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Meeting: 19/11/2014 – revised minutes
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	Related documents
	see separate files
· Note to DEVCO's management (31/10-

· Presentation made

· Working documents (3 fiches on the 3 topics)



1. General and introduction
Approbation of the minutes of the former meeting (22/10/2014). The group was briefed on recent developments: 

· videoconferences with EU Delegations (one still has to take place): a lot of enthusiasm from their side; focus on CRIS has its own merits (keep its advantages), need for management tools (frequent requests on what, how much, for what-results), manage interaction with partners (particularly countries, interaction with their own management systems), integrate key correspondences, manage deadlines;
· meeting with management on 06/11/2014; agreement on the provisional calendar; senior management interviews led to a focus on 5 major concerns: report on results, reliability of data, user friendliness of the new system, changes proof and limit to what is essential;

· support contract signed with Gartner (quality insurance and assessment of scenarios)

· useful lessons learnt from HOPE (ECHO): experience in working with ABAC, relations between operational and financial staff (fiche Op), notifications.

2. Workshop
Lessons to learn for the next sessions: time management, limit the number of discussion points (ie 11 needs are too much to discuss)
Group 1, approach for implementation/evaluation, focus on operation management:

· Discussion focused on the first part of "operation management".
· Planning and time management: use dashboards, notifications and a portfolio view; useful for operational agents to get a quick project status overview, particularly when taking over or acting as a back up. Must be configured in an intuitive way by the user depending on his/her needs. 

· Examples of data which could be inserted in a dashboard: dates for QSG, evaluation committees (too much?), D+3, end of implementation, end of contract; two groups of data are needed: dates with an impact on legal of financial aspects, dates linked to the workload (MIS) and workflow
· Tagging is important and should be limited to what is essential otherwise “too much information kills the information” – geographical localization is also essential (country, region..). A complete set of data has to be defined and communicated to the end users with their link to official/external reporting and integrated as criteria for the dashboard or the search engineThe search engine has to offer a selection of criteria relevant to all operational information need (smart/quick search, advanced). 
· Aggregation of data should be made available (which data is relevant for what) and variable depending on the user’s point of view
· The general ergonomy of the system must be thought in a way that data can be easily accessed and easily entered. Project monitoring toolkit: contains data to be captured by a project manager

Group 2: external collaboration and interaction

· General agreement that the system should be open or linked to selected external actors
· We should differentiate access of external actors to information and the inputs they may provide

· Access to information should follow the principle of full disclosure (except for confidential data), combined with standard data formats; part of the action plan submitted to management (management agreement to be confirmed?); part of the transparency exercise (IATI); full disclosure is about raw data; coherence is key (currently discrepancies in some financial data); linked to increased scrutiny including with CSOs
· Publishing information is different from making raw data available; should be limited to understandable data/information by external users
· Cabinet was mentioned as an important partner in terms of potential for collaboration through a system (workload associated in getting Cabinet position). Its involvement in comitology, for example, can be supported through the implementation of a workflow and notifications.
· A schema was produced to illustrate how things could be articulated: operations are fed by input from external actors (on a common platform which may be an integral part of the operational system or a separate component), draw on a knowledge base for possible additional information and provide information to external stakeholders. Two core functions of the new system would deserve to be distinguished: the operational system for day to day operation management, and the information system (data) feeding reporting tools.
· The right balance between the need to create differentiated access and the need to limit differentiated level to be manageable (experience of C4dev) has to be found
· Suggested role hierarchy: 

1. Public

2. EU MS
, Parliament? (scrutiny)
3. Partners, NAOs

4. EC/EEAS

5. Project implementers

6. Ad hoc access to external consultants who analyse or do research on our portfolio

Group 3: project entity

· General agreement that "project" should be the key operational entity in the system
· A Definition is needed. A possible definition is that a project has to be based on the availability of 4 criteria:
1. Budget is allocated (or planned to be allocated ?)
2. Human resources are allocated
3. Starting and end dates
4. Specific objective

· A comprehensive mapping is needed to check if our definition is compatible with all occurrences (all "cas de figure", ie like support measures). The mapping should lead also to simplify/harmonise.

· A key question is how early in the project cycle the project should be defined? Possibly the project tagging should intervene upstream (before the decision, before the contract). In that case, we need to examine the rule that a project exists only once the budget exists.
· Lessons learnt from MIS (DG ELARG): not relevant on that point as MIS is only a partial project management tool, helping to manage dates and pipeline.
· At this stage we should also keep the possibility to work on the project downstream: Once the contract is closed there might still be some retagging work to do.
3. Actions – next step(s)

	ref
	Action – next steps

	
	1. To submit minutes to EU Del and complete needs identification
2. Mapping of all possible project configurations
3. Outlook invitation for the next meetings, asap

4. (pending) DFID experience


� Possibly extended to EU joint programming partners ie Norway, Switzerland on an ad hoc basis
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