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1. Introduction
Minutes of the 5th user group (26/02/2015) have been approved. Information was provided on last developments (buy in of DDG1, involvement of DIGIT at DG level, EuropeAid days, presentation to NEAR, discussion with FPI). The task force will contact separately all directors in order to offer a briefing on the final report.
2. Discussion on business requirements
Main comments are as follows:
· Document management: make clear in the report that ARES’ user interface will not be used (not practical at all) though HERMES is fully ARES compatible; indicate that the uploading, filing and search of documents will be made easy through a simple screen in Opsys
· Make clear that the system will preserve a unique identification number for entities (Decision, Contract, Programmes) and allow to retrieve entities with their old identification number
· Consider the intermediary step of an "implementation plan" between programming and actions, as used for Dir H. Actually it was meant to be possible as pipeline in component 4-1 “planning & time management” for a 2 years time horizon (to match the financial forecasting requirements), and not imposing a new requirement (such as the "implementation plan" of Dir H) on every Directorate. However, planning new Actions beyond year N+1 will not be prevented by the system for users who want to cover a complete programming period, thus offering an "implementation plan"-like functionality.  
· NEAR has set up a working group to look at gaps between Opsys business requirements and what MIS offers; the ability to evolve of the new system is key (eg project breakdown to follow activities); the task force will be kept informed about next meetings;
· Programme entity:

· Substantial feed-back was received from Directorates on the programme entity and has allowed making the notion more robust. "Programme" is the perimeter of the main operational entity during the implementation phase. "Programme" can be at Action level or at contract level.

· In case of e.g. a thematic programme (Call for proposal managed by HQ and resulting grant contracts managed by Delegations), the notion of "Lead programme" allows to aggregate data from the individual "Programmes" (the grant contracts) which are being implemented in different countries, under the supervision of different "Delegations in charge".  
· A question was asked on how to differ (a) contracts which are related to a "Programme" and (b) contracts which are fulfilling an horizontal purpose (related to many programmes). This is tackled through the notion of "Support measures". For example, a "Lead-programme" such as the Water facility is covering a number of specific "Programmes" in different countries (corresponding to different grant contracts, as indicated above). At the same time, this water facility "Lead programme" is also generating support contracts such as evaluation contracts, advisory services, etc.
· It was also suggested to have the possibility to create additional layers for "programme" entity beyond "lead-programme" and "programme". Actually it is important to maintain a stable list of Programmes to be monitored, to retrieve results, to communicate on them... Such additional needs should be covered by other means, such as geographic (Can be assigning a result to a precise geographical location, e.g. a city or a state in a federal country) or sector tagging.
· Consider next steps to fine-tune and validate the concept of programme entity (notably the semantic issue to be discussed with NEAR and make sure that the IPA II requirements are fulfilled); should come first, as this entity is a cornerstone for managing the implementation phase in Opsys.
3. Discussion on interoperability, workpackages, roadmap and scope scenarios
· Interoperability:
· Framework contract: would deserve more clarification; do we lose the module with the phasing out of CRIS?
· ABAC:

· Still blurred: clarification will come with the outcomes of the CRIS ABAC rationalization exercise led by R1

· Split between legal and budgetary commitment may lead to more confusion; report will be amended

· Amongst the principle data from ABAC will be considered as master data

· Add MIS to chapter IV-5); NEAR will provide inputs

· E-procurement and e-invoicing: different points of view, on the one hand, it might be unrealistic in difficult countries, on the other hand we should not underestimate the capacity of many partners to move to digital work as they practice in their everyday life

· Opsys should offer webservices (actually already in the report: see non functional requirements chapter II-10) and interoperability chapter IV-5)-1))
· Interoperability should go along a governance strategy to limit the dependence from external partners (see chapter IV-5)-1)); dependence risk should be carefully evaluated before deciding to move for interoperability

· Work packages:

· Would be useful to add workflow as a 14th package: actually supporting application components as workflow are considered under table 1 (architecture chapter)
· Essential to have the possibility for users to create their own dashboard and portfolio in real time particularly for quality and time aspects, to extract automatically the inputs needed for the EAMR report, to have an easy access to project fiches for visibility purpose
· Roadmap and scope scenarios:

· Risk to be too long and not to be able to follow technologies evolution: actually the chosen methodology (agile) is limiting the risk, as well as the work made on architecture and design of a future proof system (eg non functional requirement: mobile friendly)
· Cost for the tender package seems high according to existing tools (e-procurement, prospect): justified by its complexity (eg decentralization) and integration effort
· Gives example of needs covered by option 4 and not by option 3

· Make clear how we come to phasing proposal (see figure 9)
· Consider as a criteria the user perspective (avoiding to work temporary with different systems)

· For scope scenarios: indicate to the extent possible expected benefits, ideally with “user stories”; it is planned to indicate pros and cons
4. Final discussion on conclusions, recommendations and next steps
· Digital transformation:
· Dematerialization: Opsys is designed to allow it; should come from a voluntary demarche from management
· Change management is key (users will resist to change); need to sell aggressively Opsys to users

· Keep on using inputs from EU Del  in the user community reference group (already the case with the EU Del user group format) and as part of IT related human resources

· Recommendation R8: controversial; should not be an issue as activities are very different; wording might be misleading; for the task force it reflects the issue of governance and lack of coordination; wording will be revised.
· Role of the user group with regard to cost estimation: no endorsement requested from the user group; costs have been estimated by our consultant Gartner, according to a benchmarking method used for similar projects (Function points). The task force considers this estimation as a maximum budget and has clarified this cave-at in the report.

This 6th user group is in principle the last one linked to that phase for the initial design of the new system. All user group members are warmly thanked for their continuous and highly valuable support since the first meeting.
5. Actions – next step(s)

	ref
	Action – next steps

	
	1. Provide comments (user group members); by COB today (14/04) to be included in the final report sent to management; further comments will be considered only in further steps
2. Integrate comments from the meeting or written comments in the final report (task force)
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