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Executive Summary

In July 2003, the Baseline Requirements for ePME’s first module, Electronic Receipt and Review of new and ongoing R&D laboratory proposals (formerly known as Module 1.1/1.2) were completed.  The Executive Steering Committee (ESC) accepted the requirements and the ePME Development Team initiated design efforts.  As part of the design, and in accordance with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and Department of Energy (DOE) guidance(, the Development Team conducted an alternatives analysis to determine if a commercial-off-the-shelf (COTS) or government-off-the-shelf (GOTS) product existed that could serve as part, if not all, of the functionality needed for Electronic Receipt and Review. The Alternatives Analysis Report can be found online at: http://epme.doe.gov/resources/alt_analysis.pdf.
In conducting the alternative analysis, the ePME Team developed 22 high-level capability criteria from the baseline requirements to be used in evaluating candidate products. Over 40 candidate products (COTS and GOTS) underwent initial screening, of which 11 were down-selected for further evaluation.  The 11 candidate products were ranked based on their ability to satisfy the 22 criteria and PTC’s Windchill PDMLink (PDMLink) received the top ranking.  In addition to being evaluated as the best candidate COTS/GOTS solution, PDMLink did not indicate any fatal flaws to prevent it from satisfying Electronic Receipt and Review requirements.  PDMLink was then evaluated against the base case of a custom-build solution.  The analysis concluded that PDMLink offered the best option for the development of Electronic Receipt and Review.

To minimize project management risks, the ePME Team recommended the development of a prototype version of the Electronic Receipt and Review module using PDMLink.  The prototype would be used to validate the technical capabilities of the PDMLink to meet Electronic Receipt and Review requirements and would be presented to pilot users to obtain user usability feedback that could be incorporated into the design and development of the full release of Electronic Receipt and Review.  In October 2003, the ESC endorsed the ePME Team’s recommendation to develop a prototype of Electronic Receipt and Review (henceforth referred to as Release 1) using PDMLink prior to full development and deployment of Electronic Receipt and Review.

This report is intended to document the activities and the results of Release 1 Evaluation Phase.  The Release 1 Evaluation Phase had three main objectives: 

1. To configure out-of-the-box software and test a prototype version of Electronic Receipt and Review to verify the technical capability of PDMLink to address the required functions;

2. To verify the capability of PDMLink to perform the various business functions in workflow; and,
3. To evaluate user usability through a pilot user test to identify configuration requirements for the full release of Electronic Receipt and Review. 
The first objective, verify the technical capability of PDMLink to address the required functions, was addressed within the design, configure, and testing components of the prototype version of Electronic Receipt and Review. This report provides an overview of the activities to support this objective and documents the results of the technical analysis.  In summary, the development and testing of a prototype version of the software verified the technical capability of PDMLink to meet Electronic Receipt and Review requirements.

The second objective, verify the capability of PDMLink to perform the various business functions in proposal submission and receipt workflow, was accomplished in two ways: 1) successful configuration of the COTS package to create appropriate workflows; and 2) testing of the workflows through the pilot user evaluation activities.  These activities demonstrated that PDMLink could be configured to produce representative workflow scenarios and that pilot users could use the configured workflows to move proposals through the Electronic Receipt and Review system.  Pilot user feedback related to workflow was gathered and will be used to expand the workflow capability in the full production release of the system. 

The third objective, evaluate user usability through a pilot user test to identify configuration requirements for the full release of Electronic Receipt and Review, was met through a series of training and evaluation sessions held with a representative set of pilot users from DOE Headquarters, selected DOE Operations, Site, and Field Offices, and selected DOE National Laboratories.  The pilot user evaluation activities succeeded in confirming that the system could be configured to meet user needs and provided valuable feedback for developing the full release of the system.  Since most of the effort and cost associated with the Release 1 Evaluation Phase was used to address business functions and user usability as a means to gaining efficiency in producing the full release of Electronic Receipt and Review, this report presents detailed information on those aspects of the Release 1 Evaluation Phase.   

During the pilot evaluation resolution session, technical issues focusing on the prototype software configuration were discussed with pilot users and specific notes of change recorded by the Training Team.  Pilot user comments were very helpful in determining design revisions for the full production system.  Many of the user comments reflected that the prototype evaluation model was a limited implementation based on configuring the out-of-the-box software.  Some user comments provided helpful refinements in understanding the details behind the Electronic Receipt and Review baseline requirements. While comments from pilot users indicated that additional work is needed to align final system configurations for sites and programs, there were no indications of technical limitations to prevent resolution of those business needs in the full production system. 

The overall technical analysis by the ePME Release 1 Team found that the requirements of the Electronic Receipt and Review module and the business needs of the DOE laboratories and programs can be met by the PTC PDMLink-based ePME system.  The PDMLink-based system has the technical capability to meet the requirements and workflow needs of the module and does not indicate any “fatal flaws”.  While not one of the main objectives, an added benefit of developing and deploying a prototype version of the system was the ability to test the application support infrastructure and to resolve technical issues in conjunction with technical support from the DOE CIO Application Hosting Environment (AHE).  The results of the technical product evaluation, the pilot user evaluation, and the follow on analysis of technical issues and user evaluation qualification comments by the ePME Release 1 Team provide strong support for full development and deployment of ePME Electronic Receipt and Review (Electronic Receipt and Review) using PDMLink COTS software.  Acquisition of PDMLink software for full deployment is strongly recommended.

1.  Overview, Objectives, and Scopetc \l1 "1.  Overview
In July 2003, the baseline requirements for ePME’s first module, Electronic Receipt and Review of new and ongoing R&D laboratory proposals (formerly known as Module 1.1/1.2) were completed.  The ePME Executive Steering Committee (ESC) accepted the requirements and the ePME Development Team initiated design of the first release of the system in accordance with the Computer Sciences Corporation’s (CSC) software development practices, which adhere to CMM III software development standards.  In accordance with OMB and DOE guidance, the Development Team conducted an extensive alternatives analysis to determine if a commercial-off-the-shelf (COTS) or government-off-the-shelf (GOTS) product existed that could serve as part, if not all, of the functionality required to implement the first ePME module.  The Alternatives Analysis Report can be found online at: http://epme.doe.gov/resources/alt_analysis.pdf.  The Alternatives Analysis Report recommended PTC’s Windchill PDMLink (PDMLink) based on the following analysis:

· PDMLink, a COTS package, can be deployed sooner than the alternatives;

· PDMLink has no “fatal” flaws that would prevent it from meeting Electronic Receipt and Review requirements;

· PDMLink is a commercially-proven software package;

· PTC software is used in DOE and in other federal agencies;

· PDMLink is programmer-friendly, both for code configuration and integration with other software packages; and, 

· PDMLink offers a lower project life-cycle cost.

1.1
ePME Release 1 Objectives

To minimize project management risks, the ePME Team recommended a Release 1 Evaluation Phase of PDMLink.  The Release 1 Evaluation Phase effort was designed to address the following three objectives:

1. To configure out-of-the-box software and test a prototype version of Electronic Receipt and Review to verify the technical capability of PDMLink to address the required functions;

2. To verify the capability of PDMLink to perform the various business functions in workflow; and,
3. To evaluate user usability through a user pilot test to identify configuration requirements for the full release of Electronic Receipt and Review. 
The Release 1 Evaluation Phase focused on examining the technical capabilities of the COTS solution and on obtaining pilot user feedback.  It did not address any of the cost analysis elements presented in the Alternatives Analysis Report.

1.2
Scope of Technical Capability Evaluation

The technical capability evaluation boundaries were designed to conserve resources and complete the evaluation in a timely manner for decisions on full development and to provide sufficient time to complete the full production design, evaluation, and deployment schedule needed to meet the September 30, 2004, milestone required by the DOE OCIO.  The Release 1 Development Team had a little over two months to design, configure, test, and deploy the Release 1 system.  The condensed schedule did not permit a lengthy process of testing the full range of technical capabilities of PDMLink.  Therefore, the scope of the technical capability evaluation focused on:
· Evaluating PMDLink’s ability to meet the functional requirements of Electronic Receipt and Review;

· Evaluating whether the software contained any “fatal” flaws that would prevent it from satisfying Electronic Receipt and Review requirements;

· Evaluating the level of functional requirements that could be met out-of-the-box;

· Evaluating the level of functional requirements that required custom configuration; and,

· Evaluating resource and schedule requirements that would be needed to design, develop, and test the full production system based on the Release 1 experience.

1.3
Scope of Workflow Capability Evaluation 

The workflow capability evaluation was bounded by the same schedule and resource constraints indicated in Section 1.2 above.  The scope of the workflow capability evaluation focused on:

· Evaluating PDMLink’s ability to be configured to produce workflows that could satisfy the business needs of users; and,

· Evaluating pilot user feedback of the workflow developed for the Release 1 system.

· Evaluating the number of features that could be implemented out-of-the-box

· Evaluating the ability to handle attachments in various formats in addition to forms.

1.4
Scope of Pilot User Evaluation 

The pilot user evaluation boundaries were also constrained by resource and schedule limitations.  However, this element of the Release 1 Evaluation Phase was considered the highest priority due to the importance of obtaining user feedback to help focus and guide the design and development of the full production system.  While the Release 1 Development Team was confident in the technical and workflow capabilities of PDMLink prior to conducting the Release 1 Evaluation Phase, the user usability portion of the Phase was essential to confirming configuration requirements for the full production system.  

The scope of the pilot user evaluation focused on the following elements:

tc \l2 "2.1 Features to be Tested
· Evaluating a single program per pilot laboratory;

· Evaluating various R&D proposals per laboratory;

· Evaluating a subset of the approved workflow for receipt and review of R&D proposals; (identified in the approved BPR);

· Automated status changes and routing and approval of R&D proposals; and,
· Creating R&D proposals via data entry.

Pilot user evaluation activities used evaluation data only and did not use operational proposals or plans.

1.5
References

To further understand the ePME Project, the Electronic Receipt and Review (formerly known as Module 1.1/1.2) requirements, and the Electronic Receipt and Review (formerly known as Module 1.1/1.2) Alternatives Analysis Report, please refer to the following documents:

tc \l2 "1.4 References
· Requirements Document, July 2003  

· http://epme.doe.gov/resources/Mod%201.1_1.2%20Req-RD-v1-20030731-07-fnl.doc
· Alternatives Analysis Report, January 2004

· http://epme.doe.gov/resources/alt_analysis.pdf
Additional background documents on ePME are available on the ePME Web site, including:

· Electronic Receipt and Review (formerly known as Module 1) Business Process Re-engineering Document (September 2002) http://epme.doe.gov/resources/resources.asp
· The original business case for the ePME project (August 2000) http://www.osti.gov/pme/finalBC.htm 

· Business Case Validation document (February 2002) http://epme.doe.gov/resources/bcv.asp
2.  Technical Capability Evaluation

2.1
Release 1 System Description

Given the schedule and resource constraints for developing a prototype system to pilot test, the Release 1 system was targeted as an out-of-the-box configuration to meet approximately 60% of the baseline requirements (Electronic Receipt and Review requirements). The Release 1 Development Team selected 188 requirements out of the 321 baseline requirements to be implemented and tested in Release 1.  The Federal Electronic Receipt and Review Manager reviewed and determined that the 188 selected requirements represented an appropriate set of requirements upon which to evaluate the technical capability of PDMLink to meet the Electronic Receipt and Review requirements.  Some of the Release 1 requirements were implemented using the out-of-box functionality of PDMLink, while others were addressed through programming.  PDMLink was configured to meet a core set of baseline requirements to simulate an approximate ePME business model for data capture and process flow utilizing Oracle as the database repository software.  

For purposes of evaluating the technical capabilities of PDMLink, the ePME developers configured the Release 1 system on their local test environment.  The system was migrated from the test environment to the production environment in the DOE CIO Application Hosting Environment (AHE) in Germantown, Maryland, to evaluate technical infrastructure issues normal to test and production system configuration management.  Once the Release 1 system was up and running in the production environment, the selected pilot site technical link capabilities were established and evaluated.

The general system application and technical infrastructure environment for ePME utilizes a browser interface activated from the site level to access the central repository of data and associated attachments maintained in the DOE AHE in Germantown (see ePME Context Diagram in Appendix E).  The browser application selected for the Release 1 Evaluation Phase was Microsoft Internet Explorer, which is representative of a large number of DOE organizations and sites that expected to use the full production system when released in September 2004.  

2.2
Technical Evaluation

The Release 1 Development Team used the automated testing and documentation capability of Rational.  The Team tested and verified each of the functions as they configured them.  Additionally, the Federal Electronic Receipt and Review Manager verified that the appropriate tests had been conducted by the developer and that all the tests resulted in PASS.

3.  Workflow Capability Evaluation

3.1
Workflow Description
Using the results of the Electronic Receipt and Review Business Process Reengineering activity, the Release 1 Development Team configured a single workflow for the Release 1 system.  The pilot user evaluation activities included this workflow configured for Release 1 in the pilot scenario testing so that the pilot users could use this configured workflow to move proposals through the Electronic Receipt and Review system.  Feedback from pilot users related to this workflow was gathered and are being used to expand the workflow capability in the full release of the system. 
3.2
Workflow Evaluation
One workflow was used for evaluation, not to reflect all business processes, but to test and demonstrate the capabilities of the system.  It was recognized that organizations in the DOE complex are varied in their workflow activities and the pilot was unable to emulate all possible processes. In light of this, the product was evaluated for flexibility and robustness in the out-of-the-box workflow capabilities to determine if it could adapt to the varied needs presented by the pilot users.

Despite the fact that the workflow in the pilot did not reflect all the organizational processes, the pilot users recognized the system capabilities and potential, and how it could be adapted for use in their organizations.

It should be noted that the out-of-the-box capabilities inherent in PDMLink would take months to build and test.

4. 
Pilot User Test Evaluation

4.1
Pilot User Test Participants

The objectives and scope of the pilot user evaluation emphasized the need for participation by laboratory sites and appropriate approving organizational elements in the workflow for R&D proposals.  To reflect a cross-section of Office of Science laboratories conducting R&D work, Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL), Oak Ridge Operations (ORO), Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory (FNAL), Chicago Office, Sandia National Laboratories (SNL) and the Sandia Site Office participated with program managers in DOE Headquarters.  In the office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE), participants included the National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) and Golden Field Office (GO) with their corresponding EERE program managers in DOE Headquarters.  A detailed list of participants by location can be found in Appendix A.   

4.2
Pilot User Test Evaluation Process

To maximize the availability of the pilot user test training resources, the user evaluation was conducted as a joint effort in combination with the training activity.  This joint effort allowed the Training Team to assist the users in completing usability and business testing.  The user evaluation scenarios included the following elements:  home page, task list, proposal details, external and internal attachments, external and internal instructions and comments, subscriptions, related processes, searches, and repositories.  At the same time, the Training Team assisted the users in completing a series of survey questions developed by the Training and Design Development Teams to elicit detailed feedback on the results of the scenario evaluations.  These survey results were then immediately reviewed on site for recommendations to resolve issues and to discuss improvements.  The results of the survey discussions and Exit Position Response forms are presented in Section 3 of this report. 
The survey and Exit Position qualification statements were analyzed by the ePME Analysis and Development Teams for issues and impacts in line with the three objectives of the Release 1 Evaluation Phase.  The Release 1 Team also evaluated more detailed specific technical notes taken during the evaluation system set-up stage as well as during the user scenario evaluation stage for issues and impacts related to any technical limitations of the COTS application.  The analyses of the results are presented in Section 6.  Conclusions and recommendations are presented in Section 7.  The ePME Pilot Evaluation Schedule is located in Table 2-1 below.

Table 2-1.  ePME Pilot Evaluation Schedule

	March 9
	Deploy ePME Release 1 system

	March 9-11
	Conduct HQ Training and user scenario assistance

	March 15-16
	Conduct ORNL Training and user scenario assistance

	March 18-19
	Conduct SNL Training and user scenario assistance

	March 23-24
	Conduct NREL Training and user scenario assistance

	March 31-April 2
	Conduct FNAL Training and user scenario assistance

	April 2

	Return User Scenarios to HQ

	April 3-14
	Compile, discuss, and evaluate the results of the pilot

	April 15
	Summarize findings into evaluation report


5. Pilot Evaluation Results Survey and Summary of Exit Position Response Forms 

5.1  Pilot Evaluation Results Survey 

The purpose of the Pilot Survey was to obtain detailed feedback on the results of the scenario evaluation.  The survey included 23 two-part questions with four possible responses: acceptable, acceptable with qualifications, unacceptable, and not applicable (N/A).  Qualifications and issues were captured for each question.  The survey results were immediately reviewed on site for recommendations to resolve issues and to discuss improvements.  A full summary of the pilot survey results can be found in Appendix C.  Table 3-1 below summarizes the Survey Results by Pilot location.

Table 3-1.  Summary of Survey Results

	Survey Question
	Response
	HQ
	ORNL
	SNL
	NREL
	FNAL
	TOTALS

	1.  Access-log on
	Acceptable
	7
	6
	3
	4
	5
	25

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	2
	0
	0
	3
	0
	5

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	N/A
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	3. Proposal Creation
	Acceptable
	2
	3
	1
	1
	3
	10

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	6
	2
	3
	5
	2
	18

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1

	
	N/A
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	2

	5. Edit/Update Proposal
	Acceptable
	3
	5
	1
	6
	4
	19

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	6
	1
	3
	1
	1
	12

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	N/A
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	7. Add/Delete external  attachments
	Acceptable
	7
	5
	2
	4
	5
	23

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	2
	1
	1
	3
	0
	7

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	N/A
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	9. Ease of adding additional  people 
	Acceptable
	2
	3
	0
	3
	2
	10

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	7
	2
	3
	3
	3
	18

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1

	
	N/A
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2

	11. Internal instructions  and comments
	Acceptable
	0
	5
	2
	3
	3
	13

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	0
	0
	1
	3
	2
	6

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1

	
	N/A
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2

	13. Add internal  attachments
	Acceptable
	5
	4
	2
	6
	5
	22

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	3
	1
	1
	1
	0
	6

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	N/A
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2

	15. Satisfy need to route thru  org
	Acceptable
	3
	2
	1
	0
	3
	9

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	5
	3
	3
	7
	2
	20

	
	Unacceptable
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	
	N/A
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	17. Ability to review,  concur,  submit
	Acceptable
	4
	5
	1
	5
	4
	19

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	6
	1
	2
	2
	1
	12

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	
	N/A
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	19. Approve the proposal
	Acceptable
	6
	4
	1
	5
	4
	20

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	3
	2
	2
	2
	1
	10

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	
	N/A
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	21. Non-concur & send  back
	Acceptable
	6
	5
	1
	6
	5
	23

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	3
	0
	3
	1
	0
	7

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	N/A
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	23. Provide instructions &  comments
	Acceptable
	8
	4
	1
	5
	4
	22

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	1
	1
	3
	2
	1
	8

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	N/A
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	25. Decline a proposal
	Acceptable
	5
	3
	1
	6
	3
	18

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	4
	2
	3
	1
	0
	10

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	N/A
	0
	1
	0
	0
	2
	3

	27. Workflow needs
	Acceptable
	4
	4
	2
	0
	3
	13

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	3
	1
	1
	5
	2
	12

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	3

	
	N/A
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	3

	29. Notification needs
	Acceptable
	2
	3
	2
	4
	4
	15

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	6
	2
	2
	3
	0
	13

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	N/A
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	3

	31. Find a proposal
	Acceptable
	5
	6
	2
	6
	3
	22

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	4
	0
	1
	1
	2
	8

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	
	N/A
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	33. Search for proposals
	Acceptable
	3
	5
	2
	4
	3
	17

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	6
	1
	1
	1
	1
	10

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	
	N/A
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	3

	35. Determine status of  proposal
	Acceptable
	5
	5
	2
	5
	4
	21

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	4
	1
	1
	1
	1
	8

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1

	
	N/A
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1

	37. Security needs
	Acceptable
	5
	5
	1
	3
	2
	16

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	4
	1
	1
	2
	0
	8

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	N/A
	0
	0
	2
	2
	3
	7

	39. User Help
	Acceptable
	5
	3
	3
	2
	3
	16

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	3
	1
	0
	3
	1
	8

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	N/A
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	7

	41. Sufficient roles for performing the work
	Acceptable
	5
	4
	2
	5
	3
	19

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	3
	2
	1
	1
	2
	9

	
	Unacceptable
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	
	N/A
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	2

	43. Rights for the roles  sufficient
	Acceptable
	4
	4
	2
	6
	3
	19

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	4
	2
	1
	1
	2
	10

	
	Unacceptable
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	N/A
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	2

	45. Overall assessment
	Acceptable
	3
	3
	1
	2
	3
	12

	
	Acceptable w/ Q
	5
	3
	3
	4
	2
	17

	
	Unacceptable
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2

	
	N/A
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


5.2  Exit Position Response Forms

The purpose of the Exit Position Response form was to obtain feedback from pilot test participants on their overall summation of the Release 1 system.  In addition to pilot test participants, top officials at Headquarters were also provided training on the Release 1 system.  The form provided three possible responses:  acceptable, acceptable with qualifications, and unacceptable.  The form also provided an area to list any qualifications or issues.  The full summary of the ePME Electronic Receipt and Review Exit Position Response forms can be found in Appendix D.  Table 3-2 below summarizes the responses by pilot site location and by Program Secretarial Office for the top official training.

Table 3-2.  Summary of Exit Position Response Forms

	
	Acceptable
	Acceptable w/ Q
	Unacceptable

	PILOT LOCATION

	HQ
	3
	5
	

	NREL
	1
	6
	1

	SNL
	1
	6
	

	ORNL
	3
	3
	

	FNAL
	3
	1
	

	TOP OFFICIAL TRAINING

	EERE
	
	2
	

	SC
	1
	1
	

	TOTALS
	12
	24
	1


6.  Analysis of Pilot User Test Results

6.1  Overview of Analysis

In the initial stages of training and pilot testing, users interpreted the user evaluation scenarios in terms of their own business processes, rather than through a unified process approach.  Users accustomed to following a different process than the one offered in the Release 1 system perceived that the system would not meet their workflow needs.  After the Release 1 Training Team clarified that the limited Release 1 system contained only a sample workflow for training purposes, users accepted that the system could be configured to meet their business needs. 

Of the 692 responses collected in the pilot survey results, only 15 fell into the unacceptable category.  The ePME training Team reviewed user comments associated with both the unacceptable and the acceptable with qualifications responses.  During the onsite review of responses, recommendations for resolving most of the user comments were made.  Many of the recommendations were accepted as feedback to be incorporated into the design and development of the full production system.  In a limited number of cases, the resolution to the comment was recognized as a change in the baseline requirements or a new requirement altogether.  After the survey review process was completed and within three weeks of the pilot evaluation sessions, seven system change requests (SCR) were submitted by pilot users for review and consideration through the ePME change control process.  

In general, the comments from the pilot participants tended to split along organizational boundaries.  The pilot users associated with the Office of Science (SC) accepted the Field Work Proposal (FWP) data format and generic workflow process developed for the pilot.  These users found that the pilot data structure and generic workflow closely aligned with their business needs.  The users associated with the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EERE) found that the data format and generic workflow process developed for the pilot differed from the Annual Operating Plan (AOP) format and workflow process that they use to create and approve laboratory work and budgets.  However, EERE pilot participants acknowledged that the system, if appropriately configured, could be used as a tool for enhancing their processes for creating and submitting AOP’s.  The unacceptable notations and comments related to the difference between AOP and FWP format and workflow process were reviewed by the ePME Team.  The production system model has been revised to allow for local adjustments in the workflow process to accommodate the differences between the two business approaches.  

The ePME Team evaluated the unacceptable notations and comments and determined that many of them would be addressed through the configuration of the full production system and that some of them would need to be addressed through the change control process.  More specific analysis of results by location can be found below.

6.2  Location Specific Analysis of Results
A. Washington, DC Headquarters Session

There were two unacceptable responses of 198 total responses.  Both responses were specific to the concern of the AOP format and workflow used by EERE.  The production system model configuration and the SCR forms submitted will allow for resolution of these and the qualifying comments related to other survey question responses.  (See Appendix C)

B. Oak Ridge National Laboratory

There were no unacceptable responses of 138 total.  The production system model configuration and SCR forms submitted will allow for resolution of all qualifying comments. 

C. Sandia National Laboratories
There were two unacceptable responses of 92 total.  Both responses were specific to issues of multiple logon procedures encountered in the Release 1 evaluation model.  The full production system model configuration and SCR forms submitted will allow for resolution of all qualifying comments.

D. National Renewable Energy Laboratory

There were six unacceptable responses of 161 total.  In addition, there was 1 unacceptable response of 8 total on the exit position response forms.  All seven of these comments were again evaluated as specific to the AOP format and workflow process that were not included in the sample workflows of the Release 1 evaluation model.  The full production system model configuration and SCR forms submitted will allow for resolution of all qualifying comments.

E. Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory

There were no unacceptable responses of 115 total.  The production system model configuration and SCR forms submitted will allow for resolution of all qualifying comments.

7.  Conclusions and Recommendations

7.1  Conclusions
A. Confirmation of technical capability of PDMLink to address the required functions

The overall technical analysis indicates that there are no fatal flaws in the technical capabilities of the PDMLink software that prevent full deployment.  Any technical issues encountered in the implementation of the application support infrastructure were resolved by the Development Team in conjunction with technical support from the DOE CIO AHE.  Any technical issues focusing on the application software configuration of the Release 1 system were resolved in discussions and specific notes of change recorded by the Training and Development Team during the Pilot Evaluation Results Survey resolution session.  Summary technical notes by the Training and Development Team can be found in Appendix F - ePME Field Pilot Summary.  In summary, the development and testing of a prototype version of the software verified the technical capability of PDMLink to meet Electronic Receipt and Review requirements.

B. Confirmation of the capability of PDMLink to perform the various business functions in workflow 
The design, configure, test, and deploy activities of the Release 1 system demonstrated that PDMLink could be configured to produce workflow scenarios that could meet the business functions as identified in the Electronic Receipt and Review business process reengineering effort.  The pilot test also demonstrated that users could successfully use the configured workflow to move proposals through the Release 1 system.  User feedback on workflow gathered during the pilot test are being used to expand the workflow capability in the full production system. 

C. Confirmation of user usability through a pilot user test to identify configuration requirements for the full release of Electronic Receipt and Review
The analysis by the ePME Development Team shows that the business needs of the DOE laboratories and programs can be met by the PTC PDMLink-based ePME system.  Any qualifying comments that focus on business needs fall into three categories:

1. Inclusion of desired functionality not designed into the Release 1 business model;
2. Identification of new requirements or need to redefine the stated baseline requirement; and,
3. Identification of business practice variations (e.g., FWP vs. AOP) or issues that require resolution.

Category one comments represent refinement issues that were expected and welcomed by the Training and Development Teams to assist in the development of the full production system, and there are no indications that any technical limitations exist to prevent full deployment of the system.

The comments in category two represent normal application system configuration management issues that are resolved in the change control process for requirements and system design modifications.  Again, there are no indications that any technical limitations exist to prevent resolution of these business needs issues.

While qualifying comments in category three indicate that more work is needed to align final deployment configurations for sites and programs, there are no indications that any technical limitations exist to prevent resolution of these business needs issues.  

In many instances, pilot user comments were strongly supportive of the Release 1 system and they were looking forward to full production system release in September 2004.  Following are some individual comments from the users:

· “Any automation that replaces paper or manual processes is a good thing; won’t get it 100% correct in the first release, after people use system for awhile, you’ll get feedback and changes that will drive successive versions of the software; overall, there are a lot of good things in the system.”

· “For the budget planning process, it would be nice to aggregate the budget results into a summary table that can also be exported to a file; overall, it looks positive.  This system will be a big step forward.”

As noted above, qualifying comments by pilot users were very helpful in determining configuration and design revisions that are needed to complete the full production system. 

7.2  Recommendations

During the pilot evaluation resolution session, technical issues focusing on the Release 1 system configuration were discussed with pilot users and specific notes of change recorded by the Training Team.  Pilot user comments were very helpful in determining design revisions for the full production system.  Many of the user comments reflected that the prototype evaluation model was a limited implementation based on configuring the out-of-the-box software.  Some user comments provided helpful refinements in understanding the details behind the Electronic Receipt and Review baseline requirements. The interactive survey and issue resolution discussions between the user groups and the ePME Release 1 Team provided many useful design revisions.  While comments from pilot users indicated that additional work is needed to align final system configurations for sites and programs, there were no indications of technical limitations to prevent resolution of those business needs in the full production system. 

The overall technical analysis by the ePME Release 1 Team found that the requirements of Electronic Receipt and Review and the business needs of the DOE laboratories and programs can be met by the PTC PDMLink-based ePME system.  The PDMLink-based system has the technical capability to meet the requirements and workflow needs of the module and does not indicate any “fatal flaws”.  While not one of the main objectives, an added benefit of developing and deploying a prototype version of the system was the ability to test the application support infrastructure and to resolve technical issues in conjunction with technical support from the DOE CIO AHE.  The results of the technical product evaluation, the pilot user evaluation, and the follow on analysis of technical issues and user evaluation qualification comments by the ePME Release 1 Team provide strong support for full development and deployment of ePME Electronic Receipt and Review using PDMLink COTS software.  Acquisition of PDMLink software for full deployment is strongly recommended.

APPENDIX A - PILOT PARTICIPANTS

	Training Locations

	Headquarters
	ORNL
	SNL
	NREL


	FNAL

	Sam Berk (SC)
	Brenda Campbell (ORNL)
	Denise LaPorte (Sandia)
	Barbara Stokes (NREL)
	Bruce Chrisman (FNAL)

	Richard Budzich (EE)
	DeAnn Ingram
	Michael Ulrickson
	Kris Kuhl-Klinger (NREL)
	Denise Keiner (FNAL)

	Karen Summers (SC)
	Debbie Underwood (ORNL)
	Barbara Esch (SNL)
	Mary Colvin 
	Dennis Wilson (CH)

	DeAnn Ingram (ORNL)
	Becky Verastegui 
	Carol Ferguson
	George Sverdrup (NREL)
	Constance Trimby (FNAL)

	Kevin Novotny (NREL)
	Dennis Parton (ORNL)
	Mary Anne Heise (SNL)
	Mary Mahon
	Jane Monhart (CH)

	Lyle Lininger (SNL)
	Preston Maples (ORO)
	J. Alan Nicholson (Sandia)
	Carolyn Vanderhart (NREL)
	

	Rick Balthasar (AL)
	Mike Free (ORNL)
	Mike Maurer (SNL)
	Tim Rea (GO)
	

	Carol Ferguson (SNL)
	Jerry Wills (ORNL)
	Rick Balthasar (AL)
	Steve Scott (GO)
	

	Tom Rueckert (EE)
	Mary Rawlins (ORNL)
	Wanda Silva (AL)
	Lizana Pierce (GO)
	

	Arlene Anderson (EE)
	Michelle Buchanan
	Ron Holton (AL)
	Tom Surek (NREL)
	

	Kyra Humphreys (EE)
	Dennis Newby
	Laura Liles (LANL)
	Jeffrey Baker (GO)
	

	Carol Binette (EE)
	Carol Cromwell
	Gwen Pullen 
	
	

	Raymond Sutula (EE)
	Thomas Zacharia
	
	
	

	Steve Chalk (EE)
	Bryan Kendrick
	
	
	

	Steve Eckstrand (SC)
	
	
	
	

	C. E. Oliver (SC)
	
	
	
	


Note:  Names in bold indicate that the person participated in the training session in a limited way and may not have provided a Pilot Survey or Exit Position Response Form.
APPENDIX B – Electronic Receipt and Review Baseline Requirements

	Category
	Subcategory
	Rel
	Req #
	Reqmt Desc/Training Feedback
	Justification
	SCR required

	Admin
	Authentication
	2
	TF -SCR
	Some user wanted a time-out feature for open document (proposal being edited) that has been idle for a certain period of time on a user's desktop.
	Security issue. Pending JCCB approval of SCR .
	Received

	Admin
	Authentication
	2
	TF - SCR
	Windchill logout after time-out period
	Security issue. Pending JCCB approval of SCR .
	 

	Audit
	User
	2
	247
	The system shall provide the capability for users to change their password.
	 
	 

	EIDK
	Processing
	2
	63
	The system shall provide the capability to import proposal data from the lab systems.
	 
	 

	EIDK
	Processing
	2
	64
	The data import files shall be in extensible markup language (XML).
	 
	 

	EIDK
	Processing
	2
	65
	The system shall define required data elements that must be provided when data is imported from the lab system.
	 
	 

	EIDK
	Processing
	2
	66
	The system shall provide a standard data field order for data imported from the labs.
	 
	 

	EIDK
	Processing
	2
	67
	The system shall provide a specific size for each data field for data imported from the labs.
	 
	 

	EIDK
	Processing
	2
	68
	Original - The system shall convert the lab’s data field type into the system specified data field type before loading the data into the database. Revised - The system shall accept the lab's proposal data for loading into the database according to the EIDK schema provided.
	Recommendation: Requirement as originally written required the developer to write a unique program for each lab to convert its data to ePME format, which is not cost-effective.  Requirement is modified to reflect that the lab has the responsibility to provide data to ePME in ePME's format.
Impact: Each lab has to write a program to convert its data to ePME's format when it is exported from the lab system.
	SCR

	EIDK
	Processing
	2
	69
	The system shall perform data property and format validations on data that is imported from the labs.
	 
	 


OOB: Capability to save attachments in the system interactively

GAP: Attachments cannot be imported automatically

Recommendation: Use OOB capability. Requirement as written was too restrictive because every attachment would need a URL

	Impact: Users have to add proposal attachments using OOB interactively
	?

	EIDK
	Processing
	2
	71
	The system shall provide the capability for the import file to contain one or multiple proposals.
	 
	 

	EIDK
	Processing
	2
	72
	The system shall generate the proposal number and proposal version when proposals are imported.
	 
	 

	EIDK
	Processing
	2
	73
	The system shall generate a report to notify the sender of the accepted proposals and their proposal numbers.
	 
	 

	EIDK
	Processing
	2
	74
	The system shall reject only the proposals within the data import file where the required data elements are not provided or there are issues in terms of data standards, such as the data element order and size, defined for the import file. The entire data import file shall not be rejected unless all proposals are bad.
	 
	 


OOB: Software provides queuing mechanism to import XML records.  This mechanism generates a report per proposal.

GAP: Requirement specified one report for all proposals.

Recommendation: Use OOB to import XML data and generate error reports.  Modify requirement to be in line with this approach.

Impact: User needs to look at multiple reports to find errors if more than one proposal fails the import.  Once the import process is debugged and operational, it is not expected that many proposals will fail during import so overall impact should be minimal in terms of user's time to review.

	
	SCR   VD

	EIDK
	Processing
	2
	76
	After the proposal data is imported, the system shall provide the capability for the user to process the proposal for review and submission by the lab to the site office.
	 
	 

	Help
	UI
	2
	349
	The system shall provide an on-line help function to assist users with the system.
	 
	 


OOB: Software provides basic help on COTS product but not ePME application.

GAP: User guide and tutorial need to be written for application

Recommendation: Custom on-line help for ePME will be developed and delivered. Do not spend the resources on a separate on-line user guide because it would provide the same information in a different format. Custom canned training course will be developed and available from the ePME project Web site.

Impact: None. Requirement is met in a different format.

	
	?

	Help
	UI
	2
	351
	The on-line help shall include a reference guide of the steps to follow for proposal processing.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Access
	2
	228
	Original - Each user shall have the ability to designate one or more alternates to perform that user’s function(s).  Revised - Each user shall have the ability to designate (for example, when on vacation) one or more alternates to perform that user’s function(s).
	OOB: Software allows designation of alternates but users may select any individual regardless of access rights 
GAP: Modifications needed to enable software to perform role checks to limit options for delegate selection                     
Recommendation: Current functionality for designating alternates will be kept while rewriting the applet.
Impact: Users will have to exercise appropriate judgment in delegating alternates 
	?

	Proposal
	Edit
	2
	100
	The system shall provide the capability for the authorized user at the site office to enter all or some of the components of the B&R code. The five B&R code components are Program, Sub-Program, Category, Task and Sub-Task.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Edit
	2
	299
	The system shall compute dollar amount and quantity totals, where applicable (budget information).
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Edit
	2
	299 - TF
	Auto-calculate Total Amount by the system when individual dollar amounts are changed.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Edit
	2
	300
	Original - The system shall support scientific notation and equations for the proposal narrative. This means, for example, that the system shall not alter the scientific notation entered.  Revised - The system shall support scientific notation and equations for attachments only. The system shall not alter the scientific notation  and equations entered
	OOB:  Database text fields do not support specialized font characters.
GAP:  Users unable to input specialized characters in database text fields.
Recommendation: Requirement is modified to reflect that scientific notation will be handled in attachments. Handling scientific notation in the proposal data requires research, testing and purchase of additional Java components.  In addition, it has limitations for searching and output.
Impact: Users must put scientific notation and equations into attachments.  Training must address this limitation.
	SCR

	Proposal
	Edit
	2
	303
	The system shall validate information input before submission to the site office, where applicable.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Edit
	2
	305
	The system shall validate the following data:  (Refer to Appendix H – Data Elements with Standardized Values)  B&R Code, Primary Research Area, Secondary Research Area, and State
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Edit
	2
	314
	The system shall populate some data fields based on data input in other fields. Refer to Appendix F – Data Dependency Data Entry for list of data fields.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Edit
	2
	315
	Auto-populated fields can be changed via pick list selection.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Edit
	2
	316
	The system shall validate data in other data fields that are dependent on data fields changed by a user.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Edit
	2
	334
	The system shall date stamp and track the proposal submissions and other data in an audit log file.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Edit
	2
	TF
	Missing attribute check should be done before "Task Completed Successfully" message.  This applies to B&R code check and Milestone check.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Edit
	2
	TF
	Milestone dates should be within Estimated Project Begin date, and earlier than Estimated Project End Date if there is any
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Edit
	2
	TF
	User may not have an estimated Project End date (open-ended).  
	 
	 


Recommendation: Requirement as originally written meant that the proposal originator (generally the Principal Investigator) could remove an attachment added by a site or program office.  Requirement is rewritten to remove this capability from the PI.

	Impact:  Greater integrity of proposal information.
	SCR   VD

	Proposal
	Inst/Comm/Att
	2
	269
	Instructions and comments shall have author and date for identification. The system shall automatically insert author and date into the instructions and comments.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Inst/Comm/Att
	2
	269 - TF
	Tag userID/timestamp for each entry of the internal comments and instructions after a user enters it and hit task complete.  This way, the next person in the chain can easily find who said what when in the box.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Inst/Comm/Att
	2
	271
	The system shall provide for points of contact information for instructions and comments.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Inst/Comm/Att
	2
	285, 291 - TF
	Label internal Comments and Instructions text box clearly.  Currently it is not clearly marked as Internal.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Inst/Comm/Att
	2
	TF
	If user has chosen "Don't concur", "Send back to rework" or "Pending-waiting for instructions and comments", it would be nice to pop-up a window for the External Comments and Instructions for user to enter why they rejected the proposal.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Reference Data
	2
	219
	The system shall provide the capability to allow authorized users the access to look up information to facilitate data entry. Refer to Appendix H – Data Elements with Standardized Values.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Reference Data
	2
	302
	Each of the five components that comprise the B&R codes shall only be available via a pick list of values from the authoritative source which is the BARC system.
	OOB:  Assurance that validation is applied to the result; ability to dynamically determine a pick list
GAP: Management of BARC reference data. Validation logic must be coded. User interface for drawing the applicable reference values and descriptions into the pick list based on context must be developed.
	 

	Proposal
	Reference Data
	2
	304
	The system shall provide reference tables of codes, descriptions or names, and valid end date to validate the data that is captured by the system.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Reference Data
	2
	312
	The system shall provide pick lists for entering information where applicable and practical.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Reference Data
	2
	313
	The values in the pick list shall be from authoritative sources.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	Reference Data
	2
	320
	Original - The B&R code pick list shall be updated on a regular basis of no less than a minimum of a daily update. The process shall be monitored to determine if the frequency of updates needs to increase.  Revised - The B&R code pick list shall be updated according to the standard BARC cycle. The process shall be monitored to determine if the frequency of updates needs to increase or decrease.
	Recommendation: Requirement as originally written did not follow the standard cycle for receiving feeds from BARC.  Until the system enters production, users are unable to determine the frequency of updates needed for B&R codes.  PME should not request a non-standard update from BARC until a clear need for it is identified.
	SCR   VD

	Proposal
	Search
	2
	202 - SCR
	Better search capability.  Many more fields in the proposal should be searchable.
	 
	Received

	Proposal
	Search
	2
	203
	Original - The system shall have the capability to allow authorized users to search for proposals of related work that are performed by several labs.  Revised - The system shall have the capability to allow authorized users by role to search for proposals of related common terms that are performed by several labs.
	Recommendation: Requirement is modified to clarify that proposals doing related work are found by searching on common terms. 
Impact: None
	 

	Proposal
	Signature
	2
	277
	Original - The system shall comply with the digital signature security requirements mandated by the DOE IDEA initiative at Headquarters - PKI/eSignature.  Revised - The system shall use re-validation functionality for meeting the electronic signature capability. 
	Recommendation: Requirement as originally written assumed that DOE's PKI/eSignature would be implemented before ePME went into production.  Since it is not available, the requirement is modified to reflect using re-authentication as a method of validating the identity of the person doing the task.   However, there is an SCR from training requesting that the re-authentication be eliminated.
Impact: Users must input password to revalidate for signature
	SCR   VD-  ESC Policy Issue

	Proposal
	Signature
	2
	277 - TF
	The system shall clearly identify text on the Signature box as a 'Signature' and not as a log in 
	 
	 

	Proposal
	UI
	2
	108 - TF
	Change "approve" and "approve for budget" radio buttons on HQ Top Official task page to "final approval" and "approve subject to budget review"
	 
	 

	Proposal
	UI
	2
	108 - TF
	Concurrence items should be in order of best to worst. Reorder radio buttons – concur, pending, decline. 
	 
	 

	Proposal
	UI
	2
	293 - TF
	Milestone #1 description and date should be marked as mandatory fields on the create/update proposal page, because it is required anyway before sending the proposal over to the site office.
	 
	 

	Proposal
	UI
	2
	285, 291 - TF
	Instead of BY+1, dynamically draw year (based on "Fiscal Year").  Replace for all BY+X
	 
	 

	Proposal
	UI
	2
	TF
	add annotation for max-field-size (# of characters) for all large text areas, such as proposal description, abstract, milestone description….
	 
	 

	Proposal
	UI
	2
	TF
	"Contractor" field is not very clear in meaning to user.  For Oak ridge, is it U. of Tennessee who is the primary contractor in charge of Oak Ridge operation, or some other contractor?  
	 
	 

	Proposal
	UI
	2
	TF - SCR
	Add carryover data (as separate from BA/obligations)
	 
	Received

	Proposal
	Export
	2
	332
	Original - The system shall provide the capability for the user to export proposal data, excluding attachments, for use in COTS packages such as to Microsoft Excel.  Revised - The system shall provide the capability to export the metadata for a single proposal (information on the data entry screens) for use in COTS packages such as Microsoft Excel or Word.
	OOB: Software has only rudimentary export capability
GAP: Modifications needed to enable proposal to be exported.                     
Recommendation: Export proposal to an XML file, which can then be used by any XML-enabled software tool.  NOTE:  Attachments can be exported by opening them in ePME and then doing a "Save As" to the desktop (out of the box functionality).  Modify requirement to clarify that the intent was to export data for one, not multiple, proposals at a time.
Impact: Training needs to address when to export a proposal and when to generate a report and export its results. 
	 

	Proposal
	Export
	2
	333
	If the export process fails, the system shall generate an error message identifying the cause of failure.
	 
	 

	Proposal 
	Access
	2
	239.2
	Technical Reviewer  - Rights - May Concur
	 
	 

	Proposal 
	Access
	2
	239.3
	Budget Reviewer at Lab - Rights - May Submit Proposal
	 
	 

	Proposal 
	Access
	2
	239.91
	o       May view proposal that has their name on it for their organization.
	 
	 

	Proposal 
	Access
	2
	239.92
	o       May edit administrative information
	 
	 

	Proposal 
	Access
	2
	239.93
	o       May attach and edit internal attachments
	 
	 

	Proposal 
	Access
	2
	239.94
	o       May concur
	 
	 

	Proposal 
	Access
	2
	239.97
	o       May create, edit and send instructions and comments
	 
	 

	Proposal 
	Access
	2
	239.992
	o       Proposals that are under their level of responsibility
	 
	 

	Reporting
	Report
	2
	338
	The system shall provide ad hoc query capability.
	 
	 

	Reporting
	Report
	2
	339
	The system shall restrict the results of the ad hoc query to the proposals that the user is authorized to view.
	 
	 

	Reporting
	Report
	2
	345
	The system shall provide a proposal status report sorted on a proposal submission status and suspense times.
	 
	 

	Reporting
	Report
	2
	346
	The system shall have the capability to generate summary reports based on user defined criteria, such as B&R, PI, Lab, Status, etc.
	 
	 


OOB: Reports generated in Report Manager can be exported to CSV (Comma Separated Variable)

HTML

HTML (with merging)

HTML (with sorting)

Microsoft Word 2000 HTML (Landscape)

Microsoft Word 2000 HTML (Portrait)

PDF

TSV (Tab Separated Variable)

XML

GAP: Data will be saved to file in one of above formats.  The user then has to open Excel and read the file in.  In some cases, the user may have to set up the conversion to read the data into Excel appropriately. 

Recommendation: Requirement basics can be met by using functionality available in software.

Impact: Training must address how to generate a report, export its results, and bring the export into Excel.

	
	 

	Reporting
	Report
	2
	348
	The system shall provide the capability for a user to view reports electronically.
	 
	 

	Reporting
	Report
	2
	TF - SCR
	User should be able to print a proposal.  All three sections of the proposal should be list on one page.  Optionally have person's phone number and email (contact info) also printed out.
	 
	Received


Recommendation: Requirement as originally written supported both IE and Netscape and lower versions of IE.  Since that time, the DOE Architecture, Version 2.1, issued in February 2003 lists a browser standard. Requirement is modified to reflect that system will meet this standard

	Impact: Use industry standard method for creating data input screens which are more adaptable to complex processing needed in application.
	SCR   VD

	UI
	Viewing
	2
	307
	The system shall be compliant with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended August 7,1998.
	 
	 

	UI
	Viewing
	2
	385
	Schedule maintenance notifications shall be displayed on the system as the users log on.
	 
	 

	UI
	Viewing
	2
	TF
	"Undo Checkout" label on the View Proposal tabs is confusing to user.
	 
	 

	UI
	Viewing
	2
	TF
	Short title of proposal should appear in the repository's document list.
	 
	 

	Workflow
	Approval
	2
	136
	The system shall provide the capability to define one or more workflows for an organization and to customize a workflow using default, customized and ad hoc workflows.
	Note: See separate write-up on decentral creation of workflow
	 

	Workflow
	Approval
	2
	TF
	Wants to be able to rescind the "Approved" vote and revoke it.  This will be a formal change request.
	 
	Received

	Workflow
	Assignments
	2
	137
	The system shall allow the user who is the current owner of a proposal to assign who the next responsible person in the workflow chain is for proposal submission.
	 
	 


OOB: Software allows for reassigning of tasks but does not allow for granting access contrary to access rights in the system

GAP:  User cannot assign rights to proposal outside of Team and workflow.  Modifications needed to enable users to assign view/edit rights that differ from role access 

Recommendation: Resources required to develop the advanced functionality of assigning view/edit rights to a proposal far outweigh the benefits. When a Team is set up the user is assigned rights and more Team members can be added.

Impact: Users will have to add other users to the Team for the proposal and use the reassign functionality for task or build appropriate flexibility into the workflows. Other user has to have the same rights as the assignee. This handles up to 98% of the reassigns.

	
	 

	Workflow
	Notification
	2
	145
	The system shall provide the ability to subscribe to a notification to the Lead PI and other people in the workflow that have processed a proposal if there are changes made to the data in the proposal after the proposal has been left their ownership.
	OOB:  Provides ability to subscribe to notification of events
Gap: Effort to make notification mandatory and not voluntary gives small return
Recommendation: Change to the requirement reflects the ability of the software to allow users to voluntarily request email notifications for selected events
Impact: Users must take initiative to subscribe to event for email notification. Training issue. Users will not be overwhelmed with emails.
	 

	Workflow
	Notification
	2
	152
	The system shall provide a default time period for the notification to the user of proposals in pending status that he/she needs to take action on.
	 
	 


OOB:  Software allows time periods to be set for each task in workflow with options to notify sender, receiver or both

Gap: Time period for workflow must be set in creation of workflow not ad-hoc by users in execution of workflow.

Recommendation: Default time periods in workflow are established when the workflow is created 

Impact: Set agreed upon time periods in workflow when the workflow is created. User is notified according to system default not his personal preference.

	
	 

	Workflow
	Notification
	2
	154
	The system shall notify the proposal owner of proposals that are in pending status for more than the default time period in the workflow.
	OOB:  Software allows time periods to be set for each task in workflow with options to notify sender, receiver or both
Gap: Time period for workflow must be set in creation of workflow not ad-hoc by users in execution of workflow.
Recommendation: Default time periods in workflow are established when the workflow is created 
Impact: Set agreed upon time periods in workflow when the workflow is created. User is notified according to system default not his personal preference.
	 

	Workflow
	Notification
	2
	155
	The system shall provide the capability to send a reminder to the person responsible for an action and to the person who sent it to them, if no action was taken for more than a specified time period.
	 
	 


OOB:  Keeps documents in database indefinitely

GAP:  No gap

Recommendation: Original intent of requirement was to save storage space. Requirement is modified to reflect keeping attachments, which makes system more functional and coincides with OOB functionality. 

Impact: Need adequate storage space on servers

	
	 

	Workflow
	Notification
	2
	335
	The system shall maintain an audit trail when proposal ownership is transferred. 
	 
	 

	Workflow
	Notification
	2
	336
	The audit trail shall record a date, time and ownership to track proposal workflow.
	 
	 

	Workflow
	Notification
	2
	337
	The system shall record the date and time that the status is assigned by the system or changed by the user.
	 
	 

	Workflow
	Signature
	2
	281
	The system shall allow electronic signature for approval/authorization to be delegated.
	 
	 

	Workflow
	UI
	2
	53
	The system shall allow each proposal to follow its own workflow process.
	 
	 

	Workflow
	UI
	2
	135
	The system shall provide a mechanism for creating a workflow for routing a proposal through the approval process
	OOB:  Software provides workflow functionality
Gap: No gap
Recommendation: Change to the requirement is to accurately reflect the ability of the system to use workflow functionality for routing proposals 
Impact: No impact
	 

	Workflow
	UI
	2
	TF
	User wants two radio buttons for "concur" and "Not concur" not selected by default.  Currently one of them is selected by default when you open the task details page.  This applies to other choice buttons on the same page.
	 
	 

	Workflow
	UI
	2
	TF
	list contact info such as phone number and email on the Team details page
	 
	 

	O&M
	Backup
	2
	389
	The system shall provide for a system backup to be performed on a regular basis according to standard DOE rules and procedures. This includes a daily backup.
	 
	 

	O&M
	Backup
	2
	390
	The system backup shall comprise non-corruptible media such as digital tape or optical drives (e.g., digital versatile disks or DVD).
	 
	 

	O&M
	Backup
	2
	391
	Backups shall be retained for at least two weeks for incrementals, at least six weeks for full system backups, and one year for the full system backup performed on the first Friday of the month.
	 
	 

	O&M
	Backup
	2
	392
	Backups shall be retained for at least two weeks for incrementals, at least six weeks for full system backups, and one year for the full system backup performed on the first Friday of the month.
	 
	 

	O&M
	Backup
	2
	393
	The peak period of system usage will be between the hours of 10:00 am to 5:00 pm Eastern Standard Time.
	 
	 

	O&M
	Help Desk
	2
	352
	The Helpdesk shall support the system during normal nationwide business hours from 8 am to 8 pm Eastern Standard time Monday through Friday.
	 
	 

	O&M
	Help Desk
	2
	353
	A service level agreement (SLA) shall be established between ePME management representatives and the Help Desk to define performance measures for customer support.
	 
	 

	O&M
	Help Desk
	2
	354
	A tracking system shall be used to record and track all requests.
	 
	 

	O&M
	Help Desk
	2
	355
	For emergency production issues outside of normal business hours, an emergency telephone number for the Helpdesk shall be provided.
	 
	 

	O&M
	Infrastructure
	2
	383
	The system shall be available to users during normal nationwide business hours from 8 am to 8 pm Eastern Standard time Monday through Friday.
	 
	 

	O&M
	Infrastructure
	2
	384
	The scheduled system maintenance shall follow established DOE standards.
	 
	 

	O&M
	Infrastructure
	2
	386
	The operations and support Team shall monitor the system to ensure it is up and available during scheduled available time periods.
	 
	 

	O&M
	Infrastructure
	2
	387
	A procedure shall be established for contacting the appropriate people to address the problem if any system hardware is down for a specified period of time.
	 
	 

	O&M
	Infrastructure
	2
	388
	An SLA shall be established between ePME management representatives and system technical support to identify performance measures for system availability and other production related items
	 
	 

	O&M
	Load
	2
	394
	The system shall initially be able to support a minimum of 1000 simultaneous users during peak periods.
	 
	 

	O&M
	Load
	2
	395
	The system must support a total system user base of approximately 10,000 users.
	 
	 

	O&M
	Load
	2
	396
	The system must be able to process 100,000 laboratory proposals and projects annually.
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Carol Binette

Richard Budzich

Training Moderators:

Vince Dattoria - Electronic Receipt and Review Manager

Jeff Voivoda - Trainer

Alex Clayborne - Trainer

Judith Bernsen - Scribe

1.   Access – log on 

Acceptable = 7

Acceptable with Q = 2

Qualifications

Don’t want case sensitive passwords (wants it all lowercase)


DOE-wide – security will dictate requirements for passwords


Resolution – user id and password will be implemented locally in accordance with local policy

Had to log in too many times - particularly with concurrence


One of the original requirements per Vince


Only top officials need to re-enter id and password


Can a top official approve more than one proposal at a time?


Discussion at reqmts centered on the fact that multiple approvals allow someone to approve without reading


Vince – who decides to send proposal forward?  

Resolution – De Ann (ORNL) and Lyle (SNL) will sponsor a CR to change the requirement for electronic sign-off by top officials and/or batch approval of proposals by top officials

3.  Proposal Creation

Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 6

Unacceptable = 0

N/A = 1

Qualifications

Box for proposal creation on repository page should highlight the button announcing ‘Create New Proposals”

Resolution = Fix for production

Icon to create new proposal not intuitive

Resolution = Addressed by first qualification

It was allowed on milestone completion date that was outside range of project

Resolution = Milestone date should be constrained by the project completion date


May need a CR to add this (or may just be a new business rule in the use case)

Will be loading data; need to understand ramifications of that


Vince – right now is a one way feed for the batch interface

Resolution = Will defer discussion on eIDK but it must occur during the design phase

Number of fields that would be required by EE that are not in the system (How much money am I spending in Texas?)


We don’t know that 2 years out

Resolution = Data not applicable for modules 1.1 and 1.2 but will be further investigated by Tommy and Steve



(sducharme@csc.com)

Short name for the proposal was in a different place than the full name

Resolution = Design change to group full and short name of proposal on the Admin screen

FY, BY, BY-1 etc. – there is no clue what that means

Resolution = Design change to add the actual year



Business logic to determine year (BY is 2 years out) – Lyle will work with CSC and will be vetted by Carol and De Ann



Hot link to the glossary definitions for BY, CY, etc.

5.  Edit and update a proposal

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 6

Unacceptable = 0

N/A = 0

Seems like several steps were duplicative (establishing teams).  There should be a way to save the initial setting without worry of modification from other users.

Resolution – will be incorporate din the production release

After making edits/updates – it was confusing how to get back to screen where you clicked Finish

Resolution = at the end of edits, some intuitive way to link back to the current task



Same for creating a team
The B&R could not be filled in by the PI.  Should have that opportunity and not  have to go back to fill in.

Resolution = Need to recreate problem (Bryan)

The financial data should be able to be cut and pasted from Excel

Resolution = Examine requirements and do follow on work to resolve issue

Milestone dates were later than the project end date

Resolution = addressed earlier

History – need names, date order


Lifecycle history would say Administrator but not give the person’s name


Did not appear to be listed in order – need to recreate problem – need is to have in date order

Resolution – Design change

Did not require $ - I think it should

Resolution – Need business logic to check that total obs and total costs are populated




Must have $ before it leaves the lab (budget reviewer and top official)

Numbers need commas

Resolution = Design change

All totals should be summed automatically – anything that is a total

Resolution = Design change

The budget page would not allow you to enter a B&R number but would give an error message later if there was no B&R number

Resolution = see above

There was no word count or spell checker

Resolution = Requirements change (investigate, talk to Lyle)

The budget sheet did not sum and would allow costs to exceed funding

 Resolution = first item addressed above



Design change for business logic :  Cum Costs cannot exceed Cum Obs



Design change for business logic:  When copying a proposal for a new FY, copy over the $ but shift them by one fiscal year (e.g., cy data moves into py column)

The tool made us enter one milestone even though milestones was not a required field

Resolution = Design change, put an asterisk before the first milestone

If there was a missing attribute you did not find out unless you went back and refreshed your screen.

Resolution = Design change, system should give an immediate feedback upon error

7.  Add and delete external attachments

Acceptable = 7

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable =

N/A = 

Qualifications

If you hit Apply to add a second attachment, file is blanked out to add a new one, but name remains- attaches with same name

Resolution – really applies to internal attachment; fix the bug

(More on the task complete page) button or link to add attachment was too small – needs to be more visible

Resolution = Design change, make it larger and more visible

Added multiple attachments; they were related to one another and they wanted to delete one

Resolution = training

9. Ease of adding additional people to the list of assigned people.  

Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 7

Unacceptable =

N/A = 

On Setup Team, redundant logon

Resolution = addressed above

Confused on adding groups or users. Need instructions on where groups are appropriate.

Resolution = Design change – make clearer

This will not go over well with project folks.  Setup team at beginning and not have to mark task complete at each step.

Resolution = addressed above

Drop down box with people listed would be useful

Resolution = Resolved in earlier discussion on ease of selecting teams

13. Adding internal attachments

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable =

N/A = 

Internal attachment was a link (not very visible) and had to close screen to get back to proposal.  

Resolution = addressed above

Inconsistent with other screens

Resolution = design change; add a close button (every screen should have a close/cancel or back to be consistent)

15.  Satisfy need to route through your organization

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 5

Unacceptable = 1

N/A = 

Doesn’t give PI the ability to talk and review program manager before formal submission process.


PI => Pgm Mgr => PI => Pgm Mgr => PI => formal process


EE has a fundamentally different workflow (Tommy)


Gate lifecycle process not reflective of EE


Mod 1 of no value – one area of value is when researcher at lab has idea and sends it to his team lead, who then sends it back (collaborative process within lab) => annual operating plan meeting  with guidance from EE – like to see $110M of research activities – lab PI present $110M of research and how it links to mission etc.  After 3 days of bloodbath lab then submits $110 of research prioritized – EE then takes than info and loads it into module 2 – EE will know NREL, other org, how much money, etc.  then find out how much money really have and will adjust

(process for planning for upcoming budget year)

After they have the meeting and come to agreement, Tommy will get a spreadsheet that will list the 100 projects with $ amounts going to each lab – will review spreadsheet and say good to go – Lab then develops a detailed plan for all the work that NREL is going to develop, each lab researcher inputs project data into EE’s CPS system – no need to go through the gate process (NOTE – EE has one year approps) (Note – NREL does 10% work for Science)

Resolution = Have a discussion at NREL

Allowed approval without a 9 digit  BNR.  Should have been rejected prior to HQ approval

Resolution = Bug fix – must have a 9 digit B&R for HQ budget reviewer approval

Routing.  A little cumbersome – task complete.

Resolution = training issue

Hard to tell who was in the workflow without seeing emails.

Resolution = Show sample e-mail notification to pilot participants

Process is different.  Doesn’t address current method of developing funding for labs. (condensed)

Resolution = addressed above

17. Ability to review, concur, and submit

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 6 

Unacceptable =

N/A = 

No way to get final report on what went out.

Resolution = drop

Instead of terminology assigned reviewers, say submit proposal.

Resolution = Design change, rename task to reflect “send to top official”

Was not always evident who next person was.  PIs will have trouble with this.

Wouldn’t know when hit task complete who it was going to

PI at time of creation won’t always know who the team is

Resolution = Have the ability for an admin person set up a team initially and also fill out the admin page



Design change – have the system identify the person it is sent to

Issue needs to be worked for labs doing mass loads and the backward flow.

Resolution = addressed above

Concurrence items should be in different order: From best to worst (Tommy)

Resolution = Design change, reorder radio buttons – concur, pend, decline

Should have approved without condition followed by approved subject to budget review (Tommy)

Resolution = (more clarification)-Approve without condition or final approval; approve subject to budget review

Be more specific on declines (Tommy) such as declining on technical merits

Resolution = design change - provide more like the example above – no money, technical merits, … - if possible provide an other box where they can state another reason

Decline without review is a cop-out

Resolution = addressed immediately above

19.  Approve the proposal

Acceptable = 6

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Had to go search for attachments – wasn’t aware of them

Resolution = Design change to indicate that there are attachments

You couldn’t change the proposal once the top official had approved


Errors, B&R recasts

Resolution = Requires a CR

21. Non-concur and send back

Acceptable = 6

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Send back goes back to PI and must resubmit up the chain… tedious

Resolution = Processes will be customized by organizations

See 17.

Resolution = addressed above

23.  Providing instructions and comments

Acceptable = 8

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualifications

Bryan’s qualification – De Ann says ignore

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 4

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualifications

Decline.  Once declined, it’s locked.  

Resolution = addressed above (no one will take the lead)

Rearrange to have declined options last.

Resolution = addressed above

Declined without review

Resolution = addressed above (do not give or reword)

See 17.

Resolution = addressed above

27.  Workflow needs

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable =

N/A = 2

Qualifications

Proposal could be bogged down due to the number of roles

Resolution = addressed above

Possible but not seen how to customize workflow.

Resolution = will be discussed later in the summer with the organizations

See 15.

Resolution = addressed above

29.  Needs for notifications

Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 6

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 1

Notification should include an e-mail.

Resolution = addressed above – show tomorrow

What is meant by notification – content?

Resolution = addressed above

See 15.

Resolution = addressed above

31.  Finding a proposal

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 4

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Find proposal.  Add short title to search.


Error – meant to say on the repository contents screen

Resolution = Design change, Display short title on repository contents screen

Good to search on B&R.

Resolution = Design change, add B&R to search criteria

33. Searching for proposals

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 6

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Add short title to search

Resolution = Design change, display short title in results screen

Search on proposal number is easiest

Resolution = just a comment

Had trouble searching for proposal

Resolution = De Ann said to ignore

Add short title to project id

Resolution  = addressed above

35 .  Determining status of a proposal

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 4

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Status was hard to determine


Not sure how easy it is to see status depending on what role you’re in

Resolution = Lyle says to ignore

Lifecycle history said state – should be changed to present location or status

Resolution = Design change, change state to status

37. Security needs

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 4

Unacceptable =

N/A =

redundant login

Resolution = addressed above


security needs appear to have been met – need further testing

Resolution = comment

we did fine sending back to team members, but we could see all lab’s data; thought this was prohibited?

Resolution = Yes it’s addressed

What about collaborators? (De Ann sent in an FWP with 6 labs)

Resolution = configurable within ePME but it is dependent on ORNL operational scenario for using ePME (e.g., bulk load approved proposals to ePME or use ePME interactively)

39. User Help

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable =

N/A = 1

Nice to have online user guide, Faqs, etc

Resolution = Online user guide is planned for full production

Classroom help was fine; did not use online help

Resolution = comment

41.  Sufficient roles for performing the work

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable = 1

N/A =

too many roles

Resolution = addressed above

need admin role that can edit technical info

Resolution = There is an admin role in the full production system that can edit a proposal; however the PI must initiate the proposal

see 15

Resolution = addressed above

43. Rights for the roles sufficient

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 4

Unacceptable =

N/A = 1

super user should be able to change the status if necessary

Resolution = addressed above

could approve with invalid B&R

Resolution = addressed above

need admin role that can edit technical info

Resolution = addressed above

45.  Overall assessment

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 5

Unacceptable = 1

Too late to start in this FY

Resolution = 

error messages were not visible with out a refresh

Resolution = addressed above

no reporting capability

Resolution = addressed above

no printable version of the proposal

Resolution = Requires a CR (Lyle and De Ann)

what replaces a consolidated summary – here’s a 3 year snapshot at the B&R 2 and 4 by PSO – is this no longer required as part of the UniCall

Resolution = Policy issue

Only the PI can change tech info

Resolution = addressed above

Carry-over not addressed


On the budget sheet there is a field called PY Uncosted Balance??? (Lyle); need to borrow from Carryover = the uncosted balance row (Lyle and De Ann)

Resolution = CR – Lyle, De Ann, and Carol F.

Should be able to log off without closing browser

Resolution = Design change, need a log out button

Redundant login

Resolution = CR (Lyle and De Ann)

Worked fine for pilot – concerned about going live on 10/1

Resolution = just a De Ann comment

Couldn’t see the power point presentation

Resolution = comment

See 15

Resolution = addressed above

oak ridge national laboratory
Training Session - ePME Electronic Receipt and Review, Release 1
March 15 - 16, 2004

Survey Results, Discussion, and Resolutions
Training Participants:
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Debbie Underwood

Preston Maples

Training Moderators:

Vince Dattoria - Electronic Receipt and Review Manager

Jeff Voivoda - Trainer

Alex Clayborne - Trainer

Jeff Voivoda - Scribe

1.   Access – log on 

Acceptable = 6

Acceptable with Q = 

Qualifications

Revise wording on HQ official review choices (approve vs. final approval) 

Resolution = 

3.  Proposal Creation

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 1

Qualifications

Remove the default "approve" proposal and make it a required field. 

Resolution = Design change – no default on radio buttons, check before leaving screen that one radio button has been chosen

After setting up a team, I would like to see a confirmation message. More information needs to be made available on setting up the teams; i.e., who sets up what team, who the team members are for each task, etc. We followed what was on the board but in real life, at least at this point, it's not intuitive. It may well turn out that the team is our current "approval chain" and thus not a proble, but that remains to be seen. 

Resolution = Training issue for ORNL. Applet may need to default to Users tab instead of Groups.

It would be less confusing, I think, if the Task Completed process/screen could be linked to from the bottom of the proposal page (after you complete the action) instead of having to go back to a separate screen. 

Resolution = design issue – location of the Task Complete pushbutton. KR and BC said consider having a Task Complete and an Edit Complete for clarity; 

Difference between "internal" comments and “external” comments needs to be stressed.

Resolution = Training issue
5.  Edit and update a proposal

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 

Would like to see discernable text flag for locked (checked out) records 

Resolution = Design issue – textual representation indicating a document is checked out.

User can add nonexistent files by typing in the filename; does not result in error message. 

Resolution = Design issue – create error check for file existence/validity.

7.  Add and delete external attachments

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A = 

Qualifications

Audio files were not playable. 

Resolution = Design issue – check whether media files play in the system.

Internal attachments button for apply was not clear that the file was attached.
Resolution = duplicate issue with HQ (see #7)

9. Ease of adding additional people to the list of assigned people.  

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable =

N/A = 1

Qualification

It would be nice if you could set up "default" teams and/or see a listing of teams you could create. Many times our proposals go up to one sponsor so we have a routine approval chain (team). Not having to recreate them or check them individually would save time.

Resolution = see resolution above (#3); In production system, site-specific teams will be available.

There are ambiguities; window should default to user instead of group, group is sometimes added as user by default.

Resolution = see resolution above (#3)

11.
How well were you able to create instructions and comments for use within your organization (Internal instructions and comments)? (Scenario 8)
Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 

Unacceptable =

N/A = 1

Qualifications

Should mark the Internal Comments box as ‘Internal Comments’

Resolution = Design change - mark the Internal Comments box as ‘Internal Comments’

13. Adding internal attachments

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A = 1

Qualification

I was unable to get the internal attachments to function properly. When I clicked on the internal attachments, the program did not open so that I could select or enter data as an internal attachment.

Resolution = Design issue – only one Internal Attachments screen should open, not multiples of the same window. Re-test
15.  Satisfy need to route through your organization

Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 1

Qualifications

I am not sure the roles are applicable to the roles we use for our approval process today.

Resolution = each organization will tailor their role players to the generic role names. Lab Approver, Final Approver

Same comment as number 10. It would be nice if you could set up "default" teams and/or see a listing of teams you could create. Many times our proposals go up to one sponsor so we have a routine approval chain (team). Not having to recreate them or go in and check them would save time.

Resolution = see resolution above (#9)

Would need to add approval at division level before forwarding to lab level.

Resolution = comment

17. Ability to review, concur, and submit

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A = 

Qualification

I do not like the undo checkout command nor its location and name. It would be better to have a RELEASE button somewhere on the front page of the document which displays more info as you hover over it with the mouse.

Resolution = see resolution above (#5); rename ‘Undo Checkout’ to something more intuitive (Check in). 

Would like to see a time-out feature for proposals that have been checked out for ‘too long’.

Resolution = Requires a CR (DeAnne and Dennis will champion)
19.  Approve the proposal

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualification

I did not like the default concur button. There needs to be a "none" button and make the choice a required field.

Resolution = see resolution above (#??)

If errors in record, should revise text to reflect error status.

Resolution = Design change – note should say ‘Contains errors’ or ‘incomplete due to errors’. Task Complete should trigger refresh of Task List
21. Non-concur and send back

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 

Unacceptable =

N/A = 1

23.  Providing instructions and comments

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A =1

Qualification

I think the comments to roles above and below the working organization need to be more accessible and easier to input. Also, if you do not approve, then an external comment box should pop up or become easily available.

Resolution = Design change – if user chooses status radio button ‘Pending – Waiting I&Cs’, the External I&C screen should open for comments.
25. How well were you able to decline a proposal? (No scenario)
Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable =

N/A = 1

Qualification

Should be no default setting on decline radio buttons.

Resolution = see resolution above (#3)

Funding proposals at a lower level needs to be addressed

Resolution = requires a CR (Dave B) – add another status called ‘Approve – Pending Guidance’.
27.  Workflow needs

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A = 1

Qualification

Process management screen graphical window doesn't scroll with function keys (minor).

Resolution = comment (design review)

I think it somewhat meets our needs. I think it fails by not allowing the user to print the data for review. 

Resolution = see HQ CR

It also may hinder flow with unclear error messaging (it shouldn't tell you the task is complete and pull the proposal off the screen when there are errors in the proposal.) I think an automatic refresh feature could help with this.

Resolution = see resolution above
29. Needs for notifications

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 1

Qualification

It would be much improved if the undo checkout was changed as well as not losing proposals in the system.

Resolution = see resolution above (e-mail notification from the system)

If the intended recipient is out of the office and has auto-respond turned on, e-mail messages should go back to the sender, NOT the system.

Resolution = Set system e-mail notification to make the ‘from’ line the e-mail address of the user that completed the task.

At this point, this is unknown but in theory it sounds like it will be acceptable.

Resolution = comment

31.  Finding a proposal

Acceptable = 6

Acceptable w/Q = 

Unacceptable =

N/A =

At this point, with relatively little input in the system it was easy. It remains to be seen how it will be once it goes into full production.

Resolution = comment
33. Searching for proposals

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualification

More search choices need to be implemented (more search fields.)

Resolution = see HQ comments

Same comment as number 32.

Resolution = see resolution above

35 .  Determining status of a proposal

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable = 

N/A =

Qualification

If the proposal is not in your queue, then you have to search the repository. It would be nice if the proposals that the PIs have in the system, were listed below those (on the front page) as a separate queue.

Resolution = Design change – add new tab to Overview page (My Proposals List)

Same comment as number 32.
Resolution = see resolution above

37. Security needs

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualification

Not reviewed.

Resolution = comment

On top official approval, text for signature login should reflect that it is a signing and not a login.

Resolution = see HQ comments – CR in place for ‘redundant login’ / ‘re-authenticate userid/password’
39.  User Help

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A = 2

Qualification

Did not test this feature.

Resolution = comment

Scenarios should include testing the online help.

Resolution = training issue

41. Sufficient roles for performing the work

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable = 

N/A =

Qualification

Per previous statements.

Resolution = see resolution above (#??)

Need to make sure there is a method for an admin to enter data (even the initial data) for the PI.

Resolution = see HQ comments

43. Rights for the roles sufficient

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable =

N/A = 

Qualification

Roles need to be defined for the lab.

Resolution = Training issue - sites will be trained to implement processes for their own business rules

Would need sub roles at division level before sending to lab roles.
Resolution = see resolution above

45. Overall assessment

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable = 

Qualification

Need system time out feature

Resolution = see resolution above (#??)

Still needs work.

Resolution = consider all prior comments/issues/questions as noted above.

Dennis believes this question is not a valid question.

Must have a print feature. See other comments above.

Resolution = see HQ CR

Budget-- total direct staffing should automatically calculate.

Resolution = Design change

Different browsers and platforms should be considered.

Resolution = comment

Look and feel – depending on screen resolution, icons will be too small. Task page, internal and external comment links are too small and color is too close. 

Resolution = see HQ Comments

Make question number 45 more open ended….something like ‘Additional Comments’.
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1.   Access – log on 

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable with Q = 

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 1

Qualification

I was an observer, rather than a participant in the workshop

Comment

3.  Proposal Creation

Acceptable = 1

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 

Qualification

Using specific FY information would be easier to understand. 

Design Change – actual years

Need carryover field, rather than prior years. 

Design change

Task Complete button should be located close to where last action happens, rather than in middle of page. 

Design change

External and internal attachments button is too small. 

Design change – increase font size and color on link

Confusion regarding what internal is used for vs. external attachments. 

Training issue – needs to be better defined

CAN'T PREVIEW OR PRINT PROPOSAL 

CR has already been sponsored

Save as PDF would be great.

CR – sponsored by Maryanne Heise

Identify # of characters per field on the screen. 

Design change

No totaling of $'s on budget tab. 

R: Design change – summation on ‘Total’ fields

Cost can exceed budget, if there is carryover. 

R: CR sponsored by Lyle – see HQ comments 

Need ability to save data with errors, but before submitting. 

R: Design change – incremental saving of proposals; error checking after final save

B&R should be reviewed and checked when PI is entering. Proposal gets through the entire system, before it is reviewed, then it kicks out. 

R: Production system will interface with BARC for validation

Date fields should accept 3/4/04 and have automatically converted to 03/04/2004. 

R: Design change – date formatting

In the budget tab, FTE column should total -- and would prefer that it bolded.

R: see resolution above; summation of the column is design change

System should add for PI (FTEs and $) and total to complete; 

R: see above 

Edits on date (milestone dates before start date; start date before first budget funding; 

R: Design change – error check on dates

Carryover dollars and prior year should be system generated to align with cost reporting to DOE; 

R: Design change – (total prior year funding) – (prior year cost); numbers would not be available until IMANAGE integration (module 2)

System doesn't check BObs exceeding BAuth; 

R: Design change – error check

Put short description (title) along with proposal number in list. 

R: Design change – appear on repository and task list

Put a word limit (narrative) on abstract; 

R: see above

Put a "*" on milestone #1 if required; 

R: Design change – make Milestone a required field; makes the date a required field also

Spell check; 

R: see HQ and ORNL comments; Maryanne will follow-up

Screen layout started us below the first line (as we had partial screen layout); 

R: Developers should investigate; occurred at budget proposal creation under screen 2

Ability to print proposal 

R: see HQ and ORNL comments; CR sponsored

There is confusion over funding versus budget proposals - the submission process (I think) provided only for funding - and if we are doing a budget submission (two years out) we need to be able to designate "budget". These terms need to be clarified, and the HQ approval options should align with the nature of the proposal. 

R: Production system will accommodate ‘Budget Call’ and ‘Off cycle’ (funding) proposals; HQ review and approvals should align with proposal type

This system has to replace the DOE Submission - if not, Lab systems and ePME must accommodate fulfilling all needs without submitting FWPs twice.

R: Policy Issue – being worked at HQ

I believe that PI's will find the proposal creation process too time consuming, and will likely delegate it to the facility's program offices or other administrative support personnel.

R: comment
5.  Edit and update a proposal

Acceptable = 1

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 

Qualification

Task Complete -- It would be good to have a link to get back to task complete page, rather than having to go back home, and clicking on task. 

R: See ORNL comments

Would prefer to not have a default for the options, but make selection of one of the options mandatory. 

R: Design change – no default on radio buttons

HQ Budget Reviewer does not have option to not concur, only comment. It would be good to have options, rather than going back to HQ Top Official to not concur. 

R: change in task execution

It would be nice to have phone #'s viewed on the team list -- also, when proposal is printed, team members including phone #'s should be included

R: Design change – screen should display phone numbers with names and can be printed (printing is a CR)

Not hard to update, but same edit issues noted above exist. 

R: comment

Also, changes to proposal should have notes as to who changed it.

R: Design change – tag the comments with who made them (sys-generated)

Omissions (i.e., forgetting to include an attachment) were too difficult to correct.

R: comment

7.  Add and delete external attachments

Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A = 1

Qualification

On creation screen, External Attachments button was very small, and hard to find. 

R: see above

Subject line is redundant -- same as the name of the file.

R: comment
9. Ease of adding additional people to the list of assigned people.  

Acceptable = 

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable =

N/A = 1

Qualification

Names disappear, so it's difficult to know whether you entered. If all the roles being defined, could stay over in the 'Add' column, it would help people to track where they were.

R: Design change – Participants list should be cumulative instead of role by role

This system allows a person to put  team in; however later in document flow, that can be changed - notification of change needed so that future submissions align with that change? Should these be organizations versus people - like mailboxes

R: Training issue – discuss groups as well as individual people; Design – email notification to prior team members that there is a change in team members

Again, I believe that PI's will find this process too time consuming, and will likely delegate it

R: comment; possible solution may be using subscription feature for PIs to subscribe to a specific event (Pending – Execution of I & C)
11. Create instructions and comments  - Internal instructions and comments
Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A = 1

Qualification

Tag person's name to comment (and date)

R: see above (#5)
13.  Adding internal attachments

Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A = 1

Qualification

Internal attachments - was not obvious how to add internal attachments. Also, not clear what the difference is between internal attachments and external attachments.

R: see above
15.  Satisfy need to route through your organization

Acceptable = 1

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 

Qualification

It would be good if the Action was more descriptive. 

R: Design change - Life cycle history ‘Action’ should be more descriptive

Feel that the requirement to re-enter password in order to forward is redundant.

R: see HQ and OR comments; CR sponsored

Delegation of responsibility important: . If admin folks create initial proposal; need ability to delegate to "real" PI should future communications arise. 

R: see above regarding subscriptions

Delegation of authority for Program Managers. 

R: Already exists in system; but not demonstrated

A way to approve groups of proposals is needed.

R: see HQ and OR comments; CR sponsored

17. Ability to review, concur, and submit

Acceptable = 1

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable =1

N/A = 

Qualification

PI and Budget Reviewer at the Lab should be notified when HQ has approved and completed.

R: No change – system functionality is already there

A Program Manager should not have to open each and every proposal to approve - bulk approval should be provided for (they usually rely on those below them to have properly reviewed); 

R: see comments above (#15)

More importantly, typing in the user id and password again to designate "approval" for each proposal is time consuming and needless for this function - they have already logged in to use system. 

R: see HQ and OR comments; CR sponsored

One thing that we were wondering is if an information copy of the proposal should go to the site office and the original directly to the PSO.

R: Workflow is configurable

See #16

R: comment
19.  Approve the proposal

Acceptable = 1

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable = 1

N/A =

Qualification

When you signal task complete, any error messages should come up before that screen is closed.

R: see OR comments

A Program Manager should not have to open each and every proposal to approve - bulk approval should be provided for (they usually rely on those below them to have properly reviewed); more importantly, typing in the user id and password again to designate "approval" for each proposal is time consuming and needless for this function - they have already logged in to use system.

R: see above

See #16

R: see above

21. Non-concur and send back

Acceptable = 1

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualification

The Budget reviewer does not have the capability to accept/reject. Need to add "radio buttons."

R: Workflow is configurable.

Provide an easy way to see who has document signed out, document tracking, who made what changes, etc. The "flow" was a bit confusing.

R: Training issue – review details screen in training.

Since it wasn't possible to print the proposal and make notes on it, detailed comments required jumping back and forth between the proposal itself and the comments/approval screen.

R: comment
23.  Providing instructions and comments

Acceptable = 1

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualification

HQ Budget Reviewer can not "send back" the proposal, but can submit a comment. Not sure if this applies to other Budget reviewers.

R: see above

For comments - provide name tagging with comments along with date.

R: Design change – add date as part of the tag on the comment; see above.

See #22

R: comment
25. Decline a proposal

Acceptable = 1

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualification

HQ Budget Reviewer does not have the capability to accept/reject. Not sure if this applies to other budget reviewers.

R: See above comments.

Does email notification provide reason for decline - or is it a canned response - Should/B reason attached.

R: Yes, provides reason for decline

See #22

R: Comment
27.   Workflow needs for proposal funding process

Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =1

N/A = 

Qualification

Not clear how adaptable this is to Sandia's processes. This needs to be very flexible for multiple sites. 

R: comments/concerns – best addressed in #45

We had difficulty setting up four computers to test this - if we need to implement lab wide on multiple platforms (e.g., PC, mac, unix) and operating systems.

R: comments/concerns – best addressed in #45

All previous comments apply.

R: comment
29.  Needs for notifications

Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 

Qualification

Assuming the email notification feature works in production, this is acceptable.

R: comment

This test did not include the e-mail notification. If admin are the "PI" creating initial proposals, then they will receive email notification on behalf of the PI - and need to forward (thus bottleneck).

R: e-mail accounts will be activated for Sandia to test
31.  Finding a proposal

Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable = 1

N/A =

Qualification

Need to be able to assign a unique identifier (such as SNL Project number) to the proposal, after it has been accepted, in order to make it easier to identify it in the repository. With the large volumes processed this is a critical requirement. (Otherwise would have to open each one up!) This would be a mandatory field AFTER funding has been approved at the HQ level.

R: Training issue – indicate internal lab number could be used for this purpose

Don't remember seeing any indication of where the proposal is in the system - see above comments on tracking.

R: training Issue – indicate where status can be found
33.  Searching for proposals

Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =1

N/A =

Qualification

Need to be able to assign a unique identifier (such as SNL Project number) to the proposal, after it has been accepted, in order to make it easier to identify it in the repository. With the large volumes processed this is a critical requirement. (Otherwise would have to open each one up!) This would be a mandatory field AFTER funding has been approved at the HQ level.

R: see above comments

Ditto. Also, put short title with proposal number; key word search.

R: key word search was not a requirement; added in Module 2; short title and proposal number are already searchable.
35 .  Determining status of a proposal

Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =1

N/A =

Qualification

Life-cycle screen is good. However, the action needs to be more descriptive. 

R: see above comments

Request that phone numbers are included on this screen too.

R: Design change – see above comments

see above

R: comment
37. Security needs

Acceptable = 1

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A = 2

Qualification

Need to check with proper "security" experts on this one! 

R: comment

Need notification on how passwords will be issued. SNL prefers using KERBEROS pw.

R: user id and passwords will be locally administered

We didn't test this - not clear. Also, challenge exists over passwords. Does HQ assign passwords - is it possible to have Lab-generated passwords work?

R: user id and passwords will be locally administered

I don't feel qualified to comment on this.

R: comment
39.  User Help

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 

Unacceptable =

N/A = 1

Qualification

I didn't have an opportunity to test this feature.

R: comment
41.  Sufficient roles for performing the work

Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable = 

N/A =1

Qualification

Assuming that the "technical reviewer" will be added in production.

R: Tech reviewer already exists

Not sure.

R: comment
43. Rights for the roles sufficient

Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A = 1

Qualification 

The HQ budget reviewer should have the capability to accept/reject the proposals.

R: see above comments

Not sure.

R: comment
45.  Overall assessment

Acceptable = 1

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable = 

Qualification

Unacceptable vote was changed after discussion; several comments that were better suited for the ‘Overall’ question were copied from their original location

See above

A Program Manager should not have to open each and every proposal to approve - bulk approval should be provided for (they usually rely on those below them to have properly reviewed); 

R: see comments above (#15)

See comments above

Not clear how adaptable this is to Sandia's processes. This needs to be very flexible for multiple sites. 

R: comments/concerns – best addressed in #45

We had difficulty setting up four computers to test this - if we need to implement lab wide on multiple platforms (e.g., PC, mac, unix) and operating systems.

R: comments/concerns – best addressed in #45
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1.   Access – log on 

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable with Q = 3

Unacceptable = 

N/A =

Qualification

Initial prompt should allow user to change password. 

R: Design change

Comment sections should have spell-check capability.

R: See HQ comments

The assign reviewers (Java script?) took a while to come up.

R: comment

3.  Proposal Creation

Acceptable = 1

Acceptable w/Q = 5

Unacceptable = 1

N/A = 

Qualification

Does there needs to be a contractor field as well as a Laboratory field? Or should the field be combined Lab/Contractor? Will non-laboratory, non-integrated contractors also be accessing this system.

R: Comment regarding contractor field on the proposal creation screen – data for pick lists would need to be defined. Possibly another field added to capture site data.

NREL uses an Annual Operating Plan document for the 11 EERE programs. Some programs have many B&Rs that specifically fund tasks. This system does not recognize sub proposal task funding differences to meet EERE requirements. 

R: Tie specific B&R codes to specific tasks

This system will work well for Office of Science work. 

R: comment

Programs have more than 20 milestones. Need to provide more flexibility to group milestones under major tasks. This could be accomplished by using attachments to specify rather than the milestone screens, but clarification is needed. 

R: Limitation of the Pilot release. Kris – system does not address multiple tasks issue

Request that the FY and BY be computed and filled in based on the budget year of the request. These fields are very confusing. 

R: See ORNL and Sandia comments

There is a concern about consistency in inputting $ in Thousands - suggest that a $K be added beside each input field as a reminder of the amounts, so that whole dollars are not input and mistaken for thousands. 

R: Design change – add to fields to clarify

Need math validations. Should Budget authority = costs over time, time-phasing costs? Is there a need to be aware of how much GSO (uncosted balances) is planned at the end of a fiscal year - this could be calculated for review at higher levels for accountability of when funds are actually expended. 

R: Design change – fields should compute; see ORNL and Sandia comments. Question whether column for Costs is necessary

Are proposals for Line Item construction projects included in this system? What about other earmarks?

R: comment; capturing construction costs is still being discussed. 

Are IT projects to be included in this system? 

R: IT projects are part of budget call process, as well as cross-cuts (and GPE and GPP)

Recommend that in-house budgets and subcontracted work budgets be segregated in the proposal so that questions about funding to subcontractors could be answered.

R: comment; 

Budget page - the staffing #s should total automatically, and 

B&R should require 9 digits at this point. 

R: see comments above for summation field

Is it practical to have 2 B&Rs for one proposal? 

R: see above comments

Technical page - at least one milestone should be required at this point. End date for milestones should not be allowed past end date of proposal. Auto save feature would be nice.

R: Design change – One milestone should be required at proposal creation

This system is not likely to work at the PI level. Rather, there is likely to be Admin people at labs who will transfer info from a Word or such document into the database and follow the process. 

R: comment

EERE does not use FWPs at this time, and will require a change in process and policy. Additionally, in EERE, there is unlikely to be proposals at the detailed PI level, but only at the program level. Hence this module 1 does not form basis for program management in module 2. 

R: 

Home screen should have icon for "proposal creation". 

R: Design change – add create proposal functionality

Ongoing vs. new proposal unclear. 

R: clarify what ‘ongoing’ vs. ‘new’

Other terminology (basic vs. applied or demonstration vs. deployment, etc.) unclear.

R: Pilot limitations (add tech transfers)

Needs more checks--B&R number at 9 digits, date check (if milestones are later than project end date) at beginning of process--with PI.

R: see above comments; logic check for date

Regarding NREL proposals, much work remains to be done before they can successfully and easily use this system to create proposals. The central issue is that NREL, at EERE's direction, does not submit FWPs. They submit Annual Operating Plans (AOPs) which are generally large documents consisting of multiple tasks each with their own staffing requirements, budget requirements, external needs, milestones, deliverables, etc. One possible thought is to simply make all of the AOP material attachments, but that seems very short-sighted and would not fully use this system. I recommend a serious business process reengineering effort at EERE and with ePME.

R: Comment; 

EE does not do business by proposal creation at NREL. This is an SC format: EE must change the way it does business completely for this to work.

R: Comment
5.  Edit and update a proposal

Acceptable = 6

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 

Qualification

Generally o.k., but the database is really only intended for Office of Science proposals, hence have lot of superfluous fields.

R: comment
7.  Add and delete external attachments

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable =

N/A = 

Qualification

"Internal Attachments" font is too small...hard to find on the task page. 

R: comment; see ORNL and Sandia comments

Too easy to delete attachments. The person who added the attachment should be notified that it was deleted and by who.

R: Design change – business logic check

Attachments do not show up in the main screens for next level -- should have indicator for attachments.

R: Design change – add indicator

Adding attachments was OK, but any budget information contained in the attachment was not automatically included in the proposal. 

R: comment

We need to make this automatic, or at least give us the option to do so.

R: Dave and Jeff will decide if CR is required 
9. Ease of adding additional people to the list of assigned people.  

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable = 1

N/A = 

Qualification

Unclear as to who should be setting up the team. Should the lab PI be able to designate team members at the Site office and Headquarters? Currently, ePME allowed the Lab PI to set up the entire team.

R: comment - Pilot limitation

These should be defined (default) by organization rather than for PI to select.

R: comment – policy issue for each site

It may simply have been the way the Pilot was set-up, but we had to add persons to the team at each step (level). We did try in one scenario adding everyone at the beginning and that worked. It appears this is a business process issue - not a system issue.

R: Comment

Adding people was OK. The system made you go through a number of screens, however, even though the officials were assigned previously. There is no need to do this.

R: It was not obvious that you didn’t have to re-assign the team after it was initially assigned (business logic check on the resubmit)
11.  Creating internal instructions and comments

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable = 1

N/A = 

Qualification

Comments need to be better identified. It is not clear who sent the last comment - can an auto signature be added when the comment is forwarded in the workflow?

R: see Sandia comments

Would be a good idea to automatically note who the comment is coming from.

R: see Sandia comments

It is not clear comments are filtered between lab/SO/HQ. They seem to remain in some cases.

R: Check internal comments logic to ensure they’re cleared at organizational boundaries

Comments from the HQ Budget reviewer (entered into the HQ comments dialog box) did not reappear when the proposal was sent to the HQ Top Official. The other budget change (B&R number correction) did appear.

R: Check internal comments logic to ensure they’re not cleared within organizational boundaries
13. Adding internal attachments

Acceptable = 6

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A = 

Qualification

Not obvious to next level that there are attachments.

R: see above comments
15.  Satisfy need to route through your organization

Acceptable = 

Acceptable w/Q = 7

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 

Qualification

Using our current process of one Annual Operating Plan for each EERE program, NREL has many tasks or components under the annual program plan. There appears to be no way to route the components of a single AOP to the appropriate task PI. If each task should be a separate proposal, (for example, 25 tasks in the FEMP program), there needs to be a way to consolidate these to one higher level proposal to route to the Lab Top official and to the next levels.

R: see above comments regarding multiple tasks

For NREL, we would probably always have the PI make changes...and just have the budget reviewer and top official review and comment only. Keeping control of changes made seems difficult with the current process.

R: comment – process/site specific

Too many loops back to PI -- that will not work.

R: comment

Should always go back to PI if changes are made. Higher levels should be able to make comments to PI instead of actually changing proposal.

R: comment – site specific process

While the system seems to do a good job routing a proposal I am not sure how it will work with the EERE system.

R: comment

This may have been determined by the Pilot set-up, but the routing seemed clunky. As example, when a proposal is sent back to the P.I. for technical corrections, why does it again have to go through the budgeter?

R: comment – pilot limitation, site specific process

Our process is not a linear as this system is set up. We understand we can customize the flow at a later date. 

R: comment – pilot limitation, site specific process

Also, there are many types of proposals involving teams in the labs, teams between labs, and so on. We're not sure how the system will handle this.

R: Production release, labs will be able to share info across labs through links
17. Ability to review, concur, and submit

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable =

N/A = 

Qualification

A bit cumbersome to look for and then to open multiple attachments. It may be easy to miss a critical review step if an attachment is overlooked. Should the reviewer be required to open all of the attachments before approving?

R: comment

It does not appear meaningful budget information is required before approval. 

R: business logic check – zero budget in all budget fields

Budget form does not add numbers, nor is a budget total required to have a proposal approved. 

R: see above comments

Budget totals should appear in the header of each proposal (e.g., where it is approved/declined).

R: Design change – critical budget info and project duration could be added
19.  Approve the proposal

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualification

See answer 18. 

R: comment

Incomplete proposals can proceed through the system. Need checks and balances. Also, milestones past the proposal period can be "approved". Who approves milestones (it's a check mark for the PI).

R: Business logic check

Some of the disapproval or send back options seemed vague.

R: comment
21. Non-concur and send back

Acceptable = 6

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualification

Some of the disapproval or send back options seemed vague.
R: comment

23.  Providing instructions and comments

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualification

It should not be necessary for the PI to be involved in every loop. 

R: comment – site specific process

Also, there is no prompt for attachments.

R: see above comments

Comments from the HQ Budget reviewer (entered into the HQ comments dialog box) did not reappear when the proposal was sent to the HQ Top Official.

R: see above comments
25. Decline a proposal

Acceptable = 6

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualification

Some of the disapproval/decline options (radio buttons) seemed vague.

R: comment
27.  Workflow needs

Acceptable = 

Acceptable w/Q = 5

Unacceptable = 2

N/A = 

Qualification

There is no linkage between tasks on the proposal and the B&R funding individual tasks within a proposal. EERE funds work under a single proposal at a lower level of detail than allowed in this system.

R: see above comments

Could be acceptable...but concerns with having 2 B&R codes applying to one proposal. How would HQ determine how much to fund in each B&R code?

R: see above comments

Not the process used by EERE.

R: comment

Should always go to PI for changes, then through then entire flow again without being able to bypass levels.

R: comment – site specific process 

Again I am not sure how this will work with the EERE process.

Too repetitive - process wise.

R: comment

See answer #4.

R: comment
29.  Needs for notifications

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 

Qualification

For a reviewer and approver role, it is critical for these roles to have a way to oversee all proposals they are responsible for. For example, in a deadline driven proposal process, the approver needs to be able to EASILY see the status of all proposals they are responsible for and be able to follow up with all appropriate levels to ensure that critical submission deadlines are met. A summary status screen based on role would be extremely helpful.

R: Design change – summary status screen based on role

When changes were made by the Lab PI, the proposal didn't have to go back to the Lab Budget reviewer...seems like they should be notified of any changes (at least to the budget page).

R: comment – site specific process

Too many levels involved in workflow, especially when it loops back. In reality, there should be only one person at each place tracking the proposals (lab/SO/HQ). Several of these functions should be delegated/deleted depending on organization process.
R: comment – site specific process

31.  Finding a proposal

Acceptable = 6

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualification

There should be a way to segregate or sort proposals under the laboratory level so that a program manager could easily go to the group of proposals that are under their responsibility. For example, if the FEMP program had 25 proposals, the user should be able to sort by the program (assuming multiple PI's)

R: Design change - ability to sort task list by program
33.  Searching for proposals 

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A = 2

Qualification

Same as 32

R: comment

Did not use search function. Tried once with part of title, but could not find.

R: CR – championed by Tom and Kris – search capability needs to be more robust – search all fields in Technical and Admin, selected fields in Budget (B&R)
35.  Determining status of a proposal

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A =1

Qualification

Need to be able to sort for by responsibility level. Need a transaction log to see what the user has done (for example, if someone calls and says "which proposals have you reviewed", how could a reviewer quickly see this?

R: see above comments
37. Security needs

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable =

N/A =2

Qualification

Not clear how/if comments transfer between organizations.

R: see comments above

Not sure

R: comment

Acceptable only if the real users of this system can skip steps with knowledge that the Top Official (once satisfied) will start the process all over again and will direct all steps in the routing will be included.

R: site specific process and business logic check –a proposal be bounced back and forth between the HQ PM and PI until it is satisfactory, then submit to the ‘normal’ workflow 

39.  User Help

Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable =

N/A = 2

Qualification

Did not have time to review, but did notice that the glossary is missing some critical words - for example "Staff" on the budget. Is this FTE? 

R: Clarify the glossary entries are where they should be. For example, Staff years should be under ‘S’, but ‘B’ for Budget Data

Why is there 1 decimal if this is a headcount. 

R: Design change – label should indicate this is FTE

Is this for employees only? Contract staff, subcontractors? Needs to be clarified if information is to be rolled up.

R: comment – budget page redesigned

Could be okay, but not sure yet!

R: comment

Fields should be described by "pop-ups" rather than "help".

R: Design change - 

Not sure. Didn't try.

R: comment
41. Sufficient roles for performing the work

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable = 

N/A =1

Qualification

Organizations need to define needed levels.

R: comment – site specific process

May need more levels with lab.

R: comment - site specific process

It would take more practice to be confident that routing could be done the way we need. As example, can an ES&H review/spot check be added to (1) all proposals coming to the Site Office or (2) all proposals in a certain program?

R: comment – site specific process; multiple, identical roles can be defined. I.e., 10 reviewers in my workflow
43. Rights for the roles sufficient

Acceptable = 6

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A = 

Qualification

There should be limited edit capabilities at some levels (e.g. HQ access to Admin). SO should have read only, as should HQ.

R: see above comments (41)
45. Overall assessment

Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 4

Unacceptable = 1

Qualification

Understand that this is a pilot release, and hope that these 'Lab concerns' are addressed in the next phase.

R: comment

We do not believe this module serves current EERE processes. 

Also, it is not likely to be amenable to project management function in module 2. Module 2 needs to be able to define the WBS for how the work is carried out at the labs.

R: comment

Need email notification that you have something to review. 

R: Production (and pilot) system has this capability

Need email notification if someone in review process is out. 

R: see ORNL comments; sponsored CR

Need more checks at PI level. What if you approve and immediately change your mind or hit approve accidentally? 

R: Design change – need Rescind capability; CR required, championed by Kris

Need to include formulas for totals (FTEs, $s) and also include Subcontract Dollars and total in-house dollars.

R: see comments above

The biggest concern is the LARGE Office of Science Stamp imbedded in the process and the forms/format. Will EERE, FE, NNSA, etc. be able to adopt this system to their process? 

R: comment

Will sufficient information still be available to interface with the rest of I-MANAGE? Of much greater interest to me is Module 2 and its ability to do non-lab work and to interface with the remainder of I-MANAGE.

R: I-MANAGE will not interface with Module 1, but will interface with Module 2 (as of 03/24/2004)

Again, ePME is only a system, but it represents a totally different workflow for budget formulation purposes. The success of the system will be measured by the value placed on it by the HQ PMs. 

R: comment

The budget info portion needs to include a "facilities" line to reflect construction line items. 

R: see above comment

The budget info portion needs to reflect dollars in addition to FTE as FTEs and not equivalent between labs or within labs. The FTE measure is not helpful for comparing "value" between competing proposals.

R: Do not identify dollars per FTE, but enter relevant budget dollars.
The system is very linear and goes into "loops" when one pass through would have been sufficient.

R: comment – site specific process
FERMI NATIONAL ACCELERATOR LABORATORY
Training Session - ePME Electronic Receipt and Review, Release 1
March 31 – April 1, 2004

Survey Results, Discussion, and Resolutions
Training Participants:

Connee Trimby

Jane Monhart

Denise Keiner

Bruce Chrisman

Dennis Wilson
Training Moderators:

Bonnie Lasky - Electronic Receipt and Review Manager

Alex Clayborne – Trainer

Jeff Voivoda - Trainer

Jeff Voivoda - Scribe
1.   Access – log on 

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable with Q = 

Unacceptable = 

N/A =

Qualification

3.  Proposal Creation

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 

Qualification

Navigating through system is cumbersome. "Tasks" are not intuitive - example the PI has a "Edit Technical Info" task. What this really is for is to change any admin, budget or technical information and then to forward the document on to the next person. However, the task name doesn't make this clear. Also, it is annoying to have to go back and choose the task again after editing has been done. After the "save" the system should send the user back to the "Task Complete" screen.

R: comment

Overly complex for a single purpose lab that submits few R&D proposals.

R: comment – site specific process
5.  Edit and update a proposal

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 

Qualification

The repository needs to have project names along with the project numbers. If you don't have your project number and a task is not waiting for you, it is not easy to find.

R: Design change – see NREL comments
7.  Add and delete external attachments

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 

Unacceptable =

N/A = 

Qualification

9. Ease of adding additional people to the list of assigned people.  

Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 3

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 

Qualification

It is not clear to me what the grouping functions are for. Perhaps this will make more sense when we set up the system for our own use. 

R: Training issue; comment – site specific process

Also, the "find" function should work with the "Enter" key.

R: Design change – if applet stays, would need to change

The screens are not friendly in the sense of knowing which roles you have completed and which still need to be populated.

R: Design change - if applet stays, would need to change

On the find function hitting "return" didn't work one must click on "find". It works everywhere else.

R: Design change – if applet stays, would need to change

11. Creating internal instructions and comments

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 

Qualification

Comments should automatically enter the name and/or role of the person who made the comment.

R: Design change – see NREL comments

The comments need to have the author, date and time stamp added to them.

R: Design change – see NREL comments

User should not be able to change prior internal comments

R: Design change – lock prior comments

13. Adding internal attachments

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 

Unacceptable =

N/A = 

Qualification

15.  Satisfy need to route through your organization

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 

Qualification

We are not planning to use this routing system internally. It is not realistic for the way we work.

R: comment – site specific process

Again overly complex for our environment, but it will work.

R: comment

17. Ability to review, concur, and submit

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A = 

Qualification

Again, doing the review and then getting back to the screen to concur or submit was cumbersome.

R: Design change – having to go back to task page – system should return user to task page or provide a link. See NREL comments

19.  Approve the proposal

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualification

Same comment as above

R: comment – see above comments (#17)

21. Non-concur and send back

Acceptable = 5

Acceptable w/Q = 

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualification

23.  Providing instructions and comments

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualification

The comments need to have an author and date/time stamp added to be able to determine who wrote them and why.

R: design change – see above comments

25. Decline a proposal

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 

Unacceptable =

N/A =2

Qualification

27. Workflow needs

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 

Qualification

It is likely that most upper level managers will want to use the system off-line. They will not log into the system. However, it will be useful to have an electronic method for submitting funding proposals. 

R: comment – site specific process

In our case this seems like overkill at the site level.

R: comment 

29. Needs for notifications

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 

Unacceptable = 

N/A = 1

Qualification

We did not test this functionality

R: comment
31.  Finding a proposal

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualification

The primary search function is only on proposal number. This is not made clear on the screen. If a proposal title or PI name is used in the field nothing is found.

R: Design change – search proposal number, clarity on what field is being searched on

The repository needs to have project names along with the project numbers. If you don't have your project number and a task is not waiting for you, it is not easy to find.

R: comment – see above comment
33. Searching for proposals

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A = 1

Qualification

Also, the search function on the PI name (or any other name) needs more explanation as to how the order of first name, last name is in the database.

R: Training issue – more explanation needed during curriculum
35 .  Determining status of a proposal

Acceptable = 4

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A =

Qualification

Once again, the way to get to this information is not at all intuitive. However we did not test the e-mail status function which may make this better.

R: Design change – status summary screen, a listing of current user’s proposals and their current status
37. Security needs

Acceptable = 2

Acceptable w/Q = 

Unacceptable =

N/A = 3

Qualification

 I have no idea how this is going to work

R: comment

We really didn't cover this aspect.

R: comment

Maybe re-write this question 

39. User Help

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 1

Unacceptable =

N/A = 1

Qualification

The choice of some words could lead to confusion, e.g. checkout can be either in the library take out a book sense or in the I've looked it over and it's ok sense. This could lead to confusion. 

R: comment – update the online glossary

An editor is probably needed. Also, a spell checker embedded would be helpful.

R: comment – see all other comments regarding spell check

41. Sufficient roles for performing the work

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable = 

N/A =

Qualification

It would be helpful if the person with the PI responsibility could assign a "real" PI that is doing the project. The PI's at our lab submit less than one proposal a year, so to have them enter in the software is somewhat overkill since they won't retain the software process when they use it so infrequently.

R: Design change – The ability to assign the ‘owning’ PI by user who is lab admin and is responsible for actually creating the proposal

The roles as defined will not fit with our laboratory process.

R: comment – site specific process

43. Rights for the roles sufficient

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable =

N/A = 

Qualification

We will not have PI's entering data directly into this system. It is too complicated for those people who would enter this data only once every year or two. To assume that a PI is the only person who can initiate an proposal is incorrect.

R: comment – see above comments (#41)

It would be helpful for the Lab Budget person to have the same rights as the PI.

R: comment – site specific process
45. Overall assessment

Acceptable = 3

Acceptable w/Q = 2

Unacceptable = 

Qualification
We'll live with whatever system DOE puts together. We are used to having to adjust what we do to fit a "one size fits all" solution that comes from DOE. However the system has been made to be much more complicated than it needs to be.

R: comment

See my comments about complexity. Probably fine for the overall lab system.

R: comment

Discussion – non-R&D versus R&D being included in ePME – bulk of FNAL’s work is non-R&D. When or how will this be incorporated/accounted for?

APPENDIX D – Summary of Exit Position Response Forms

	Name
	Org
	Position
	Comments

	TOP OFFICIAL Training

	Raymond Sutula
	EE
	A w/Q
	Current design does not meet the needs of the Solar Program.

	Steve Chalk
	EE
	A w/Q
	Need to establish “real” pilot with NREL AOP.  Work with Arlene Anderson (202-586-3818) and George Sverdrup (NREL – 303-275-4433)

	Steve Eckstrand
	SC
	A w/Q
	The software seems adequate to receive and track individual FWPs, but lacks query and reporting capabilities to deal with groups of proposals.  We generally receive many FWPs at one time in response to annual calls or lab announcements.  We need to be able to list them by B&R code, announcement no., or program manager.  Also, need coupling between ePME and FEMS. (probably in Phase II).

	C. E. Oliver
	SC
	Acceptable
	

	NATIONAL RENEWABLE ENERGY LABORATORY

	Barbara Stokes
	NREL/Top Official 
	A w/Q
	Input provided electronically.

	Kris Kuhl-Klinger
	NREL
	A w/Q
	NREL will have to do some serious work in trying to fit this tool to our varying AOP processes.  Will not accommodate large programs with multiple tasks.  Will have to handle with attachments.

	Tom Surek
	NREL
	A w/Q
	See electronic comments.  Summarized by group.

	George Sverdrup
	NREL
	A w/Q
	Provided electronically

	Carolyn Vanderhart
	NREL
	Acceptable
	

	Tim Rea
	GO 
	Unacceptable
	The model ePME uses is based on all lab work being proposed via a Field Work Proposal.  NREL does not, at the direction of EERE, use FWP’s.  The proposed vehicle is the Annual Operating Plan (AOP) which is far larger and more detailed.  It does not appear ePME can accept that vehicle.

	Steven Scott
	GO
	
	

	Lizana Pierce
	GO
	A w/Q
	System acceptable if EERE process and policies made to be consistent with FWP or AOP process.

	Jeffrey M. Baker
	GO
	A w/Q
	Provided in Survey

	SANDIA NATIONAL LABORATORIES

	Denise LaPorte
	SNL
	A w/Q
	See Survey

	Barbara Esch
	SNL
	A w/Q
	See feedback to survey given online.

	Mary Anne Heise
	SNL
	A w/Q
	See comment on electronic survey.  

- replace Unicall – not sure?

	J. Alan Nichelason
	SNL
	A w/Q
	See electronic comments.  Flaws in electronic system are presumed to be fixed.  If we have to duplicate effort for UNICALL and ePME submissions, that would NOT be acceptable.  It is presumed approval process can be fixed, otherwise my view is this is NOT acceptable.

	Michael Maurer
	SNL
	A w/Q
	See comments on electronic survey

	Wanda M. Silva
	SNL
	A w/Q
	Please refer to survey

	Ronald Holton
	SNL
	Acceptable
	

	OAK RIDGE NATIONAL LABORATORY

	Brenda Campbell
	ORNL
	A w/Q
	1.  After setting up the Team, it would be nice to receive a response saying it was actually done, 

2.  Change “approve” (proposal) default to required field instead of any default setting.

	Dennis Parton
	ORNL
	A w/Q
	Task complete below applet.  Errors not clear.

	Jerry Wills
	ORNL
	Acceptable
	

	Michael Free
	ORNL
	A w/Q
	1.  Can add non-existent file by typing filename, with no error

2.  Would like to see text flag on locked (checked out) documents 

3.  Revise wording on HQ top official review choices 

4.  Process management screen, graphics window doesn’t scroll with keys

	Preston Maples
	ORO
	Acceptable
	

	Debbie Underwood
	ORNL
	Acceptable
	

	FERMI NATIONAL ACCELERATOR LABORATORY

	Bruce Chrisman
	FNAL
	Acceptable
	

	Denise Keiner
	FNAL
	Acceptable
	

	Dennis Wilson
	FNAL (CH)
	Acceptable
	

	Constance Trimby
	FNAL
	A w/Q
	See electronic survey

	Headquarters

	Sam Berk
	SC
	Acceptable
	

	Richard Budzich
	EE
	Acceptable
	

	Karen Summers
	SC
	A w/Q
	Already have issues

	DeAnn Ingram
	ORNL
	A w/Q
	See issues identified on survey

	Kevin Novotny
	NREL
	Acceptable
	

	Lyle Lininger
	SNL
	A w/Q
	I am submitting source CR’s.  I hope you can keep us going.  No show stoppers.

	Rick Balthasar
	SNL
	A w/Q
	Pilot is really very good.  I think the changes already listed and discussed is what is needed.

	Carol Ferguson
	SNL
	A w/Q
	See survey
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Appendix F - ePME Field Pilot Summary

Executive Summary

ePME Electronic Receipt and Review, Release 1 performed well during the field training and pilot at ORNL, SNL, NREL, and FNAL.  Overall user acceptance was very good and system availability and response were acceptable.  

The greatest challenge was properly installing each ePME client with the correct Java JRE.  When the ePME client application setup instructions were executed in their entirety, installations were successful.

A variety of client hardware was used for training and a great variation in response time was experienced, which may have been due to DOEnet, local network, or the client hardware.  Apple/Mac support was also requested.

	Issues
	Recommendations

	Installation of the Java JRE (JVM)
	Implement the ePME Client Application Setup Guide in its entirety.

	Java applet download times
	ePME clients should meet or exceed the PTC PDMLink 6.2.6 client hardware recommendation.


Journal Site Notes

ORNL Site Summary

ORNL was the first field training and pilot site and was fully prepared to begin training per schedule.

CSC Notes

All technical issues had been addressed by the time we arrived on site.

Oak Ridge used a wireless LAN that occasionally dropped connection.

The training coordination and facilities were very good and contributed to the success of the class.

Technical Notes

Only versions of JRE 1.3.1_04 through 1.3.1_11 are supported.  If there is an older or newer version installed:

· Remove the other JRE using the Add/Remove Programs

· Remove the JavaSoft folder from in the registry

· Reboot

· Install the correct version of JRE

· Reboot

· Use the default installation path when installing PTC bootstrap utility
· Once Bootstrap is installed, close the browser, and then re-open.

Contacts

Becky Verastegui

Jerry E. Wills

SNL Site Summary

The client setup instructions were not completed prior to the scheduled training, consequently it was not discovered that the clients were not fully functional until the class began.

The variety of training systems configurations complicated the client setup process and took more time than expected.  Training started an hour late and during the day the class was stopped to make configuration changes.

CSC Notes

Sandia browsers were setup to use configuration scripts that required the local systems admin to resolve the proxy server related issues. The initial failures encountered during the connectivity tests conducted before 03/17/2004 7:00 PM are unknown at this time and might be attributed to the proxy server setup.

The ePME user account must have Administrator access rights to install the JRE and must install bootstrap loader. 

Training User accounts did not have sufficient privileges to install JRE and encountered installation issues.

The ePME client Application instructions will need to be updated to enforce the bootstrap installation logging in as the user using ePME Application.

Technical Notes

The SNL tech group first installed on a Windows 2000 machine and concentrated solely on that, although the training clients used Windows XP and 2000

Original instructions needed graphical support, the applet did not display correctly when first tried and the installer did not recognize the absence

Initial instructions did not call for removing any earlier installed versions of the JRE and several of the machines had the full JAVA SDK (1.2?) deployed to support other applications

They first thought the proxy server was interfering so they tried to bypass the proxy, the initial bypass was set to reroute http traffic but not https. 

Training clients were not baselined to any standard before the installs and then they were baselined on the latest OS patches and the latest version of IE

Sandia’s regular users have a standard configuration (Common Operating Environment)

Final issue turned out to be the JRE/bootstrap must be installed from the same user id/account that will be using it.

Contacts

Gwen Pullen

Gary Concannon

Tom Bellar

Jeff Taylor

NREL Site Summary

NREL was fully prepared to begin training per schedule.

CSC Notes

The training coordination and facilities were very good and contributed to the success of the class.

Technical Notes

Fifteen Windows 2000 client machines were available for training of which nine to twelve were actually used.

Contacts

Ed Montano

Loui Bacchi

Teri Harris

Tim Porter

FNAL Site Summary

FNAL was fully prepared to begin training per schedule.

CSC Notes

The training coordination and facilities were very good and contributed to the success of the class.

Technical Notes

Training was conducted on four Windows 2000 and two XP client machines.

Contacts

Tom Ackenhusen

Paul Philip

( DOE Order 413.3, Program and Project Management for the Acquisition of Capital Assets
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