on State Contract Reform, and the board of directors of the Illinois Resource Network.  Additionally, he has served as a faculty member for Public Responsibility in Medicine and Research (PRIM&R) “IRB 101” and for the National Council of University Research Administrator’s (NCURA) “Fundamentals of Sponsored Programs.”  Hansen is an active member of NCURA serving on the Executive Committee/Board of Directors and was elected its president in 1997-1998.

Paul Hamill


Paul Hamill (B.A. Boston College, Ph.D. Stanford) taught English at Morehouse, Indiana State, and Temple, then directed faculty development programs and a newly founded grants office at the College of Charleston (S.C.).   He joined Ithaca College as Associate Provost in 1986, and soon afterwards founded the Office of Academic Funding and Sponsored Programs, which he has directed ever since.  His office oversees private as well as public academic grants and related policy development, and takes the lead in assuring close liaison between senior academic administrators and the Development office.   His office performs pre-award functions and trouble-shooting on post-award issues.   


An undergraduate-research intensive institution, Ithaca receives grants from NSF, NIH, NASA, and other federal agencies, and from private grantors including the Keck, Hewlett, and Park foundations.  Because Ithaca offers nationally recognized programs in allied health, media, and performing arts as well as liberal arts and business, Dr. Hamill works closely with a variety of academic disciplines and organizational cultures.


Among other administrative duties, Dr. Hamill staffed Ithaca’s first college-wide strategic planning process and recently helped to develop priorities and case materials for Ithaca College’s first comprehensive capital campaign.      


Dr. Hamill lectures in English or Writing occasionally and is a well-published poet: he is currently Poet Laureate of Tompkins County.    As community service, he was the founding board chair of the Community Arts Partnership (the county arts council), and first board chair of Ithaca City of Asylum (for politically exiled writers).   
Beth Seaton


Beth Seaton has been employed in various areas of research administration for 25 years.  I am currently the director of sponsored projects in a predominantly pre-award office at a predominantly undergraduate institution where I supervise a staff of four, including those responsible for funding searches, budget development, sponsor liaison, contract negotiation, project establishment, project administration, and all areas of research compliance.  My past experience has included work in post-award areas at a research I institution.  As director, I advise the university administration on all aspects of sponsored research including regulation interpretation and policy implementation.  I serve as the university chief administrator for proposal review, approval, and submission; implementation of compliance policies and training; and, to some extent, intellectual property and technology transfer issues. 


I have been an active member of NCURA since 1987.  I am currently a member of the NCURA professional development committee, a member of the FRA X planning committee, and the region IV communications co-chair.  


I hold bachelors and masters degrees in economics.
Pam Whitlock

Pam Whitlock has served as the Director, Office of Sponsored Programs at the University of North Carolina at Wilmington since 1995.  Previously she was the Contracts and Grants Officer at UNCW.  She holds a B.S. Management (UNCW); MBA (UNCW); Certified Research Administrator designation, and SRA International Distinguished Faculty recognition.  She is responsible for a cradle to grave organization, closely integrated with regulatory compliance and grants development.  Her responsibilities encompass the spectrum of research administration from proposal preparation and submission through audit of awards.  She integrates and manages a broad spectrum of responsibilities, staff development, implementation of new systems and procedures and a burning interest in advancing the research enterprise at PUI’s and emerging institutions.  Her background in management information systems, facilitating communication across campus and with partners, implementing systems and policies to enhance and streamline the externally funded capabilities of a growing institution and a commitment to team building combine in a strength of knowledge, expertise, and dedication to issues common to all universities with a special emphasis on PUI issues.  


She has been a member of NCURA since.  She currently serves as NCURA immediate past president, having served as NCURA’s president, BOD member both regionally and nationally elected, past Chair of NCURA Region III, NCURA Fundamentals Faculty, presenter for NCURA TV, and a regular presenter at chapter, regional/sectional, and national NCURA and SRA International conferences and meetings.  Her activities include past president of SRA International Southern Section and NC SRA Chapter, past SRA International BOD member, and past President and BOD member for the Research Administration Certification Council.
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NCURA Peer Review Schedule
All meetings are in Administration 201 unless otherwise indicated.
Thursday, September 4th
7:30a – 8:15a
Working Breakfast: Provost, Dr. Causey, Karol Weatherby, Susan Harper, Kristi Elkins, Elisa Mattison, Cheryl Wright, and Jennifer Howell
8:30a – 9:30
Provost & Dr. Causey, former Vice Provost
9:45a – 10:30a
Karol Weatherby, Director, Grants & Contracts

Susan Harper, Special Assistant to the Vice Provost and former OSP Manager

Kristi Elkins, Sr. Pre-Award Administrator
10:45a – 11:15a
Stuart Roberts, Associate Vice Chancellor for Budget & Finance

11:30a  – 1:00p 
Working Lunch: Research Administration staff
1:00p – 2:15p
NCURA Team Meeting

2:15p – 2:45p
Corporate Programs *Tentative*
3:00p – 4:30p
Concurrent Meetings with Academic Deans/Administrators/Staff and Faculty 

(ADM 201 & 204)

Friday, September 5th

8:00a – 9:00a
Centers & Institutes (ADM 201 & 204)

9:15a – 10:45a 
Concurrent Meetings with Academic Deans/Administrators/Staff and Faculty 


(ADM 201 & 204)

11:00a – 11:30a
Megan Olson, Vice Chancellor of University Advancement and Development Staff

11:45a – 1:30p
Working Lunch: Michael Driscoll, Provost

1:30p – 2:15p
NCURA Team Meeting

2:15p – 3:15p
Joanne Thordarson, Compliance Administrator, IRB Chair & IACUC Chair

3:30 – 4:00p
Community Campuses – Audio Conference

3:30 – 4:00p
Dennis Valenzeno, Director, WWAMI Biomedical Programs and CAS Associate Dean

4:00p-4:30p
Fran Ulmer, Chancellor (Chancellor’s Office)

4:30p-5:30p
Exit Interview with Provost
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