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 Internet Assisted Review Focus Group


Date:
March 25, 2002

Time:
1:30–4:00 p.m.

Location:
NGIT, Fourth-Floor Conference Room

Chair:
Eileen Bradley

Chair:
Tracy Soto

Next Meeting:
April 1, 2002, 1:30–4:30 p.m., NGIT, Fourth-Floor Conference Room

Action Items

· (All) provide list to Tracy Soto of document types, documents you wish to include in IAR and specify whether they are already publicly available on the Internet.
· (Scarlett) Check to see if it would be allowable to list a secondary SRA on the List of Meetings.

· (Brian Wojcik) Draft the simple reminder regarding human and animal subject data entry for the Upload Critique & Preliminary Score Screen.

· (Tracy) Discuss with Dan Hall, Sara Silver: ability to store and modify secondary email address for a reviewer, copy corrected email to profile, mark profile for cleanup
· (Daniel): ability for Reviewer to see times for their time zone, virus check on critique when uploaded

· (Scarlett) survey Review users for list of valid preliminary scores (alpha codes), check to see if it would be allowable to list a secondary SRA on the List of Meetings.
The specific requirements changes for each section can be found in the revised Scope Document, including the changes in the release version and status (MuSCoW). These minutes reflect only the discussion and action items related the changes in these requirements. 

Section 5.2, Release Meeting to IAR/IAR Control Center

Section 5.2.4

It was agreed that this requirement should be changed to read as follows (the words in italics denote the change):

To enable the Reviewers for IAR, Reviewers in the meeting must be on the Committee Management (CM) Meeting Roster. SRA/GTA will be alerted to any discrepancies (if Reviewer isn’t on Roster).

Section 5.2.13

The events triggered by the Closure date in this requirement has not been determined. This issue needs to be addressed by Policy.

Section 5.2.16

The toggle show/hide of raw scores is a must for version 1. Additionally, sub-requirements (showing average scores or raw scores) should be in version 2.

Section 5.2.17

Since some SRA/GTAs may want Reviewers to enter critiques and comments during any phase, the last statement in this requirement was deleted.

The IAR Control Center should allow SRA/GTA to toggle ability for Reviewers to enter critiques or comments for applications where they are not assigned.
Section 5.2.25

The requirement lists several types of documents that will be available within IAR. This list needs to be clarified and augmented.

IAR will provide a pop-up list of the documents to click and view. The document will be available either through a hyperlink (version 1) or directly to the uploaded file (version 2).

Section 5.2.29

Notification to affected Reviewers should occur when there are changes, such as withdrawals, adds, deletions, in addition to those listed in the requirement (assignments, COI). This is a Should for Version 2 because an upcoming eRA initiative (eNotification) may meet this need.

Sections 5.3, 5.4, 5.5, 5.6

These sections—Pre-Registration System Process, User Registration, Log on to IAR, and Account Information Look Up—are related to registration forms. Tracy Soto is working with the security group on registration forms. Since some of those decisions will affect these sections, this group will discuss these sections at a later date.

List of Meetings Sample Screen

It was agreed that the meeting title and location should be added. Deadlines should include the time as well as the date. The group suggested adding a column to show the meeting Phase (POST, READ, EDIT).

Action: (Scarlett) Check to see if it would be allowable to list a secondary SRA on the List of Meetings.

Application List Sample Screen

It was noted that this is really the Assignment List Screen.

The Reviewer’s name should have more identification to reduce mistakes. It was suggested to either add their middle initial or include their affiliation.

Upload Critique & Preliminary Score Sample Screen

Remove the text regarding human and animal subjects and replace it with a simple reminder to be sure this data has been entered.

Action: (Brian Wojcik) Draft the simple reminder regarding human and animal subject data entry for the Upload Critique & Preliminary Score Screen.

When you click the Submit button, add a confirmation notice that the upload was successful before returning to the Application List Screen.

The group discussed the pitfalls of uploading Word and WordPerfect files into the system. There are many translation issues that should be investigated and fixed.

5.8 Post Phase (POST)

The group discussed the Person ID account on Commons in relation to IAR. If the Reviewer has a Commons account, the Reviewer can see all meetings. If the Reviewer does not have a Commons account, s/he will be assigned an IAR account for the active meeting and will be able to see the assignments for that meeting only. It was noted that, in most cases, Reviewers are assigned to one meeting at a time.

5.8.3

The group added “assignment discrepancies” in addition to “conflicts” in this screen alert. The group also suggested that the system provide the SRA name, phone and email.

5.8.6

This requirement was modified as follows:

The List of Applications screen should allow Reviewer to sort their list of applications by these column headings: PI name, assignment role, and critique submitted date.

5.8.10

This requirement was changed to read as follows:

The default List of Applications screen for the Reviewer should show only applications assigned to the Reviewer but provide access to show “All Applications,” if the SRA has opened the meeting for unassigned critiques or comments to be posted.

5.8.18

The issue of scoring varies from IC to IC, with some using numeric scores and some using text scores. It was agreed that trying to make all ICs use the same score values is futile, so the IAR must accommodate all types.

Action: (All) Send the standard list of acceptable scoring values for your IC to Daniel Fox.

The IAR will calculate the average of scores of those with numeric values.

5.8.31

After discussion, the group decided not to include this feature in the system. Most critiques aren’t submitted until 48 hours before the Read phase so this would have little benefit and may introduce problems since Reviewers often need to modify a critique during the Post phase.

Attendees

Binder, Roberta, NIAID

David, Tracey, CSR

Filina, Anna, NGIT

Fox, Daniel, NGIT

Gibb, Scarlett, OD

Greenleaf, Andy, NGIT

Lassnoff, Cynthia, NIAID

Seppala, Sandy, OCO

Soto, Tracy, OD

White, Roy, NHLBI

Wojcik, Brian, NCI
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