Business Intelligence Advisory Committee

Minutes
August 5, 2004
9:00am – 11:00 am
             Building 31, B1E12

	Members Present:
	Sandra Gault, NHLBI

	Bob Barber, NCI
	Kathy Hall, OFM

	Steven Berkowitz, CIT/Bearing Point
	Judy Mahaffey, CIT

	Dianne Charuhas, NBS
	Mark Morris, CIT/Bearing Point

	Pam Clatterbuck, NIBIB
	John Price, CIT

	Michael Foecking, CIT 
	Kevin Wilson, NCI

	Jason Ford, NIAID
	Fred Wong, NHLBI


1. Updates
a. Technology Transfer Pilot – Judy reported that the tech transfer pilot has been completed with very positive feedback from the reviewers.  The pilot group was conducted by CIT and included some members of the initial Technology Transfer Requirements Focus Group as well as users.  The targeted release date is late August, 2004.  A registration roll-over from the existing DW module will be offered pending approval from the NIH Office of Technology Transfer and the IC Executive Officers who are reviewing and approving the existing list.
b. Budget and Finance Releases - CIT rolled out the following enhancements to DW Budget and Finance on July 19, 2004;

i. Began sourcing grant numbers to DW that now appear on the “12” reports in DW Budget and Finance
ii. Added a Loan Repayment Program report to the Budget and Finance DW query reports under current detail 
iii. Expanded the payment schedule number from 10 characters to 14
iv. Added Travel Vouchers Awaiting Final Voucher (TR-37) report to nVision under Travel Authorization and/or Voucher Reports)
c. NBS Tracks 3 and 4 – CIT indicated that the time to begin requirements development for the reporting capabilities for NBS tracks 3 and 4 is approaching.   The recent co-location of the CIT DW and nVision teams with the NBS team has improved communication between the two groups which will have a positive effect on this process.  The CIT team is currently reviewing ad hoc tool capabilities and comparing what capability we have now to what the community wants to determine gaps.

d. New HHS Travel Product – DHHS is evaluating a department wide travel system that will eventually replace GELCO.  No timeline for implementation at NIH has been announced.
e. Kelly Proctor – It was announced that Kelly Proctor has taken a position in OFM and will be leaving CIT before the end of the fiscal year.  

f. DFAS Payroll System Implementation – Several BIAC members indicated that an announcement had been made to delay implementation of the new payroll system until after the close of the fiscal year.  
2. BIAC regarding the Balance of Accounts –John gave an update on the status of CIT’s response to the Balance of Accounts recommendations submitted by the BIAC.  All of the recommendations have been implemented and will be reflected in the next release.  This release has been delayed pending resolution of prior year discrepancies and to avoid complicating the end of year close process.   John asked for comments from the committee regarding whether the new release should be rolled out prior to the close of the fiscal year.  The consensus was that most of the budget community isn’t currently aware that the MAS Balance of Accounts is no longer the official record and is still using those balances.  On the other hand, while the ACS Balance of Accounts is the system of record, it still contains errors.   The group recommended that the NBS teams work directly with the IC’s that still have discrepancies in the ACS data and resolve them.  A presentation should be made in an upcoming Budget Officer meeting to formally announce that the ACS Balance of Accounts is the official system of record.  An explanation of the process being used to address any remaining discrepancies should be included in the presentation.  Several members expressed concern that this has not been a topic on the Budget Officer meeting agenda.  
ACTION: OFM is expected to distribute the annual year end memo to the larger community.
3. Soliciting Feedback from the BIAC – Roles and Expectations – The group had an open discussion about how to improve the composition, role and processes of the BIAC.  The following items summarize the discussion and conclusions of the group;
a. CIT’s Expectations – CIT outlined their primary expectations of the BIAC as;

i. Timely response when feedback or participation in a review is requested.  Members requested that CIT notify the committee as early as possible ahead of an event so that members can identify time on their calendar and ensure adequate participation.

ii. Adequate subject matter expertise

iii. Adequate participation to ensure that the recommendations made by any subgroup are representative of the whole.

b. Individual participation in regular meeting, reviews, focus groups, development sessions, etc. – BIAC membership carries the responsibility to participating in these activities.  When a member is unable to participate, an alternate should be identified.  Alternates must posses the relevant subject matter expertise to contribute to the process and be adequately briefed by the member.   Identifying an alternate is optional, but ensuring that your IC is adequately represented in the development process is a key responsibility of each member.  If you choose not to nominate an alternate, you implicitly deferring to remainder of the group and agree to support the decisions and recommendations made by those present.
c. Group participation levels – It was agreed that it is not realistic to expect full participation from every member in every exercise.  Instead, it is up to the BIAC and the discretion of the chair to determine the adequacy of participation for various exercises.  It is understood that those members who participate represent the entire committee and the community represented by the BIAC.  At the discretion of the chair, additional participation in the form of alternates when it is deemed that the participation for a given exercise is inadequate.  The consensus is that 75% participation should be expected for formal pilot studies.  Substitutes are acceptable and may be nominated by members who cannot participate personally.  Substitutes should arrive properly briefed and prepared to serve in a non-voting capacity.
d. Subject matter area representation – From time to time there seems to have been some question about whether the current BIAC membership is representative of all the functional areas addressed by the NBS.  After some discussion, it was agreed that the number of members required to adequately cover each and every functional area in NBS precludes us from recruiting subject matter experts from each area.  Instead, each member represents their IC and takes responsibility for calling in subject matter experts when necessary.  This includes participants for reviews and beta tests when necessary.  This ensures that each functional area is adequately represented and included in the development process.
e. Size of the BIAC – The question of how many members the BIAC should have was discussed.  It was agreed that the group needed to be limited in size in order to be effective, but that no IC could be precluded from nominating a representative.  It was also considered acceptable for larger institutes to have more than one member.
f. Ensuring Participation - There must be a clear process for addressing poor participation by members in regular meetings and in focus group and subgroup activities.  The consensus of the group is that members must attend at least 75% of the regular meetings or 9 meetings every year.  Alternates are acceptable when members cannot personally attend.  It was also agreed that membership should be reviewed annually in the form of a notification to the Executive Officers to confirm the current members for another year or appoint a new representative.  

ACTION: Bob will draft a memo to go the Executive Officers to be reviewed at the September meeting.
4. CIT Organization – The diagram below represents the current structure and reporting relationships within CIT as they relate to DW and nVision.  Development and maintenance of the reporting functions supporting the NBRSS (nVision and DW) fall under the governance of the Division of Enterprise and Custom Applications (DECA), CIT.  DECA is managed by Alex Rosenthal.  Alex reports directly to Al Graeff, Director, CIT who in turn reports to the Deputy Director for Management, NIH.  Within DECA there are four branches.  Two are involved with the development and maintenance of the Data Warehouse, nVision and any other reporting tools relating to the NBRSS.  The Enterprise Integration and Custom Services Branch (EICSB) managed by Michael Foecking is responsible for new development including the reporting requirements for upcoming NBRSS tracks.  The Enterprise Intelligence Branch (EIB) managed by John Price has responsibility for maintaining and enhancing existing DW and nVision functionality and assumes responsibility for new modules once they have been released.

[image: image1]
5. Topics for the next BIAC Meeting
a. Review of draft membership review memo to go to the Executive officers.
b. Demonstration of the nVision Balance of Accounts incorporating the changes requested by the BIAC.
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