
August 13, 2001
Interface Specifications Survey Consensus

One of the principal roles for the Commons Working Group (CWG) is to provide feedback to the NIH eRA Project Team concerning requirements for the NIH eRA Commons.  Toward that end, the NIH recently prepared and distributed a survey to the CWG requesting opinions on various aspects of Commons-related business processes.  Below is a summary for each of the business process areas: the specific questions that were asked for each area along with representative responses (either verbatim or interpreted) from the survey.  In a companion document a complete set of the verbatim responses will be provided.

Organizational Hierarchy

Please list key components of an institutional hierarchy that should be available as part of the NIH Commons, e.g. school, department, etc.
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Which of the elements are likely to be duplicated within an institution?

· Roles at the division, department, and sub-department level:  any category within the school/college/unit/institute will have duplicate elements.  Elements will have essentially the same role.

· Final approval is usually delegated to one level

Please indicate any relative importance of elements.  Are all elements of equal importance as parts of an institutional profile?  

· These are all important in describing the unit and it's relationship with sponsors.

· School/Department/Division on a day-to-day operational basis would be the most important.

· If these elements need to be included in the institutional profile so that individual PIs can select their "dept", then all elements would be of equal importance.

Of the key components listed, please indicate the degree of likelihood of frequent change of either name or placement in the hierarchy.

· This depends on the definition of "frequent" - we recently had a unit name change (OCC -> OCI) and we recently merged with another institution (OGI) and therefore created a new unit.  The same things could be true for departments and divisions within units.

· People who occupy a role in the hierarchy change with moderate frequency but the roles do not change.

· Department/Division is the most likely with a couple changes per month.

Please indicate what permissions an institution should have to affect the institutional hierarchy as defined in the current NIH eRA system.  Is the current hierarchy adequate, accurate?

· The current hierarchy is not adequate.  I suggest creating a multiple level hierarchy plus 1-3 default patterns based on a review of the Commons hierarchies, and letting an institution select one of those or customizing its own based on levels. 

· The current NIH eRA system is not hierarchical and will not serve our needs. The hierarchy should follow the key components with rights assigned according to the place occupied in the hierarchy.

· We think the three existing levels (PI, AO and SO) are adequate…  

Does your institution have a formal relationship with a Foundation for the purposes of funding?  If so, how does the relationship fit into the organizational hierarchy, and how should it be represented?

· Foundation Sponsored Programs Office is official signatory and accepts awards on behalf of the university.
· The university has a formal relationship with a Foundation.  However, the Foundation would not need to be represented in the organizational hierarchy because all sponsored projects funding, including NIH, is routed and managed through the university - not the Foundation.

· No foundation is involved.

Institutional Report Requirements

Please list the types of information that would be most useful for a Principal Investigator to view in relation to his/her grant application and/or award.  Please try to be all inclusive, e.g. recommended/approved budget?, etc.

· PI Report Requirements are presented in Appendix Table I.
Please list the types of information that would be most useful for a departmental administrator to view in relation to grant applications and/or awards in their department.  Please try to be all inclusive, e.g. recommended/approved budget?, relative ranking?

· AO Report Requirements are presented in Appendix Table II.
Please list the types of information that would be most useful for a senior institutional official to view in relation to grant applications submitted by, and/or awards made to the institution .  Please try to be all inclusive, e.g. recommended/approved budgets?, relative rankings?, listings by institutional component?, etc.

· SO Report Requirements are presented in Appendix Table III.
What type of information would be important for the Principal Investigator to view in relation to their use of the NIH Commons, e.g logon information, status of works-in-progress, etc.

· These requirements are included in Appendix Table I.
What type of information would be important for a departmental administrator to view in relation to use of the NIH Commons, e.g logon information, status of works-in-progress, numbers of accounts in that department, etc.

· These requirements are included in Appendix Table II.
What type of information would be important for a senior institutional official to view in relation to use of the NIH Commons, e.g logon information, status of works-in-progress, numbers of accounts at a departmental level, across the institution, etc.

· These requirements are included in Appendix Table III.
Institutional Approvals - User Roles and Rights 
Please identify the roles that should be provided to support grant application approval and award administration. [Note: The name of the role is not important.] Using the link shown at the right, you may access the COEUS Roles and Rights to provide perspective.  

· Need to be able to delegate. “ PIs should be able to allow their administrators to have rights to assist them in all the parts of the application that faculty typically do not do: budgeting, biosketches, etc.
· OSP needs to be able to “change anything for anyone, while others can change what  falls under their hierarchical control, but not above themselves.”

· Make routing generic and programmable for each department/school for each institution, since no two institutional components are the same

· Add “department and college administrators” to the existing NIH routing scheme

· Suggested roles:  Submit to agency,  Route for review / approval, Modify routing, Create an application,  Review an application, Access other internal systems to import data

· The NIH Commons User Roles and Rights is sufficient and works with our hierarchy.

· Suggested roles: Authorized Signer - to give institutional approval for proposal; SRO Staff - To help Pis prepare/edit proposals; PI - To create and edit proposals; PI Asst - to help edit proposals; Institutional Admin - To setup accounts/change permissions/edit inst. Info

How do the rights provided for in the COEUS system compare to the types of actions needed to support application submission and award administration at your institution?   Please note that many of the 134 COEUS rights are devoted to institutional administration, rather than transactional administration.  NIH Commons roles and rights are limited to transactional administration:  actions necessary to create and maintain Commons accounts, and seek approval to submit applications from the institution to the NIH.

· I think that most if not all of the applicable rights are in the current system.
· The COEUS profile is much more detailed than we need. If someone has read access, they should be able to read all parts of the proposal.  If they can update one part, they can update it all.  
At the right you will note a matrix that describes the user roles and rights for the current version of the NIH Commons.  How does this schema compare with approval hierarchy at your institution?  If the current NIH Commons roles and rights are not adequate, why?  What is not provided?

· I think that it works well we might want to add a new type of user, a PI assistant. This would be someone who would not be a PI but would be helping a PI put together a proposal.

· Institutional routing is not handled.

Has your institution considered the implementation of commercial software to support approvals and workflow? Why, or why not?

· Yes.  For the majority of our administrative systems we will be using Oracle Applications that all use Oracle Workflow and Oracle based hierarchies.

· Routing and approval is planned to be looked at, but we aren't ready for that step yet

· We have looked at Forms Nirvana and are investigating that as a possible internal routing system.
· No -- we've purchased a license to MIT's COEUS/EPS.  Currently, we have not moved away from Coeus' roles and rights.  However, we will have to address who and where these rights will be granted.  
Other comments on approvals?

· The Central Administrators need to be able to change everything and submit as well.  Others need to be able to sign and submit in accordance with their position in the hierarchy.

Single Point of Ownership

From your interaction with colleagues, is there any identified shortcoming with the Single Point of Ownership for PPF information?

· The PI will not likely maintain his/her own information.  The best way to be sure that PPF’s are made current is to allow delegation by PI’s for administrators to oversee PPF’s.  The only way that the single point of ownership will work is if this type of delegation if available.

Unless due diligence was practiced to update the PPF in a timely way, there could be an effective lack of synchrony of information with what is included in a grant application. Do you think that Principal Investigators would devote the time necessary to maintain a current version of their PPF?  

· It is very likely that many PPFs will not be kept up to date.  Proposal submission is the event that will trigger the PIs to update their PPFs.  Upon submission it would be good to send a reminder to the PIs involved to update their PPFs. … 

· Many institutions are asking PIs to keep online profiles in other systems (home grown, COS, etc.).  Asking PIs to keep a second profile would not work.  The Commons design must include a way for updating of profiles from institutional or third party database systems. 
What steps if any do you think could/should be taken if it was determined that a PPF did not accurately represent the most current and accurate information about a particular investigator? [This may be particularly relevant during at time when both paper-based and electronic applications are being submitted.]

· There are a variety of possible ways to encourage the PI to keep their profile up-to-date.
· Send them automatic reminders at set intervals (that they can disregard?) to update their profile.
· Obligate the PI to review their profile at the time of submission of an application.  Even if the updated electronic profile is different that the profile associated with a paper application, the content will be binding in each case.  This is no different than a similar situation currently, where two paper-based applications may have different profile-related information.
· Above all, it would appear to be important to allow for delegation such that an administrator can ensure currency.
· It is also important to be able to indicate to the PI when the profile was last updated, and by whom.
Other thoughts on the Single Point of Ownership concept, practice, or implementation?

· Along with allowing for administrators to update profiles through a delegation process, be sure to send an e-mail to the PI to let them know that the profile has been changed, and what information has been changed.  This promotes communication between the administrator and the PI.

· Create an incentive for the PI to want to keep their profile current.  One possible incentive would be to advertise the fact that the profile will be used not only in the NIH Commons, but for submissions through the Federal Commons to many other agencies.

· Confidentiality of the records must be well controlled.

· Consider reminding PI’s if profiles have not been updated in 6-8 months.

DUNS Numbers as Unique Identifier
From your interaction with colleagues, please indicate the level of general support for use of DUNS number as a unique idenfier for the NIH eRA system.  Are there any identified shortcomings with the use of DUNS for this purpose?

· For identification of the institution, at the institutional level, the DUNS number is very good.  However, institutions often have many (a hundred or more) assigned DUNS numbers.  NIH should require that the institutions each designate one for identification purposes.

· Most folks have a DUNS numbers since we had to register with DOD.  The main problem is that foreign entities may not have a number and that may be a problem for subcontracts or for NIH dealing with foreign recipients.

· One drawback to any unique number is that this is just one more thing the PIs need to use/remember to log into the system. 

· Unless the DUNS selected for use in research administration is locked into the Institutional Profile and the PI or departmental staff involved in proposal development have no way of modifying the number, there is a real concern that inappropriate DUNS will be used…

Does your institution have DUNS numbers assigned, and use them for accounting or hierarchical identification?

· Many are assigned, one is used on a routing basis for identification, and we do NOT use DUNS for hierarchical definition nor do we want to.

·  There are multiple DUNS numbers assigned to various units (and individuals) across the campus.  They are not used for hierarchical identification….  A DUNS number (assigned specifically for sponsored research) is used when requested by an agency for financial reporting.

The DUNS number is composed of a 9 digit number with 4 additional optional digits to provide additional granularity.  Would your institution be willing support any effort to standardize the 4 optional digits according to NIH requirements?

· Not according to NIH requirements.  The last four digits are suppose to be for our use, not yours.  What would we do if NSF wanted a different schema?  What are you going to do if a very large State system can't accommodate all campuses and departments within 9999 entries?  I don't think we want to head down this path.  Is NIH going to issue DUNS numbers for every institute?  Is HHS going to issue a different DUNS for NIH vs CDC?

· This represents a very significant management task for larger institutions.  Our hierarchy changes on a regular basis:  departments and other units are created, merged or eliminated.  We already must keep track of this hierarchy in our accounting systems.  Maintaining a DUNS hierarchy would be redundant and add little or no value to our internal operations.

Other thoughts on the DUNS number?

· It does appear that there is going to have to be a numerical hierarchy built in order for various part of the system to work and really be enhanced and become more useful - like the ability of an institution official to be able to pull all grants in process from their institution, sorted by school and dept.
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