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Preliminary remark: That component is work in progress; it has been limited to a short description of needs to be used for the assessment of the overall complexity of the system. A joint work is ongoing with unit R1 in the framework of the survey for the migration of Decision and Contract CRIS modules to ABAC; it covers the revision of processes in order to comply with both rationalisation requirements (migration to ABAC) and users' desiderata.

This component covers the residual business functionalities of the CRIS decision and contract modules that are non-transferable to ABAC. The first reflection is therefore based on the as is situation supported by CRIS and the main gaps identified during the CRIS ABAC rationalisation exercise. The last project steering committee on CRIS/ABAC Decision and Contract modules[footnoteRef:1], decided to select the scenario in which ABAC functionalities should not be replicated elsewhere and OPSYS should support the residual functional gap taking into consideration the mitigation of the negative user experience. [1:  held on 12 February 2015] 

The issue of the inter-operability between ABAC and OPSYS appears to be a crucial issue.
As it is work in progress, the task force has structured its reflection around two aspects: the inter-operability between ABAC and OPSYS (what could be the basic principles, first approach on scope) and a first approach for business needs in order to be able to assess the overall complexity, cost and timing for OPSYS.

Interoperability between ABAC and OPSYS:
Currently, our staff is using one single system (CRIS) and the link with ABAC is made in background, however at a high cost (rigidity for adaptation, maintenance, DG BUDG supervision/audit)[footnoteRef:2].  In a near the future, our staff will have to use two systems (ABAC and OPSYS) and the two systems will necessarily have to interact on a minimum of aspects. [2:  Only the ORDO visa is given in ABAC, the others are sent via the interface. ] 

The areas of necessary interface between OPSYS and ABAC can be grouped in:
1. General information data (dates, title, amount, statistical breakdown), consistency between budgetary commitment and legal commitment (amount, date, title, legal entity for contracts)
2. Analytical breakdowns (decision and contract) and follow up of consumptions
3. Modification and closure of decisions and contract
4. Link with the framework contract, call for proposals and tenders
The on-going detailed gap analysis for decision and contract conducted by unit R1 (expected for June 2015) may lead to fine tune or complete the above areas.
In order to clarify the respective scopes supported by ABAC and OPSYS and to facilitate further work on the definition of business requirements, it is suggested to apply the following principles:
1. No go and back between the two systems[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Already indicated in the conclusions of the CRIS ABAC project steering committee] 

2. Operational users should not be obliged to go into two systems and to encode partly in ABAC, they preferably should not use ABAC to grant visas (except ORDO visa); The same principle is already applied by DG ECHO (only financial staff uses ABAC) and by the research family (own webservices[footnoteRef:4], however limited in scope, for the SYGMA suite: no further action than the ORDO visa in ABAC)[footnoteRef:5]. [4:  The same kind of webservices will be used for the new Audit module, thanks to the Service Oriented Architecture put in place by unit R6]  [5:  expected delivery date: end of June 2015] 

3. No re-encoding: Re-encoding by financial staff (from OPSYS to ABAC) or by operational staff (from ABAC to OPSYS) should be avoided to the extent possible
4. No duplication of functionalities between the two systems (objective of rationalization)
5. [bookmark: _GoBack]To minimize the flow of data to be exchanged between the two systems
6. To adopt a coherent approach easily understandable by users, giving them a "fil conducteur" when working on financial commitments (ie budgetary commitments in ABAC and legal commitments in OPSYS, or any similar approach)
7. To preserve a clear line of accountability for operational staff in legal commitment management (by avoiding an overlap or a dilution of responsibilities when redefining the roles of actors in ABAC and OPSYS; the primary responsibility for commitments should remain with operational staff – see also the results of the simplification exercise in the visa chain)
8. Primary source of data: the primary source of budgetary and accounting data is ABAC (financial truth) and the primary source of legal commitment data is OPSYS (with the exception of the legal entity for contracts)
9. Make a distinction between the financial transaction and its process, in other words, between input of data (OPSYS) and their validation (ABAC) which includes also the budgetary commitment data. In case of modification, a new transaction starts with a provisional status in OPSYS until the circuit is completed in ABAC. Two sub-principles are behind that: to come back to the master data when it has to be modified and to keep the memory of successive changes.

Additionally, a temporary solution might be set up waiting for DG BUDG webservices:
a. In the absence of DG BUDG webservices the interface between the two systems should be limited to essential data pushed from ABAC at a reasonable frequency (to be calculated): amount, date, reference, title for decisions, contracts, invoices, recovery order, decommitments; legal entity for contracts; (technically no coupling of data anymore, single binding)
Temporary approach adopted for business needs (only for complexity assessment purpose):
The reflection has been structured for both commitment level 1 (decision) and commitment level 2 (contracts) around the three groups of business needs: create a commitment, modify and close or decommit. 
The impact of the simplification exercise remains to be considered (simplification of the visa chain).
Main identified gaps for financial commitments (what ABAC doesn't offer) are:
1. The record of general information around decisions and contracts (with the loss of quality control through business rules), including the statistical breakdown (see component 8)
2. The record of analytical breakdown and of its consumption (invoices versus contract, contracts versus decision); it includes the decentralised breakdown for DG NEAR
3. The loss of consistency between budgetary and legal commitments
4. Data for reporting (feeding the KPI's, operational data used for official reporting as for the Annual Activity Report, IATI, Annual Accountability Report – see component 9)
5. Rider management (technical riders, closure)
6. Tracking of derogations (deviations and prior approval) and non-compliance events
7. Link with framework contracts, calls for proposals and tenders 
The approach for this component is to distinguish the budgetary commitment (ABAC) from the legal commitment (ABAC and OPSYS), and to start with the three aspects of creation, modification and closure/decommitment as well as with the tracking of derogations. 
Therefore as a first approach business needs to be covered by the new system are as follows:
· Initiation/creation of the legal commitment level 1 along the initiation of the action document, integrating all the necessary operational data (dates, analytical breakdown, geographical and sector tagging, link with a NIP/RIP, …) , regular update along the approval process (QSG, CIS), verification process and validation in close coordination with the budgetary commitment aspect managed in ABAC, link to the legal document(s) (decision, financing agreement)
· Modification of the legal commitment level 1 with two sub process with or without a budgetary impact: with a budgetary impact should follow a full process in close coordination with the management of the budgetary amendment (ABAC); without budgetary impact it is about a modification of the legal commitment only (technical or substantial rider)
· Closure or decommitment will follow a similar flow depending on a budgetary impact
· For commitments level 2 (contracts) the same reasoning applies
· For tracking of derogations: a request for derogation must be made into the system by the operational manager, follow a financial circuit including operational and financial aspects, get a final decision in delegation or HQ (director or above) level depending on the competent authority, and should be closed, with the link to the supporting document (signed request);
The same must apply for non-compliance events at the initiative of both financial and operational agents.

This component has strong interactions and overlaps with:
· Component 4.1: as planning of operations and time management has a direct link the legal commitments preparation, including notifications aspects
· Component 6 (document management)

DEVCO Processes involved in financial commitment management (operational part):
· Programming and identification/formulation: as genesis of commitment level 1
· implementation : for contracts (commitment level 2)

Next steps:
1. Further discussion with R1 team and users
2. Detailed business requirements
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