University of California, Office of the President

RFP #UCOP/SAMS/2011

Updated Timeline & Sandbox Q&A – 11/29/2011 


Updated Timeline (Tentative):

12/5-12/13         Sandbox testing – UCSD, UCD, UCLA, UCOP
12/14                   RFP written response and Sandbox evaluation rollup
12/15                   2pm team meeting to discuss combined results, standard deviations, finalists for   presentations
12/16                   Notify finalists
Wk of 1/9            Finalist presentations
1/17                     Anticipated award date


CAMPUS A

P-Card Data 
· The data contains both invoice and line level detail in the same row. Tax and freight charges are included as an aggregate value for the entire invoice and not broken down into the individual transaction lines. While it is likely that the tax will be ignored for this analysis, unresolved, the freight charge has the potential to skew the resulting line item values significantly. 
Answer: For now, just exclude taxes from the transaction spend.  The purpose of the sandbox is to evaluate the different reporting functions

AP data
· Transactions exist without an associated supplier record. This means that the expenditure information will effectively be ‘orphaned’ as there is no supplier record to tie the transaction to in the file. 
Answer: There is a vendor name field included in the data
· No supplier address information was contained in the file which will result in a significantly lower classification percentage at the supplier level. It also means that spend by geography reports would not function at all. 
Answer: Understood.  There will other data sets that will include address information where we will have the opportunity to evaluate geography report.
· There appear to be payroll/healthcare related payments in the file. We would normally ask the customer to review these highlighted payments in order that personal information does not end up in the spend analysis project. 
Answer: The data includes reimbursements to individuals (it is not payroll or healthcare related payments).  If you can, ignore by excluding origin codes = NORT and REMT.
· The file appears to contain duplicated transactions amounting to approximately 4% of spend. 
Answer:  There are no duplicate records in the file.  It appears that way because our e-procurement system pays at line item level.  Those transactions are oligos sequencing where each sequencing is unique but cost is the same.

Purchase Order data
· Purchase Order data appears to have been extracted using Approval Date while the Accounts Payable and Purchase Card data utilizes Payment Date. This means that the values of spend at the vendor level and at the detailed purchase order spend will not be equal, making ‘drill to detail’ very confusing and inaccurate. 
Answer: Understood.  See Campus B response.
· It appears that column H is the Net column but when comparing to the ‘Purchase Order Amount’ in Column B, it implies that there are repetitions of rows. Our initial impression is that the contents of ‘Item Text’ are causing extraction errors. 
Answer: That is correct and is a challenge using the legacy PO data.
· Out of the roughly 30,000 lines, 2,000 have empty Item Text and many contain non-descriptions such as dates, numbers and notes. Utilizing the Commodity Description instead only provides 239 unique descriptions which are at a very high level. 
Answer: Understood.  Again this is the challenge using the legacy PO data.
· The file contained just under $44m of expenditure. Approximately 70% of this was attributed to one supplier, Shebelle Ethiopia Conference with a Commodity Description of Professional Services, Other. Removing the $30.8m spent with the supplier above, coupled with the missing Item Text and few unique Commodity Descriptions, out of the total spend by this campus of $157m a the AP and PCard level for the 2 month period, significantly less than $13.2m would be classifiable at the line item level, which represents less than 8% of total expenditure available at the line item level. This campus’s data highlights the importance of carrying out an accounts payable and purchase card analysis as well as purchase order analysis. 
Answer: It was incorrect to assume that each Ethiopia Conference PO line was unique.  Actual PO spend with them is only $1.5 M.  PO spend was duplicated because of the item text descriptions.
CAMPUS B

Accounts Payable and Purchasing Card 
· In general, this file was more complete than Campus A, however nothing identifiable as ‘Department Data’ was found making drill down to a department within the campus impossible. 
Answer: See new file attached titled “CampusB_OrgAccount Lookup.csv” which will allow department level links for the various fields included in all of the data sets based on Account number, Organization Number etc..
· In some cases there was more than one supplier key for the same vendor (AT&T spelled in the same way with the same address but with multiple ‘unique’ supplier keys), and in other cases multiple vendors exist for what should be a single unique supplier key. Through consultation with the campus this can usually be rectified by Spikes Cavell without a re-extraction being required. 
Answer: In Pcard data, the name of the vendor varies widely dependent upon where the order was placed with the vendor.  Vendors have multiple websites, stores etc. and each of these may return a different name in the Pcard file.  Some normalization of these names would be expected within the tool.  In the Accounts Payable data set, the vendor ID number is unique and even if the vendor name or address is different, the vendor ID will be the same.  There are very rare instances where we have a separate vendor ID established for certain parts of a company, but again these are rare and should not present insurmountable problems in rolling up vendor data.  The AT&T example is one of these rare times where we separate the Telecom side of the company from the Wireless side.
 
· The PCard data contains no address information. While this is not uncommon, it makes analysis of expenditure by geographic location impossible for purchasing card data. In our experience, the bank can always supply address information if requested to do so. 
Answer: Understood.  Consider all data from this file as being expended from Davis, CA with delivery to same.
 
Purchase Order 
· Clearly this was a non-standard month for this campus as 80% of spend contains an Item Description of ‘Acctg Use Only (SCAA Construction Contr’. With this level of Item Description, the vendor name would be a more useful source for classification. 
Answer: This is an incorrect assumption.  The university uses PO’s to pay for many things.  In the transactions that you noticed, these were for a variety of services where we have paid other universities, consultants, and construction projects.  Based on the specific commodity codes, these type transactions can be accounted for.
 
· The Item Descriptions seems to be significantly more robust than those of Campus A and contain 23,000 unique descriptions, implying that this is not all catalog based purchase order data, but also that there is the possibility for a significant number of non-descriptions in those fields. There are a few very long descriptions, implying that the field is used for making notes in addition to the item description. 
Answer: This field within the PO system allows free form text entry and can be used for many purposes besides just the item description.  For services it will be used to house the actual statement of work etc…  We recognize that it is not a clean field but it can be useful in data manipulation when the users have actually used it to describe the item they are buying.
 
· The data appears to have been extracted on Order Date (which is different to Campus A) and different to the AP/PCard data making comparison of spend or drill down to detail over time inaccurate. 
Answer: Different systems contain different data fields.  For campus B, the PO data only contains one date field by which we can extract data.  The AP data is based on check issue date, PO data is based on order date, Pcard data is based on bank transaction date, eProcurement data is based on order date.  Due to the short data time period for the extracts provided, it is understood that there are gaps and overlaps within the data sets.  (ie. AP data would show payments for orders placed well before the extract time period and PO data would show orders place but not yet paid in some instances.)
 
· The value of expenditure in the Purchase Order file contains $1,270,837,464.22 and the AP/PCard combined is $1,253,127,470.46, a significant difference when analyzed and used for drilling to detail as there are transactions in the Purchase Order file that don’t exist for the same period in the AP/PCard file. 
Answer: Yes, we recognize this.  Due to the short data time period for the extracts provided, it is understood that there are gaps and overlaps within the data sets that cannot be normalized.

