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NIH Commons Working Group (CWG) Meeting 

________________________________________________________________________

Date:

Wednesday August 16, 2001

Time:

8:30am-11:30am

Location:
Hilton Portland Hotel, Portland, Oregon
________________________________________________________________________


Summary and follow up from previous meetings:  Following the January CWG meeting surveys were provided to CWG members requesting input on a variety of topics.  At the May 2001 meeting of the CWG, responses to the surveys were discussed.  Below is a brief synopsis of the topics undertaken by each of the CWG subgroups.

Interface Specifications Subgroup  
The interface specifications subgroup made recommendations for changes in the following aspects of the Commons interfaces.  Details for each issue can be found in the minutes to the May 2001meeting.  
· Screen layout
· Text and Page flow

· Screen Functionality

· Navigation

· Help Features
NIH concurred with the recommendations and a commitment was expressed to incorporate these general types of user requirements into Commons Version 2.0.  It was agreed that once NIH has derived new Commons screen prototypes, the CWG would be asked to offer feedback and help refine the new look and feel of Commons V 2.0.
Other potential V2.0 requirements, as listed below, were also presented and discussed.

· The use of DUNS as a unique institutional identifier

· The Single-point-of-ownership concept for Professional Profiles
The CWG generally supported the use of DUNS as a unique identifier for grantee institutions, as well as the single-point-of-ownership concept.  The NIH agreed to solicit the group for further details as to the best means by which these two requirements could be incorporated into V 2.0.  The receipt and analysis of such details comprise a portion of the current CWG meeting (see below).

Grant Applications Subgroup
The grant applications subgroup concentrated on analysis of the SNAP progress report.  The survey devised by NIH following the January meeting asked for input on various major components of the SNAP application, as summarized below.

· Abstract

· Narrative progress report

· Research accomplishments

· The SNAP questions

· Literature Citations

· Administrative assurances and certifications including 

· Human subjects assurances

· Animal subjects assurances

· Other administrative assurances and certifications

· Other SNAP issues including

· Financial reporting

· Notice of grant award
The survey asked specific questions to determine the extent to which any of these areas of the SNAP process might warrant change.  The minutes from the May CWG meeting provide a detailed review of the survey responses for each of these components.  In general, the grant applications subgroup did not recommend major changes to the SNAP paper-based submission process.  By contrast, various changes were proposed to streamline submission via e-SNAP.  As a means for the NIH to confirm these observations, a follow up survey was provided to the grant applications subgroup following the May meeting.  The responses to this survey are the focus of the current meeting of this subgroup.
The Current CWG Meeting
The current CWG meeting was held in conjunction with the NCURA national ERA meeting.  A total of 3 hours were allotted for the meeting.  It was divided 

such that the Grant Applications Subgroup discussion took place for the first 90 minutes, followed by the same amount of time for the Interface Specifications Subgroup.  All CWG members attended both subgroups and participated actively in the discussion.    

 Attendance:  

CWG Members   

Lynette Arias and Bob Oster – Team from Oregon Health & Science Univ.,


Tom Wilson - Baylor College of Medicine


Ellen Beck - UCLA





Graydon Kirk (for Nancy Wilkinson) - Emory Univ. 

Nancy Wray - Dartmouth

Steve Dowdy - MIT





David Wright - UTMB

Kenneth Forstmeier - Penn State




Jane Fant - UMDN/NJMS





Jill Keezer – Cal Poly San Luis Obispo



Tolliver McKinney - St. Jude’s




Jim Randolph - Univ. of Michigan




Mark Sweet, – Univ. of Wisconsin




Pamela Webb - Northwestern Univ.
Denise Clark – Cornell University




Others Institutional Representatives
Bob Beattie - Univ. Michigan 


Vendors 

Chris Harker – Cayuse Software

Dave Rubin – Cayuse Software

John Kostecki – Oracle Corp.
NIH Staff and Contractors

Bob Reifsnider – NIH, Microtechnologies Plus

George Stone – NIH/OPERA



Paul Markovitz – NIH/OPERA

Tim Twomey – NIH/OPERA




James Cain - NIH/OPERA

Al D’Amico - NIH/Z-Tech, Inc.

Carol Tippery - NIH/OPERA


Chris Lambert - NIH/OPERA
Scarlett Gibb – NIH/OPERA

Michael Cox – NIH/OPERA 
Cathy Walker – NIH/NIGMS



Status of Design/Development of Commons V 2.0

The meeting began with a presentation by George Stone of the progress that has been made on the design and development of Commons V 2.0.  (Additional details available in presentation slides #2-5: see attachment)
· Work is progressing on minor enhancements/fixes of the Status module of existing Commons V 1.0.  This effort was agreed to as an outcome of the first CWG meeting.  Any major enhancements or introduction of new functionality will not be introduced until Commons V 2.0.  The current changes fall into two categories:

· Fixes ensuring accurate display of summary statement text, priority scores and percentiles are now complete.  In all cases where this type of information is available in relation to a specific grant application, it should now be displayed to the Commons user.  The detailed information can be seen by the P.I. only.  A.O. and/or S.O. account holders will not be able to view the information (by design to protect P.I. privacy).  

· Changes in code have not been yet been completed such that users will be able to reliably view the contact information for various NIH staff assigned to administer any specific grant application: the scientific review administrator, grants managements official, and program official.  It is anticipated that these fixes will be completed within the next several months.
Confirmation of this progress was well received by the CWG.  An informal poll of the CWG members, and specific comments indicate that the use of the current Status interface continues to wane due to the lack of consistent and accurate information.  It was agreed that once it is known that information can be obtained reliably use will again increase.  The CWG continued to express and interest in further enhancements of Status to allow for improved searching and a more complete display of information related to grant application status.  George reflected on the fact that a portion of the current survey was devoted to Commons reporting requirements.  Many of the requirements suggested through the survey pertain to Status-related information. 
· The promised deployment of X-Train (V1.5) is on schedule for release by mid-September.  The interface is undergoing final testing.   A formal demonstration of the new X-Train module will be presented as part of the NCURA ERA meeting (Friday August 17, 2001). 

· NIH agreed that the initial deployment of X-Train will be as a phased pilot.  The first to be given use of the interface will be the 11 institutions that have participated in the electronic 2271 pilot (active since 1996).  CWG member institutions will also be invited to participate in this initial pilot phase.  Once the interface is fully deployed and shown to be stable, the pilot will then be expanded to include all FDP institutions.  Full open deployment will not likely occur until V 2.0 when open Commons registration is possible.  

· CWG members were asked to express interest to Mr. Tim Twomey, Chief of the NIH eRA Users Support Branch, in participating in the initial pilot. NIH agreed to inform the CWG membership through the CWG listserv when the interface is ready for pilot deployment.  
· One change that has been introduced into the schedule for Commons V 2.0 involves X-Train.  Originally, the design and development of V 2.0 of X-Train was to begin in March 2001, commensurate with development of the Commons V 2.0 J2EE platform.  The decision has been made by NIH to delay the beginning of X-Train V 2.0 until after V 1.5 has been fully deployed, and users have had a reasonable opportunity to pilot the module.  In this way user reaction could be more fully incorporated into X-Train V 2.0.  It is anticipated that the design would not begin until October 2001, with development in a J2EE environment scheduled for the beginning of CY2002.  
· The design and development of the Commons J2EE, while a relatively complex and multi-stage process, continues on schedule for an internal deployment (i.e. no Commons users will be involved) by the end of CY2001.  This will be followed by deployment to existing Commons V 1.0 users in May 2002.  The first modules to be delivered to users will be the Administration interface: Institutional registration and accounts administration; the Professional Profile and Institutional Profile functionality, and the Status interface.  George included several slides as part of his presentation to provide details of the steps in the J2EE platform development that have been accomplished (see presentation slides #4 and 5).

· One of the next steps in preparation for the May 2002 deployment to the Commons users will be to finalize the GUI standards.  Creation of a GUI screen design standards documents have begun.  As a formal follow-up to the recommendations that were provided in May, the Interface Specifications Subgroup will be asked to review and help refine the GUI design standards.  This opportunity for input will likely occur in conjunction with the next meeting of the CWG.  NIH will solicit assistance on the standards when the draft documents are complete.
Summary of Action Items
· NIH to keep CWG informed of completion of Status interface enhancements/fixes

· NIH to notify CWG when X-Train V1.5 is available for pilot 
· NIH to provide Commons V 2.0 GUI specifications for review when available

Grant Applications Subgroup: Recommendations for Changes in the SNAP Application Process
As noted above, a survey instrument was devised to solicit further input from the Grant Applications Subgroup (all CWG members responded) to confirm consensus recommendations that were expressed at the May meeting.  Once NIH received the responses to the survey, they were analyzed and summarized.  George provided copies of the verbatim responses to the survey, as well as the consensus summary (see documents attached).  Carol Tippery, Acting Director of the NIH Office of Policy for Extramural Research Administration (OPERA) led the subsequent discussion of each aspect of the SNAP process.  The objective of the discussion was to reach a final consensus upon which NIH could formalize changes in the SNAP process.  Such changes could then be designed into the next version of the NIH Commons e-SNAP module.
Carol indicated that following the May CWG meeting, CWG recommendations were discussed widely at the NIH.  Key NIH committees generally supported the CWG recommendations, as follows:  
SNAP Science Reporting 

The SNAP Abstract
· No change will occur in current business practice.  
· The abstract will only be required as part of the competing application and will remain available to the public via CRISP.  
· No change is anticipated in this process as part of the e-SNAP implementation.  
· A future version of e-SNAP will allow for changing the abstract to reflect any substantive change in scope of the project.
The SNAP Progress Report Narrative
· No change in current paper-based business practice.  Submissions will be due 60 days before the start date.

· As an incentive for use of e-SNAP, submission will be reduced from 60 to 45 days.
· The paper application will continue to require signatures of both PI & Authorized Official date
· As an incentive for use of e-SNAP, submission can come directly from PI.  This change will require formal delegation at the Institution level by an Authorized Institutional Business Official.  The delegation would be registered as part of the Institutional Profile on the NIH Commons.
· For all cases where the PI was given authority to submit directly to the NIH, the NIH Commons would send a confirmation to the institutional A.O.  that a submission had been received by the NIH.  This would allow for the official to review the submission (albeit after the fact), and intervene if the submission had been sent in error, or contained misinformation. 
· It was noted that if the delegation was extended to allow for the receipt of the paper-based submission, such a delegation, being made a part of the Institutional Profile stored in the NIH Commons, would be easy for NIH staff to acknowledge through their IMPAC II grants management interface.  
·  For both the paper-based and e-SNAP submissions, the narrative progress reports would remain confidential; releasable only through the FOIA.


· 
· 

SNAP Research Accomplishments and Other Significant Changes 

·  This will not be introduced for the paper SNAP process immediately.  It could be incorporated eventually, after a yet to be considered pilot.  The CWG generally agreed that P.I.s are not likely to submit this type of information unless it is clearly understood by them as relevant.  A focused outreach effort would be necessary to convey importance of highlights.
· For e-SNAP a separate section of the interface will be created.  It will allow for identification of science highlights (in bullet fashion).  The highlights would be required as part of the annual progress report.
· E-SNAP would also allow for submission of interim updates, at the discretion of the P.I.
· Science Highlights would be confidential, releasable only through FOIA .
· E-SNAP will also provide a separate notes section for further explanation of highlights.
SNAP Questions 

· There will be no immediate change in the current practice: 3 questions will be retained.
· The 3 questions will also be retained in e-SNAP.  It was acknowledged that the design of the system must allow for  a “no” answer to any question to result in complete bypass of screens related to that question.  It was agreed that the most recent past version of e-SNAP was not user-friendly in the way questions were posed, and the means by which they could be answered or bypassed.  NIH suggested that it would be way cool if the CWG would review the new design once available.
· Concern was voiced by one member of the CWG that the question format allowed for NIH to add questions to easily.  A preferred approach was for the answers to the questions to be incorporated into the progress report narrative.  NIH argued that this would make review difficult and lend to the possibility that the P.I. would not adequately address the questions.  Other CWG members concurred, suggesting retention of the questions. NIH confirmed that there were many ways that proposed introduction of additional questions could be formally challenged.
Literature Citations 
· Based on a recommendation from the CWG, henceforth this portion of all noncompeting applications shall be referred to as “Publications” rather than “Citations”.
· There will be no change in the current paper SNAP business practice for submission of publication information.
· For e-SNAP, the design will allow for P.I. to identify links to on-line versions of any publication, rather than submitting the publication in hard copy.  
· The P.I. will be able to designate the NLM accession number rather than having to type the complete reference.
· A complete list of publications will be a part of each P.I.’s professional profile.  To prepare a specific e-SNAP they will be able to select specific publications from the entire list to be made a part of the e-SNAP.
 SNAP Administrative Assurances and Certifications
Human Subject Assurances

· After considerable discussion, the CWG agreed that for the current paper submission human subject assurance # and IRB dates would continued to be required as part of the annual progress report.
· However, commensurate with the deployment of e-SNAP, institutions would monitor this information on a grant-by-grant basis.  The system would be designed to provide an authorized institutional official with a list of assurance numbers and dates.  The official would then be tasked to review and “certify” the information.
· Institutions would be required to complete such a certification for any specific grant prior to draw down of any funds.   One CWG concern that was voiced in relation to this proposal involves the need for institutional grants administration systems to be fully integrated into institutional financial systems.  Without such integration any lack of assurance and/or certification reconciliation with the NIH would not be properly acknowledged by the institution’s financial officials.
· It was agreed that during the transition from paper to monitoring electronically it may be necessary for institutions to be able to document their certification.  That is, institutions would agree to provide a list of assurance approvals from their files for review by NIH.
Animal  Subject Assurances

· The CWG agreed that for paper submissions the current reporting of animal project assurances and IACUC dates should be retained.
· For e-SNAP, however, a procedure similar to what is envisioned for human assurances would be adopted.
Other Administrative Assurances and Certifications
· The signature of an institutional Authorized Official on the face page currently certifies the institution relative to a number of assurances and certifications.  This procedure will be retained.
· For electronic submissions the institutional profile created in the NIH Commons will include a list of assurances and certifications.  The status of each of these, as acknowledged by the institution, will apply for each submission.  
· It was agreed that to emphasize the significance a date of the receipt of the assurance by the institution would be required for each of the assurances and certifications.  Accordingly, if any requirement changed or a new requirement for a specific certification was added, an e-mail would be generated by the Commons to alert the institutional authorizing official that the certification needed to be revisited.  The institution would not be able to make any further submissions after a stated deadline unless the institutional profile was changed to reflect a new date of certification.  
Other issues
· Notice of Grant Award Master Agreements    An interesting discussion centered on the risk/rewards of “master agreements” as a way to lessen administrative burden relating to Notices of Grant Award.  This concept, introduced at the May CWG meeting, was revisited on the survey in an effort to obtain a clearer consensus.  The results of the survey and further discussion resulted in no overwhelming support for the concept that would allow for issuance by NIH of a single (or relatively few) Notices of Grant Awards, covering a number of single grant awards.

Discussion continued to center around whether the existence of such master agreements would actually save administrative burden.  From both the NIH staff and institutional perspectives, the need to be able to account for terms and conditions, as well as track financial obligations was seen to outweigh the intuitive benefits of having far fewer numbers of NGAs.  

Based on this lack of overwhelming support, it was agreed that no change would be made currently to either the paper submission process, or the e-SNAP-related process.  It was agreed that both CWG and NIH staff would continue to study the strengths and weaknesses of this concept in various informal ways.  The concept could be revisited again in the future.
· Personnel Data Page    The CWG in concert with NIH staff bemoaned the need for the Personnel Data Page that is required with each noncompeting submission.  Carol Tippery recounted the history of how the personnel page came about, and why despite efforts over many years, there has been no success at removing it from the progress report.  Thus, it will still be required as part of the paper submission.
The e-SNAP process will relieve this burden to some degree in that the system will be designed to at least provide the most recent personnel information from the previous submission.  In this way at least it will not be necessary to generate the information de novo.  Only changes in personnel will need to be introduced.
· Notification of Pending SNAP Submission Deadline    Currently, grantee institutions receive notification of pending deadline for submissions of noncompeting awards via a pre-printed face page of the award.  The notification is sent 2 months prior to the submission deadline.  
This procedure will continue through FY2002.  Beginning in FY2003 such a notification will become electronic only via the NIH Commons Status System.  The CWG requested that the notification also be sent to the institutional authorizing official, and principal investigator on each award via e-mail.  It was argued that this type of “push” of information would create greater awareness on the part of the institutional officials, and thereby lead to better compliance of submission deadlines.  NIH staff agreed that such an e-mail notification would be included in the design of the Status system.
Summary of Action Items

· NIH to carry final SNAP recommendations forward for implementation
· NIH to consider early implementation of recommendations in e-SNAP 

Interface Specifications Subgroup: Responses to Requirements Survey to Define Priorities 
George began this portion of the CWG meeting by indicating he planned to raise issues relative to the survey topics out of order compared to how they were presented in the survey.  He suggested that he wanted to save the most complex issues: organizational hierarchy definition and institutional approvals to the end of the agenda.
Institutional Reporting Requirements

Results from the survey appeared very straightforward in relation to defining institutional reporting requirements.  In short, institutional representatives indicated that at one time or another they would like to know something about every possible combination and permutation of information about either Commons users from their institution, or content of the NIH eRA system: grant application and award status.

George indicated that in many ways this is really the easiest of requirements to meet.  What has to be designed is a means by which every interaction between the grantee and the NIH, including the essence of any information that was exchanged, could be recounted through customizable reports.  George provided several handouts summarizing the types of reporting requirements that were gleaned from the survey (see attachments).   

To further refine the requirements, the types of report parameters that would be used by P.I.s was made distinct from A.O.s, distinct from S.O.s.  There is a high degree of similarity in the information to be made available to any of the user types.  The greatest difference is that the PI type user would only be able to generate reports for his/her applications and awards, while A.O. and S.O. types would have the need to generate reports for multiple investigators within their account hierarchy (in the case of the A.O.), and across the institution: across multiple account hierarchies (in the case of the S.O.).
The CWG generally concurred with this interpretation.  It was agreed that in light of the significant magnitude of information that could possibly be contained in an institutional report, it would be important for the NIH to design an interface that would allow especially for A.O.s. and S.O.s to be able to carefully control the query parameters of such reports.  It was agreed that the eventual use of portal technology as a means to customize and store specific “views” of the institution would be very valuable.  The group was reminded to Dr. McGowan’s presentation at the May meeting during which he spoke of the efforts currently underway at NIH to begin to analyze portal technology as a way to solve similar issues for NIH staff responsible for similarly complex sets of information.  The ultimate benefit of portal technology should allow for customized views for both NIH and grantee staffs.  

One issue that the CWG members were asked to comment on involved the definition of account hierarchies as they relate to institutional reporting.  The question related to the extent to which account hierarchies at an institution should be strictly observed for the purposes of reporting.  George presented an animated slide to illustrate the point.  The topic was deemed important in light of comments received during the requirements analysis phase of the Commons Status system.  Concern was expressed during that process for the fact that P.I.s definitely did not want A.O.s to know all the specific details about the status of their pending applications.  There would appear to be a similar issue as it relates to more general reporting.
In an open account hierarchy it would be possible for any S.O. to obtain reports concerning staff at any other component of the institution.  In the same way, and A.O. from one department at a university would have the ability to view information related to a P.I. in a different department (in potentially a completely unrelated part of the university).  

This is in sharp contrast to a closed account hierarchy, where only the S.O. (or A.A.) or A.O. who created specific accounts would be able to view information within that account “tree”.  This would preclude the “lateral spread” of information.
The CWG was very clear in their position that any reporting system would need to strictly observe a closed account hierarchy.

To conclude this topic, George indicated that these requirements would be carried forward to the designers and developers of the next version of the Commons.  Further, he indicated that once the requirements for such a reporting system were available, they would be shared with the CWG for review and comment.

Summary of Action Items for Reporting Requirements

· NIH to ensure account hierarchies strictly observed in the design and development of the Commons V 2.0 reporting module
· NIH to share formal requirements with CWG when available

Single Point of Ownership
The good news from the CWG survey was that there appeared to be clear consensus for the benefits of a single point of ownership for institutional and professional profiles.  That is, once the profile is created for an institution by the S.O. (or designee), or for an individual by the P.I., the only party who should be able to change the content of the profile should be it’s creator.

While there was strong support for the concept, the survey also revealed a strong statement:  that the profiles for PI.s  would never be current if the P.I. was left to make time changes.  In short, unless under duress, P.I.s would not practice diligence at maintaining their professional profiles.
In response to this concern, it was agreed by all that the next version of the Commons needed to provide delegation authority.  Using delegation, P.I.s could allow for assistants to have access to their profile so as to keep it current and accurate.  The NIH agreed with the importance of this requirement, and agreed to include it.  At a high level, the way in which this type of functionality would work would be for the P.I. to issue an “account” to a designated party.  With this formal account, the designated party would have edit access to the P.I.’s profile.

Another area in which the CWG expressed a clear suggestion for profiles was the need for the NIH to work with third party vendors who offer profiling systems.  This would allow universities who subscribe to such services to enter profile information once into the vendor’s system.  Through the designed interaction between the vendor’s system and the NIH Commons, it would support the population of the NIH Commons profile automatically.  In response to this recommendation, George reiterated that the NIH had been “advertising” to all such third party vendors whenever possible a desire to want to work toward these common benefits.  While the NIH would not be able to offer any financial incentive to any vendor to create such an integration, NIH has produced an API to support such an interaction, and has repeatedly offered to work with any vendor who wishes to test an implementation that they have created for their customers.

There was a general consensus among the assembled group that any specifications that were being created to support profiles in the next version of the NIH Commons should also be complementary to Federal Commons specifications.  This was view as crucial such that once the Federal Commons is available, any profile information contained in the NIH Commons would be able to be submitted to the Federal Commons profile repository.

A final suggestion that was made in the meeting was the possible benefit of notifying investigators of “dormant” profiles.  The supposition here is that if a profile is being actively maintained, it should change on some reasonably reliable basis.  There was not real consensus or directive on this.  George pointed out that since changes (or lack of changes) in all such information would be auditing in the next version of the Commons, it would be possible to monitor and see just how frequently profiles change.  With these types of statistics available, it would be possible in a future release of the Commons to introduce additional triggers that would send such notifications based on real trend data.
Summary of Action Items for Single Point of Ownership
· NIH to ensure design of PI delegation authority to allow for edit of professional profile
· NIH to ensure that Commons V 2.0 offers API to third party vendors to allow for exchange of profile-related information
· NIH to ensure that Commons V 2.0 profile specifications are completely compatible with Federal Commons profiles
· NIH to note value of notifying PI of “dormant” profile.  This requirement will not be addressed until use of Commons provides guidance on profile usage.  

DUNS as a Unique Institutional Identifier
There was some debate at the May CWG meeting as to whether the DUNS number would represent a good successor to the current NIH IPF number (7 digit identifier 
· 
unique to each NIH grantee institution).

The survey responses helped clarify this point.   There appears to be no argument but that the DUNS number can be a very good institutional identifier.  At the same time, there is strong opinion that it would not work as the means by which an institution identifies subcomponents.  Thus, the 9 digit DUNS would serve aptly to identify university “X”.  The non-standardized use of the four additional optional DUNS digits would represent an administrational nightmare.  George actually expressed relief on the part of NIH at this finding in that NIH was also not willing to consider the use of DUNS as a means to identify grantee organization subcomponents (e.g. schools, institutes, departments, divisions).  Out of this it was agreed that DUNS will only be employed as a way to identify at the highest level of the organization.

When questioned about the logistics of applying for, and agreement to use the same DUNS number for the entire grantee organization, CWG members indicated that the approach would be acceptable.  It was generally agreed by CWG members that the early stages of DUNS implementation would likely be challenging, but that value of having a universal identifier for the purpose of grants administration activities across the government would be worth the challenge.

The CWG survey uncovered another issue in relation to DUNS that had not been considered previously: namely that the introduction of yet another identifier would be seen as difficult to endorse and apply by many investigators.  The comment was made that investigators already complain about how many different usernames, password and unique identifiers they need to track.  In response to this concern NIH agreed to design the next version of the Commons such that the user would only need to insert username and password for logon.  The analysis conducted by NIH toward this conclusion indicated that many other secure systems across the government and industry require only two unique parameters for logon.  The NIH Commons will adopt this model.  The only change that will be required to allow for the omission of the institutional identifier will be to ensure that the username is unique across the Commons database.  This will be necessary, since in the next Commons version, username will serve as unique to identify a particular user at a particular institution.
Summary of Action Items for DUNS as Unique Institutional Identifier

· NIH will implement DUNS as only a unique institutional identifier in Commons V 2.0
· Commons V 2.0 design to preclude the need for users to insert an institutional identifier.  Only username and password will be required (username will be unique across the Commons)

Organizational Hierarchy
Having resolved the fact that the DUNS number is not a reasonable candidate to define institutional hierarchy, the discussion turned to the responses on the survey regarding other standard ways to identify hierarchy.  George presented several slides as an introduction to the discussion.  The underlying notion being that the need for accountability at various levels in any institution/organization requires a well-defined hierarchy.  This accountability is particularly relevant for approval of binding decisions, audit of actions, oversight of reporting obligations, and control of budget and management.  
From the survey question that asked for a description of institutional hierarchies, George crafted a spreadsheet that identified four basic levels (see attachment).  In generic terms these appear as the institution, school, division, and department.  Interestingly, the NIH allows for definitions for each of the 4 levels as part of any grant application.  The IPF (would be DUNS) defines the institution, the organization type defines the “school”, the major subdivision defines the “division”, and the “department, service, lab or equivalent” defines the “department”.  Where difficulties arise is in the fact that currently only the IPF and organization type are standardized:  major subdivision and department… entries by the institution as part of the application face page are open text.  

George indicated that in conversations with NIH DEIS staff there was desire to make all four defined levels standard in the next version of the Commons.  By so doing, an institution could represent its hierarchy uniquely within it institutional profile.  The Commons would have flexibility built into the design, recognizing that institutions may have multiple lower level hierarchies: schools, divisions, and departments.
The definition of standard hierarchies would relieve NIH staff of having to interpret the current range of open text entries that represent the 2,000+ grantee institutions.  Sorting and identification of grantee organizations as part of NIH reports to congress, for example, could be done based on standard combinations of defined hierarchies.
The CWG offered strong support for this approach, since existing NIH-derived profiles for institutions are not accurate relative to how institutions define themselves.
Summary of Action Items for Organizational Hierarchy

· NIH will standardize 4 levels of organizational hierarchy as part of Commons V 2.0
· NIH will make the design available to the CWG for review.

Institutional Approvals – User Roles and Rights
The additional role for hierarchies at institutions involves approvals prior to submission of grant applications.  Given the fact that NIH awards are made to institutions as opposed to individuals, all applications, though created by P.I.s, must be reviewed, approved and submitted by the grantee institution.
The need to obtain such approvals has proven to be perhaps the greatest challenge in the design of any eRA system.  The difficulties appear to be based on the diversity of organizational hierarchies and diversity of workflow involved in approvals at any particular institution.  In short, despite efforts by the FDP EARS committee attempting to define a generic means for routing and approval of applications prior to submission, or efforts by the NIH toward the same end, there continues to be a lack of complete satisfaction by all grantee institutions.

The CWG survey attempted to tackle this issue yet again by asking CWG members to identify the roles and rights that should be provided to support grant application approval and award administration.  In an effort to facilitate reaching consensus on this issue, the roles and rights that defined in the MIT COEUS system were offered as a starting point.  These roles and rights were recommended as part of the May CWG meeting, since many schools have adopted the COEUS system.     
The summary of the survey responses that were provided as part of the meeting continue to point to the uniqueness of each institution with consequent suggestions for specific changes to be made to the COEUS roles and rights.  At the same time, several broad recommendations were made and reiterated as part of the discussion that NIH agreed needed to be addressed in the next version of the Commons.  
As a means to further this discussion, George presented a slide that set forth the scope of roles and rights that NIH would be likely to undertake as part of Commons V 2.0.  In short, the NIH eRA system will support generic roles and rights to allow for approval of grant applications.  NIH will not be able to design a software application, however, that supports institutional workflow.  George pointed out that the uniqueness of workflow has resulted in the creation of a specific market in such applications.  To expect the government to mount such an effort is not realistic.
George went on to describe what he referred to as the “Gold” version of roles and rights software that would be considered for Commons V 2.0.  The system would be built upon the same four roles that are currently represented in the Commons: S.O., A.O., A.A., and P.I.  To address concern that these exact role types would not support all institutional roles, George introduced the concept of a Commons user roles and rights interface that would allow for customizing each role, including creating a unique title for each user. By such and interface each institution would have flexibility to ascribe specific rights to a particular role type consistent with the status of the corresponding staff in the institution’s approval hierarchy.  In this way, it would be possible, for example, to define two users with a role of S.O. to have radically different sets of rights.  Once a customized role with associated rights was established it would become part of the individual’s professional profile; it would be saved, with the potential of modification by authorized users (A.O. or S.O.) at the institution.  Such an interface would be created as part of the Commons Admin interface.   Slides that George presented offered an animated example of how the interface would work.

Though a bit skeptical of the approach, the CWG did express support for this as a step in the right direction toward providing a meaningful way to define approval hierarchies within the Commons.  CWG members were quick to provide useful comments as to specific requirements that should be included in such a Commons role and rights system.  General comments follow:
· (     Predefined roles are a requirement.  Just having a list of rights to be assigned for each user in not manageable from a data management perspective
.
(     There needs to be a right whereby an SO can access reports relevant to all users at the institution 
· If as user is affiliated with multiple institutions, the system must allow for the user to defined uniquely for each of the institutions.  It follows that prior to the submission of any application, based on the affiliation specified by the user, corresponding rights should be in force.  
· Customizable rights should NOT allow an AO or AA to reset a PIs password.  Instead, a PI request to reset the password should spawn the Commons to email a temporary password to the PI.

· NIH must create default rights for each role type as a template.  Institutions can modify that default to become the institution’s template for that role type.  This would save considerable time and effort for institutional administrators to create many roles with the same basic rights.  

· For ease of use, it was suggested that the Commons interface employ  “tree views” as opposed to pick lists.
· The NIH must evaluate how such a roles and rights interface affects the business-to-business model used by EDI-enabled schools.

· The system must have business rules built in such that certain role types must have guaranteed rights.  For example, a PI must always be able to create a the research proposal.
· The suggestion was made to include the application itself as a role type.  This would allow for the institution to control who had access to a specific proposal.  This role type would also allow for the limitation of certain users to only certain parts of the application, e.g. budget only, or science only, etc.
NIH agreed to solicit the CWG institutions as this interface is being designed.  This would allow the CWG to assist in creating the initial rights categories. 
Summary of Action Items for Institutional Approvals – User Roles and Rights
· NIH will work to design and develop a user roles and rights interface as part of the Commons Admin V 2.0.  The interface will permit institutions to establish, retain, and modify unique role/rights profiles for individual Commons users.
· NIH will solicit the CWG to assist in the specification of rights categories for the new Admin interface. 

  The meeting concluded with a discussion of options for the date of the next meeting.  George offered several alternatives: in conjunction with the FDP meeting in Washington DC on September 24-25, in conjunction with the COGR also in Washington on November 1-2, or in conjunction with the annual NCURA meeting in Washington on November 11-14.  George agreed to communicate details to the CWG.  Initial reactions to the options suggested that meeting prior to November might be “too soon”, especially in light of the close opposition to the end of the fiscal year: a well known crunch time.

George closed the meeting by thanking the CWG for their willingness to share precious time and their creative input in furtherance of the NIH eRA mission.















































































































































	
	
	

	
	

	


	
	
	





	
	

	



	
	
	




	
	
	

	
	
	






	
	
	

	
	
	







	
	
	



	
	
	

	
	
	



	
	
	

	
	

	


	
	


	



�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��  Paula,  I haven’t got a clue to what this relates.  Please review your notes…and may ask Virginia or someone…to see if you can give me an additional hint or two.
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