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Executive Summary

The objectives for this audit were to:

· Describe the types of partnerships in NRC institutes (Appendix A);
· Assess risk management practices and provide suggestions to mitigate risks related to partnerships;

· Assess current practices and provide suggestions to strengthen accountability in partnerships (e.g. collaborative arrangements);

· Assess completeness of partnership arrangements;

· Review NRC management practices for the arrangements against generally accepted practices (e.g. Project Management Knowledge areas of the Project Management Institute); and,

· Assess mechanisms in place for gathering information on partnerships and the uniformity of existing practices used for reporting on partnership arrangements – Parliamentary and internal. 

It covers partnership practices for collaborative and fee-for-service agreements at NRC’s corporate level and five institutes – HIA, IAR, IIT, IMI and PBI. 

In general, we found that partnerships in the NRC are well managed.  Significant discrepancies were found with regard to the valuation of collaborations for performance reporting purposes and the usefulness of such information is questionable in the way it is presently reported.

More specifically, the audit found that:

· Some institutes (e.g. IAR and IMI) had intelligence gathering mechanisms in place that would be useful to other institutes in order to take a stronger leadership role by identifying the needs of their clients, responding to those needs, identifying opportunities in weaker technological areas and minimizing risk;

· The arrangements with partners were relevant for the requirements of the situation, legal and not a “true partnership”, benefited Canadians, contained proper accountability arrangements, and provided for sound management practices;

· Our cases ranged from small, simple cases to very large and complex cases.  The level of project management utilized generally appeared appropriate to the complexity of the cases;

· Institutes visited had appropriate processes in place with regard to consultation within the institute and with corporate branches and services in order to arrive at appropriate arrangements with partners;

· Penalty clauses regarding the timely delivery of key components of a collaboration be considered for all contracts, whether procurement or agreements with partners, when there is a major dependency on the other party;

· As is the case at IMI, institutes should have formal mechanisms in place to follow-up with clients once a project is completed;

· It would be beneficial for the institutes, in cooperation with the Policy, Planning and Assessment Group, to establish mechanisms for the ongoing determination of outcomes and impacts of research arrangements, without disclosing the nature of any intellectual property; and

· Negotiations with partners should address the application of such mechanisms and acceptable means of applying them should be included in contractual arrangements.
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