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 eRA Project Team Meeting Minutes


Date:
May 14, 2002

Time:
9:00 a.m.–11:00 a.m.

Location:
6700 B Rockledge, Room 1205

Chair:
John (JJ) McGowan

Action Items

· (Bobbi Spitzberg) Put security issues for the proposed API for accessing scanned or electronic grant applications on the agenda for the next Security Group meeting.

· (Donna Frahm) Provide Advocates with budget details for each of the nine functional project areas by Friday, May 17.

Recap of May 10 Symposium

Carla Flora

Carla reported that approximately 450 people attended the eRA Symposium on May 10, not including those who participated via the videocast (note: more than 300 people have viewed it on the videocast). Overall, the feedback from the evaluations was extremely positive. She thanked all those who helped to make this event a success: committee members, those who helped before and on the day of the event, and, especially, the speakers.

Carla will work with User Support to take this “show on the road.” However, IC requests indicate the need for more dedicated and in-depth sessions on specific areas, which will be addressed.

Pete Morton led the group in thanking Carla for her efforts in making this Symposium a success.

Power View for Program Directors

Carol Martin and Johnnie Pearson

Carol and Johnnie have been meeting with business-area staff to determine what types of queries and reports they need or could use from data in the IRDB. From this input, they have developed Materialized Views for specific business areas, and, in particular, a Power View for Program Directors, the focus of this presentation (http://era.nih.gov/Docs/Program_Admin_for_PM_Team_05-14-02.ppt ).

The IRDB redesign goal is to make the IRDB the eRA decision support system (DSS) that:

· Gives people the information they need

· Makes the information useful

· Improves performance

· Minimizes the impact of change on the IC

The Program Director Power View, which Johnnie presented, combines elements of:

· PV_GRANT_PI_MV

· PV_BUDGET_MV

· PV_INSTITUTION_MV

· PV_ICD_ASSIGNMENTS_MV

He reviewed other data sources, including: key code indicators; IRG information; key flags, names and dates; admin data; funding data; and miscellaneous information.

The full details behind the View can be found in the Logical Design document, which is available by contacting Johnnie.

Business Plans and Requests for Two APIs

Stephen Hughes

As Steve prepared business plans at the beginning of the year, he reviewed the requests for API development from ICs. Most of the requests were for maintenance or modifications and few were for new API development. However, after reviewing budgets and needs, Steve determined that an API should be developed for Type 5 (non-competing continuation grants) “receipt date” data. This is critical because the Grants Policy Office has determined that this will be a mandatory field as of July. Many ICs use the field now and some track the information locally.

As background, Steve said that most ICs have their own systems for tracking grant applications, and to require them to reenter data from these systems into the IMPAC II system is a lot to ask. It makes sense to go in from the back-end and provide an API to capture this already-verified IC data in IMPAC II and to get timely updates from these in-place IC systems. If we don’t develop this API, ICs will continue to use their own systems plus the IMPAC II module and we will continue to have dual systems in each IC.

In addition, Steve proposed an API for accessing scanned or electronic grant applications. This would provide a way for staff to find the image they need using one system. The API would not distinguish the location of the image. Initially, there would be one-way access to the images but, in the future, there would be two-way access to grant applications on IC systems. This API would make grant images more widely available, including through ECB/QVR, although they would be available only to those who are registered IMPAC II users.

Some information (e.g., social security numbers) are blanked out of the images to protect the integrity of the data. 
Action:
(Bobbi Spitzberg) Put security issues for the proposed API for accessing scanned or electronic grant applications on the agenda for the next Security Group meeting.

The estimated costs, which include the entire life cycle, for the API projects are:

Type 5
$6,500

Imaging
$12,000

Steve noted that there may be other requests for APIs later in the year, but that he will weigh budget and need carefully before presenting them to the group for approval.

In response to the issue of an IC paying for the development of an API, Steve replied that this does not diminish the issues of diverting staff from maintenance and development projects as well as money flowing into the project over which the Steering Committee has no control. In other words, there are more wide-reaching issues than dollars in the development of an API.
The Project Team approved the development of these two APIs.

Priorities for the Project

JJ McGowan

JJ wanted to clarify any misconceptions regarding the role of Advocates as we move into a new phase of the development process (http://era.nih.gov/Docs/Priorities_for_Project_05-14-02.ppt ). With budget issues and migration to J2EE driving the project forward, it is more important than ever that there be community input regarding what is needed for migration to the new architecture.

As background, JJ noted that there was a large return on investment in early 2001, but now the system is operating at baseline cost. This means that we have to pull back on IMPAC II spending and put the dollars into the migration. However, as is normal for any project of this type, the majority of dollars are spent in maintenance of the current system, even though the priority is the migration.

Some budget-saving actions are already in place, such as reducing software releases from 12 to 3 a year. However, we need to free up more dollars for the migration in a balanced manner from the project because we are underfunded for what we need to do. There will be some pain as we squeeze for dollars, but we must work together on this lengthy process to determine the best way to accomplish our goals. Part of the process is to review business plans and conduct an architectural analysis.

JJ responded to the following questions: 

· Is ECB/QVR part of IMPAC II and will CIT be paid for development already rendered? ECB/QVR must be viewed as part of IMPAC II and, therefore, falls under the same considerations regarding maintenance and development that other modules do. JJ suggested that Thor Fjellstedt and Pete Morton make their case to the Project Team for payment of committed dollars for this project as part of the budget allocation process.

· There are some new modules that are ready to be deployed. Will they stay on schedule for release? They will stay on schedule for release.

· Can there be interim releases to fix bugs? Yes if the bug is a showstopper; No if a workaround can be found.

Overall, there are three priorities for this project as we move forward with the J2EE migration:

· Commons

· Migration

· Enhancements

The Project Team approved moving ahead with everything currently scheduled for the July deployment with the understanding by the Advocates that the costs for enhancement changes may come out of whatever monies they are allocated in the FY02 budget for Box 9.

JJ asked for everyone’s cooperation in finding ways to squeeze more dollars for the project priorities and in communicating the priorities to the community.

Budget Review

Donna Frahm

Donna Frahm presented the eRA project funding and budget. There are four project goals for FY02:

· Project Management

· Control costs and schedules

· IMPAC I sunset

· Migration to J2EE

Using the Kessler Model for a functional view of the project, Donna showed the estimated budgets for each of the nine functions of the project:

· User Community
0

· Steering Committee
0

· eRA Project Management
$5.2M

· Architecture
$1.7M

· Communications and Outreach
$2M

· User Support and Operations
$2.6M

· Quality Assurance & Configuration Control
$6.9M

· Technology Infrastructure
$6.7M

· Application Design, Estimation, Maintenance and Development:

· System Analysis, Design, Estimation
$2.5M

· Tracking & Monitoring
$430,000

· Development
$7M

Total FY02 Budget
$35.4M

Overall project funding shows a beginning balance of approximately $7.2M for software development. Money has been allotted for the Scanning and SRA (iEdison data entry) contracts. There is a balance of approximately $3.2M for the J2EE migration.

The next steps are to determine the fund allocation for IMPAC I functionality, J2EE infrastructure and J2EE migration.

As we evaluate the project to find more money, JJ noted that we must have a balanced approach. We can’t take the attitude of “we need to cut back” in some areas only. Maintenance costs, as in any migration project, take the biggest chunk of the dollars. Conversely, the more functionality that is brought into the project, the less dollars there are available for new development. 

Stephen Hughes noted that part of the budget decision-making for business areas might include setting clear project priorities, understanding that the highest priority projects may get funded but lower priorities may not. In other words, you may have to “borrow” the funds from lower priority projects to fund the most important ones. There may or may not be funds for all the projected projects for the year.

Marcia Hahn asked that Advocates be given a more detailed breakdown of the costs for each functional area of the project so that they are better equipped to make critical budget decisions in their areas. Following that, she suggested that the Advocates meet to discuss the budget.

Action:
(Donna Frahm) Provide Advocates with budget details for each of the nine functional project areas by Friday, May 17.

There will be a meeting of the Advocates, JJ and Donna on Tuesday, May 21, 8:30 a.m., to discuss budget allocation.

NGIT Resource Allocation

Jay Silverman

Jay Silverman reviewed the NGIT staffing plan in support of the eRA IMPAC II project (http://era.nih.gov/Docs/NGIT_Staffing_051402.ppt ). The chief strategy is to establish shared development and maintenance groups instead of “business-area-centric” groups. With the reorganization and realignment of resources, NGIT reduced 17 positions from the project. NGIT is augmenting its Java expertise while reducing staff numbers in Oracle skill areas such as Oracle Forms.

Existing Oracle applications will be maintained using a reduced number of Oracle programming staff. In the meantime, with the decision to base the IMPAC II system on J2EE architecture, NGIT has been hiring and retooling existing staff skill sets to support J2EE development.

Announcements/Status Reports

Carla Flora announced that Christine Rumney has left the project. Consequently, the Office of Communications and Outreach is short-staffed until her replacement is hired. 
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