IRB DECISION RECORD

Meeting:
23rd IRB Meeting of FY01

Date:

09/21/01
IRB Member Attendance: Greg Woods, Steve Hawald, Jennifer Douglas, Jim Lynch, John Reeves and Kay Jacks (participated via conference call)

DSG Member Attendance: Harry Feely, Steve Shane, Joseph Miranda, Cyndi Reynolds, Mary Haldane, Michele Brown

Others in Attendance: Jake Brody, Howard Sweitzner, Candice Hardesty, Anne Teresa, Vicky Wilson, Pete Elms, Kelly Tate, Katie Crowley, Chris Zohlis, David Pappone, Richard Lucas, Nicole Harrison, Dena Bates, Denise Hill, John Smith

MEETING DISCUSSION:

The meeting took place on Friday, September 21, 2001, at 1:00 PM in room 4027 of ROB3.   
Steve Hawald opened up the meeting.   Kay Jacks, who was not present at the meeting, participated via conference call.  The IRB discussed 4 business cases:  Consistent Answers for Customers (BC-FY01-28) and Common Origination and Disbursement (COD) (BC-FY01-24) returned to answer questions the IRB had posed in earlier meetings, and SFA University Learning Management System (LMS) (BC-FY02-17) and Financial Management System (FMS) Phase IV (BC-FY02-04) were new FY02 business cases.

BC#1 – Consistent Answers for Customers (BC-FY01-28):

Jennifer Douglas opened the discussion on Consistent Answers by saying that they were returning to the IRB to respond to the questions the IRB had previously posed.

Chris Zohlis from Accenture continued the presentation.  He said he was going to answer the questions of a plan to front-load the savings and one call does it all.  He said that with respect to front-loading the savings the project team has a plan, and with respect to one call does it all the project team recommends delaying this capability.

Chris discussed the following areas for additional savings (page 5 of presentation):

1. Elimination of FSAIC Incentive

2. Elimination of DCSIC Incentive

3. Transferred Call Reduction

4. One Price for FAFSA Status Check

Discussion focused on the elimination of incentives.  It was noted that the NCS contract is silent about what they can or cannot do before answering a call.  Greg Woods said that we are smarter now so maybe we need a different definition of what to do.  What the project team proposed was industry standards of 98% answered, 80% of the calls answered in 20 seconds, and 2% abandoned.  Jennifer Douglas said that these were industry best.  Greg Woods asked if in the process of renegotiating with NCS.  Candice Hardesty replied that this will occur on October 10th and 12th.

Harry Feely said that he had been to a call center where 85% of the calls were answered in 20 seconds with a 3% to 4% abandon rate.

Greg Woods asked what the cost of the industry standards were.  Steve Shane responded that the costs associated with the industry standards are found on page 2 of the presentation and that potential annual savings range from $25M to $65M.

Chris Zohlis said that stage 3 will look at all contracts to see about revising them under today’s operating environment.  Chris went on to say that rather than going after the big “nut” right away the project team looked to find revisions to how SFA operates today.  He continued by saying that the target in the contract now is 95%, and moving to the industry standard of 98% would net a 6% to 9% bonus on the current contract.

Greg commented about going after the 98% standard and also those items on chart 2.

Chris then turned to the question of one call does it all.  It would cost approximately $150K/month to put this capability in place without netting any savings.  The project team is recommending holding off until they understand better the long-term vision of how customer service will be delivered.  Steve Shane said it is a question in timing of implementation and how consolidate or close call centers or contracts.

Jennifer Douglas targeted spring for one call for students.

Steve Hawald posed the question of whether to close this issue out.  The group said yes.

BC#2 – Common Origination and Disbursement (COD) (BC-FY01-24):

Kay Jacks began the COD discussion by saying the project team was back to answer the IRB’s questions from June.

Katie Crowley continued the presentation.  She walked through the agenda showing the 4 questions the IRB asked the project team to answer (pages 1 and 2 of the presentation):

1. Enterprise Impact

2. Financial/Program Integrity

3. Risk Mitigation

4. PBO Mandate to Integrate Systems

1. Enterprise Impact.  There are 4 primary enterprise impacts:

· Financial Management/Funds Draw Down – There was a question concerning whether this changes when the Department gets its Oracle system up and running.  The answer was yes, and Jim Lynch is on top of this issue.

· Enterprise Operations
· Data Consistency and Availability

· CIO/VDC

Steve Hawald asked if there are any impacts to EdNet, regional offices, etc.

Katie Crowley replied that the interface to the customer will be web enabled, but no application.

Steve then asked if there were “no client/server?”  Katie replied “no client/server.”

It was stated that the new system would be html versus what SFA is doing now.  Steve Hawald needs this information for discussion with the Department CIO.

Greg Woods said that in discussions with the Department SFA must say what the volumes were before and what the volumes will be after, and why.

2. Financial/Program Integrity.  It was noted that there will be more preventative and detective controls than in current system.  There will be checking in an integrated way on the eligibility of students and schools across all programs versus how it is done today which is by program.  Checking will be done against the CPS (PIN Site).

It was noted that today there is a potential for making loans to ineligible students without an up-front check.  The current environment does not ensure that this will not happen, but the new environment will ensure that this does not happen.  It was also noted that there will be detective controls for trending.  There will be ability to view aged dollars, and if schools do not account for these dollars SFA can stop any more money being sent to these schools.

Greg Woods asked if there are other impacts that are not stated here.  Katie Crowley replied, “yes.”  Harry Feely asked if the group wanted this information off-line.  Greg said yes, to give it to him off-line.  He also said that this information has to be in a format that can be understood by congressmen, advisory committees or the Department’s management.  We’ll go forward, but when you do that work you have to get it into this record.

Steve Shane said to include percentages, estimate of dollars, negative balance comment.  

Greg Woods said should also include how it helps with double payments.

Kay Jacks said yes it helps with double payments and that it needs to be added to the IRB record.  The group said yes.

3. Risk Mitigation.  Steve Hawald commented that the risk information provided did not include a classification of high, medium or low and what the project team would do if they had these risks.  Steve Shane said that they do have this information in more detail form in the project documentation, and that it could be part of the monitoring process.  Greg Woods said what is missing is that these things are monitored week in and week out.  Harry Feely suggested to add a comment to bottom of the presentation, and that the risk mitigation strategies should be included in the actual business case.

4. PBO Mandate to Integrate Systems.  It was noted that the project is using a commercial product to support delivery vehicles in the future.

Greg Woods said that there is more than integration of 2 legacy systems, but includes a host of other ancillary systems.  He said that everything is built on the student record.   It is the essential “DNA” and is able to be used in other systems.  He also said that when SFA redesigns NSLDS; it will be built around this record.

BC#3 – SFA University Learning Management System (LMS) (BC-FY01-17):
Anne Teresa opened the discussion by saying that LMS would serve 1200 SFA staff and 15,000 to 20,000 external partners.  She said that the updates since the last Friday’s (9/14/01) meeting were: (i) they discovered NCS had submitted a proposal from the old TIVWAN to the PIC contract and there are savings here; (ii) identified video conferencing savings; (iii) revised analysis reflects savings of approximately $253K+ in BY+4.

SABA was selected as vendor.  They passed the 508 compliance.

FY02 savings of $382K out of PIC contract being eliminated, because SFA University will be handling registration.  LMS will handle all conference registrations across SFA.

Kay Jacks asked about timing.  Anne Teresa replied that they are looking at a January registration for the Direct Loan Conference.

Page 9 of the presentation identifies annual savings of $28,300 for current SFA University registration website provided by ED CIO.  Greg Woods asked if we save the $28,300 or is it deducted from our appropriations.

Howard Sweitzner said that the pricing model proposed is a transactional approach.  It’s an ASP model using Jamcracker as the aggregate of the middleware.

Anne Teresa said they are partnering with ED’s TDC for SFA staff, because they bought the licenses for SFA staff.

Richard Lucas said that the TVU appears as a charge back in FY03 of $130K.

Harry Feely said this cuts savings in this analysis by this amount.

Anne Teresa said there is $250K for FY02 operating costs.  

Anne Teresa also said that $600K for integration of TVU and Jamcracker will be a separate business case, and that this $600K is noted in the analysis but does not calculate below in the totals.

Howard Sweitzner said that the $250K in operating costs is based on a certain number of transactions per year.  Anne Teresa said the level is 25,000 transactions per year.  Howard said that if the number of transactions per year increases then so will the operating costs.

Steve Hawald posed the question that they were not using the VDC, and Anne Teresa responded that they were not using the VDC; this was an ASP.

John Reeves commented that a business case either compellingly saves money or it is done for some other reason.  He continued saying: financially this project is not compelling, and he is troubled by the numbers.  He concluded that if the IRB wants to vote on this because it is swell he is okay with that.

Anne Teresa said that SFA University is either best in business or it isn’t, which goes with being swell.  She thinks that this project will save money, but wouldn’t hang her hat on it.

Greg Woods said that he is close to John, but wants to do this.  He wants to vote for approving this, but make sure we have a plan for removing these costs.  Greg said that there are things to cut out of contracts.  Jennifer Douglas asked if this meant the NCS PIC contract.  This was confirmed.  Greg also said that Kay Jacks is not to spend Direct Loan Conference money.

Greg Woods approved this initiative (the amount of funds requested was $1M), and instructed the project team to report back when LMS was up and running, and Kay has not spent the Direct Loan Conference money.

BC#4 – Financial Management System (FMS) Phase IV (BC-FY02-04):

Jim Lynch opened the discussion of this initiative.  He said that FMS is officially the system of record for SFA at least for a 3 month period and he hopes its permanent.  He said that they had to change the method of interaction for the Department.  Jim has asked Kay’s staff to stop working on the new GAPS format because FMS needs data with the old format.  The Department wants FMS up on October 1, 2001 no matter what.  All transmission of data from legacy systems come October 1st will go through FMS, and will not go through GAPS.  The Department will not perform accounting in October, November, and December.  They are holding transactions until their new system comes up.  Their general ledger will not be populated.  SFA’s general ledger will function.  If something is sent to GAPS nothing will happen.

FMS will be the system of record.  Jim Lynch hopes that it will do so well that the issue of having only 1 accounting system will not be brought back.  Jim also said that SFA and the Department are cooperating with one another right now which is really good news.  Jim said that there still exist long-term issues.

It was noted that the $6.5M requested will provide full functionality.  Page 6 of the presentation highlights what the funds will be used for.

Jim said that SFA would get drawdowns and information through FMS versus GAPS.

Greg Woods asked in there were dollars included for training.  Jim Lynch said that they are trying not to train by creating screens that are similar to what they use now.  Should be transparent, obvious and easy to use.

The IRB approved this initiative (the amount of funds requested was $6.5M).

IRB DECISIONS:

Section I: Business Cases Pending Some Action:

	#
	PROJECT/

OWNER
	RECOMMENDATION
	REQUESTED

AMOUNT 
	APPROVED

AMOUNT PENDING
	COMMENTS

	1
	07/12:

Common School Identifier (CSID) (BC-FY01-37)
	The IRB decided to table the initiative for now because SFA needs to determine if it has available funds for this initiative.  The case will be brought back to the IRB for a quick approval.  Until then, it is tabled. 

Greg also commented that there needs to be dialog between the CSID project team  and the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in order to understand the history of the idea of single identifiers.  The OMB tried to implement a single identifier (DUNS #), and they need to understand what happened in that case.  
	$3.0M
	$0
	The IRB decided to table the initiative for now because SFA needs to determine if it has available funds for this initiative.  The case will be brought back to the IRB for a quick approval.  Until then, it is tabled. 

Greg also commented that there needs to be dialog between the CSID project team  and the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in order to understand the history of the idea of single identifiers.  The OMB tried to implement a single identifier (DUNS #), and they need to understand what happened in that

	2
	12/8:

Direct Loan eServicing

Dan Hayward
	Approved $2M contingent upon a resolution of the $22M in FY01 Potential Value-Based Obligations.
	$2M
	$2M Contingent upon (see comments).
	The IRB approved $2M contingent upon a resolution of the $22M in FY01 Potential Value-Based Obligations.


Section II: Business Cases Closed:

	#
	PROJECT/

OWNER
	RECOMMENDATION
	REQUESTED

AMOUNT
	APPROVED

AMOUNT
	COMMENTS


	FY02
	
	
	
	
	


	1
	09/21:

Financial Management System (FMS) Phase IV

Jim Lynch
	The IRB approved this initiative (the amount of funds requested was $6.5M).
	$6.5M (FY02)
	$6.5M (FY02)
	The IRB approved this initiative (the amount of funds requested was $6.5M).

	2
	09/21:

SFA University LMS (BC-FY01-17)

09/14:

SFA University LMS (BC-FY01-17)

08/28:

SFA University LMS (BC-FY01-29)

05/15:

SFA University LMS (BC-FY01-29)

04/05:

SFA University LMS (BC-FY01-29)

Anne Teresa
	Greg Woods approved this initiative (the amount of funds requested was $1M), and instructed the project team to report back when LMS was up and running, and Kay has not spent the Direct Loan Conference money.
Greg Woods said that this initiative is not approved, and it has to come back to the IRB with a better plan for how we are going to get rid of the costs.

Anne Teresa said that they will come back at the September 19, 2001 IRB meeting.

The IRB approved allocation of $150,000 from the Electronic Promissory Note Processing Business Case return to this initiative pending CFO review of the return.

This initiative was not on the PBO Victory List, but the IRB decided to approve Phase I (requirements and software selection) for $150K contingent upon the PBO finding the money in the budget to fund it.  
	$1M (FY02)

$1M (FY02)

$150K

$150K
	$1M (FY02)

$0 (FY02)

$150K

$150K
	Greg Woods approved this initiative (the amount of funds requested was $1M), and instructed the project team to report back when LMS was up and running, and Kay has not spent the Direct Loan Conference money.
Greg Woods said that this initiative is not approved, and it has to come back to the IRB with a better plan for how we are going to get rid of the costs.

Anne Teresa said that they will come back at the September 19, 2001 IRB meeting.

CFO confirmed review of the IRB decision to allocate money returned to the budget from the Electronic Promissory Note Processing (BC-FY01-26) initiative to the Voluntary Flexible Agreements business case (BC-FY01-31) and the SFA University LMS business case (BC-FY01-29).

The IRB approved allocation of $150,000 from the Electronic Promissory Note Processing Business Case return to this initiative pending CFO review of the return.

This initiative was not on the PBO Victory List, but the IRB decided to approve Phase I (requirements and software selection) for $150K contingent upon the PBO finding the money in the budget to fund it.  The result of phase I will include a business case detailing the various alternative solutions (buy, build, partnering, ASP).



	3
	08/28

Campus Based Programs’ System Replatform (BC-FY01-11)
	Greg said that this is still something they want to do, and Kay agreed.  The IRB approved FY02 funding for $1M.
	$1M (FY02)
	$1M (FY02)
	Greg said that this is still something they want to do, and Kay agreed.  The IRB approved FY02 funding for $1M.


	FY01
	
	
	
	
	


	1
	09/21:

Common Origination and Disbursement (COD)

06/04:

Common Origination and Disbursement (COD)

04/24:

Common Origination and Disbursement (COD)

02/01:

Common Origination and Disbursement (COD)

Kay Jacks
	The IRB decided to go ahead with this initiative given some contingencies, which are that the adjustments to the business case previously listed be made.

The IRB noted that $700K had been approved in a Management Council meeting.  Greg commented that the intent id to do this.  The IRB then authorized $3M in today’s meeting, and stated that the business case be brought back to the IRB on May 15th.
The IRB decided not to approve this business case at this meeting, but wants the project team to take a much more detailed look at the costs and costs savings that can be achieved by 2004.
	$5M

$5M


	$0

$0
	Closed: See 09/21/01 IRB Meeting Minutes for comments.

The IRB decided to go ahead with this initiative given some contingencies, which are that the adjustments to the business case previously listed be made.

The IRB noted that $700K had been approved in a Management Council meeting.  Greg commented that the intent id to do this.  The IRB then authorized $3M in today’s meeting, and stated that the business case be brought back to the IRB on May 15th.
The IRB decided not to approve this business case at this meeting, but wants the project team to take a much more detailed look at the costs and costs savings that can be achieved by 2004.  See Meeting Minutes for comments.

	2
	08/28:

Voluntary Flexible Agreements (BC-FY01-31)

05/15:

Voluntary Flexible Agreements (BC-FY01-31)

04/11:

Voluntary Flexible Agreements (BC-FY01-31)

John Reeves
	The IRB approved allocation of $971,750 from the Electronic Promissory Note Processing Business Case return to this initiative pending CFO review of the return.

The IRB approved this initiative (which is not on the PBO Victory List) for $971,750 in development and $39,000 in operations, but this is contingent upon Kay Jacks verifying that funding can come from the E-Sign project.
	$971,750 Development/$39,000 Operations

$971,750 Development/$39,000 Operations
	$971,750 Development

$971,750 Development/$39,000 Operations
	CFO confirmed review of the IRB decision to allocate money returned to the budget from the Electronic Promissory Note Processing (BC-FY01-26) initiative to the Voluntary Flexible Agreements business case (BC-FY01-31) and the SFA University LMS business case (BC-FY01-29).

The IRB approved allocation of $971,750 from the Electronic Promissory Note Processing Business Case return to this initiative pending CFO review of the return.

The IRB approved this initiative (which is not on the PBO Victory List) for $971,750 in development and $39,000 in operations, but this is contingent upon Kay Jacks verifying that funding can come from the E-Sign project ($500K to $1M).

	3
	07/12:

Enterprise Architecture Management (EAM) (BC-FY01-07a)
	Members of the IRB had discussed these cases at a budget meeting earlier that morning, and the 5 cases were passed.  
	$300K
	$300K
	Members of the IRB had discussed these cases at a budget meeting earlier that morning, and the 5 cases were passed.  

	4
	07/12:

Consistent Data (BC –FY01-21)
	Members of the IRB had discussed these cases at a budget meeting earlier that morning, and the 5 cases were passed.  
	$750K
	$750K
	Members of the IRB had discussed these cases at a budget meeting earlier that morning, and the 5 cases were passed.  

	5
	07/12:

Enterprise Data Warehouse (BC-FY01-35)
	Members of the IRB had discussed these cases at a budget meeting earlier that morning, and the 5 cases were passed.  
	$300K
	$300K
	Members of the IRB had discussed these cases at a budget meeting earlier that morning, and the 5 cases were passed.  

	6
	07/12:

NSLDS On-Line Updating (BC-FY01-38)
	Members of the IRB had discussed these cases at a budget meeting earlier that morning, and the 5 cases were passed.  
	$826K
	$826K
	Members of the IRB had discussed these cases at a budget meeting earlier that morning, and the 5 cases were passed.  

	7
	07/12:

NSLDS Customer Issue Resolution (BC-FY01-39) 
	Members of the IRB had discussed these cases at a budget meeting earlier that morning, and the 5 cases were passed.  
	$400K
	$400K
	Members of the IRB had discussed these cases at a budget meeting earlier that morning, and the 5 cases were passed.  

	8
	05/15:

TIV WAN Share In Savings (BC-FY01-25)

04/24:

TIV WAN Share In Savings (BC-FY01-25)

02/13:

SFA to the Internet (BC-FY01-25)
	See Comments Column

The IRB approved this initiative to move forward into negotiations

The IRB approved this initiative to move forward as a share-in-savings deal, but wants project team to come back with additional information.  See Meeting Minutes for comments.
	$4.338M
	$4.338M
	Steve Shane addressed questions raised in the April 24, 2001 IRB:

1. First, the $396K in VDC costs – CSC delivered a letter to their COTR.  There are no additional costs.  Instead of lumping this into SIS it was easier to be a pass through. In the SIS how the money flows can be figured out.  Net net no additional costs.  Greg asked Steve Shane “No costs?” Steve Shane replied “No costs.”

2. Second, were ongoing equipment needs accounted for in the SIS deal?  Steve Shane said they were.  Steve said that there were more than enough servers, and that there are no VDC surprises.

Steve Hawald commented that at 3:30 PM tomorrow this will need to be closed out and move to negotiations and put performance measures in place.  He also said that this could contract in 2 weeks.  Steve Shane said that there is $30M-$45M in savings over a 5 year period, and that the share still needs to be negotiated.  Steve Hawald noted that there will be operating costs on the old system until phased out through December 18, 2001.

The IRB approved this initiative to move forward into negotiations.  It was noted that Frank Casterman-SFA/CFO signed off on the baseline.  The IRB and project team noted that telecom charges are coming through the VDC.  Verification of $396K in VDC costs is needed.  The project team needs to determine how this $396K is paid, and are there any additional VDC costs?  The project team said that LO is coming off these boxes and SFA to the Internet will go on them and no cost (this must be verified).

Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.

	9
	05/15:

Electronic Promissory Note Processing (BC-FY01-26)

02/13:

Electronic Promissory Note Processing (BC-FY01-26)
	$1,121,750 returned to fund VFA ($971,750) and SFA University LMS ($150,000).  Pending CFO review of the return.

The IRB decided to approve this business case for $2.051M, but wants the project team to do provide additional information at the next IRB.  See Meeting Minutes for comments.
	$0

$2.051M
	$1,121,750 pending CFO review of the return
$2.051M
	$1,121,750 returned to fund VFA ($971,750) and SFA University LMS ($150,000).  Pending CFO review of the return

Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.

	10
	04/24:

Security Policy/Admin/Execution (BC-FY01-32)

04/11:

Security Policy/Admin/Execution (BC-FY01-32)

Andy Boots
	The IRB approved this business case for $1M.

The IRB did not approve this business case, but asked that it be revised to include Single Sign On (SSO) and the five results Greg detailed.
	$1M

$850K
	$1M

$0
	Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.

	11
	04/24:

FARS Retirement
	The IRB approved a $1M advance to be netted out of the $18M Share In Savings on the PBO Victory List, and that by August the IRB should see what the design looks like and what the Pre-FMS is.
	$2M
	$1M
	Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.

	12
	04/11:

Lender Payment Process Redesign/FFEL Retirement Phase II (BC-FY01-30)

John Reeves
	The IRB approved this initiative for $2.372M
	$2.372M
	$2.372M
	Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.

	13
	09/21:

Consistent Answers for Customers (BC-FY01-28)

04/05:

Consistent Answers for Customers (BC-FY01-28)

Kay Jacks and Jennifer Douglas
	The IRB approved $3.2M for Phase I: Definition and Preliminary Design (to result in a revised business case) for this initiative with the condition that the project team develop an action plan to front-end load the cost savings by looking at the big cost savings quick fixes first.  The project team presented this initiative as a potential share-in-savings deal. 
	$3.2M
	$3.2m
	Closed: See 09/21/01 IRB Meeting Minutes for comments.

Closed: See Meeting Minutes and New and Pending Action Items (below) for comments.

	14
	08/28

Campus Based Programs’ System Replatform (BC-FY01-11)

03/02:

Campus Based Programs’ System Replatform (BC-FY01-11)

02/13:

Campus Based Programs’ System Replatform (BC-FY01-11)
	Greg said that this is still something they want to do, and Kay agreed.  The IRB approved FY02 funding for $1M.

The IRB approved this initiative for an additional $3.01M assuming Option A (Option A assumes the solution will reside at the VDC) and discuss negotiating a better price and better savings with the VDC. Option B assumed using Beacon’s estimate for operating the system outside the VDC.

The IRB did not approve this initiative.  Greg Woods wants the project team to come up with do more work to see if this initiative can deliver unit cost reduction.  
	$1M (FY02)

$3.01M

$5.746M
	$1M (FY02)

$3.01M

$0
	Greg said that this is still something they want to do, and Kay agreed.  The IRB approved FY02 funding for $1M.

Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.

 

	15
	02/05:

Enterprise IT Management Business Cases

01/04:

Enterprise IT Management Business Cases

12/22:

Enterprise IT Management Business Cases

12/18:

Enterprise IT Management Business Cases

12/4:

EAI, Tech Arch 2, Security and Privacy Architecture

Wayne Wright

Ganesh Reddy
	The IRB approved the remaining $6.45M.  Business Cases for Security, Data Management, Data Warehouse, and SFA Info Tech Arch will be brought to the IRB to detail what the funds will go toward.  These business cases will seek release of the approved funding.

The IRB approved $1.1M of the $2.2M requested for core EAI capability.  Greg stated that the work must be focused on COD.

The IRB approved immediate expenditure of $2.55 million for a mix-and-match suite of software for Web servers and enterprise application integration middleware. Approval of $7.55M pending determination of overall investment plan.

Bring back in front of the IRB at Friday’s (12/22) meeting. Validate that the infrastructure costs specified as being included within each business initiative’s business case are in fact included, and

have the Victory List budget spreadsheet updated by Andersen Consulting (Accenture) with these new costs.

What is needed is a comprehensive view to understand the business capability resulting from the infrastructure provided for each business initiative.


	$10.1M

$10.1M

$10.1M

$8.75M ($6.2M for Core EAI, Core ITA release 2, and core Security Capabilities).
	Remaining $6.45M
$6.45M ($10.1M less $2.55M for software and $1.1M for EAI work focused on COD)
$7.55M ($10.1M less $2.55M for software)

$0
	Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.

	16
	02/01:

Capability Maturity Model Implementation (CMM Implementation)

01/04:

Capability Maturity Model Implementation (CMM Implementation)
	Greg said that this is something that the IRB wants to do so it will be on the table at tomorrow’s (Friday, February 2, 2001) Management Council budget review.
The IRB decided not to approve this business case at this meeting, because the IRB needs to resolve the overall budget and wants the CMM project team to meet with SFA’s operating partners and SFA personnel to discuss what this initiative plans to accomplish, and how it can be done.  At this meeting it should also be noted that the IRB wants to approve this initiative, but it also wants to ensure it is done right.


	$1.1M

$1.1M
	$1.1M (Approved at Management Council Meeting 02/02/01)

$1.1M
	Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.



	17
	01/04:

Financial Management System (FMS)

12/22:

Financial Management System (FMS)

12/7:

Financial Management System (FMS)

11/20:

Financial Management System (FMS)

Jim Lynch
	The IRB Approved $10.9M.

$10.9M Approved, but expenditure authorization given for $1.9M to continue work and the remaining$9.0M is pending determination of overall investment plan.

$10.9M reserved, but must bring revised business case back to IRB.

Revisit business case costs, and provide status at the 12/4 IRB meeting.
	$10.9M

$10.9M

$10.9M

$11.5M
	$10.9M
$0

$0

$0


	Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.

	18
	12/22:

Human Resource Process/Systems

12/18:

Human Resource Process/Systems
	Approved $1.75M

Approved $1.75M
	$1.75M

$1.75M
	$1.75M

$1.75M Contingent upon (see comments).
	Closed: See Meeting Minutes and New and Pending Action Items (below) for comments.

	19
	12/22:

New SFA Building IT Infrastructure

12/18:

New SFA Building IT Infrastructure

Keith Wilson

Denise Hill
	Steve Hawald reported that the issues pending with ED/OCIO had been resolved: there is no need or requirement to formally present this business case to ED/IRB.

Determine if this business case impacts the Enterprise, and if so then how.  If the impact is monetary then where is the money coming from?
	$5.4M

$5.4M
	$5.4M

$0
	Closed: See Meeting Minutes and New and Pending Action Items (below) for comments.

	20
	12/18:

Financial Partners Data Mart

12/8:

Financial Partners Data Mart

11/7:

Financial Partners Data Mart

John Reeves
	Approved $960k for Release 1 and licenses.

To be included in IRB discussion of infrastructure business cases on Monday, 12/18.

Reviewing tying this to the NSLDS initiative
	$2.3M ($2.25M for development and $74k for operations)

$2.25M

   $1.55M
	$960k

$0

$0
	Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.

	21
	12/8:

Provide Modernization Program Management (PMO)

Carol Seifert
	Approved $9M
	$9M
	$9M
	Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.

	22
	12/4/00:

FAFSA on the Web Redesign

11/20/00:

FAFSA on the Web Redesign

Jeanne Saunders
	Approved $4M

Breakdown costs and identify savings.  Resubmit business case at the 12/4 IRB meeting.
	$5.3M ($5.15M Dev an $174k Ops)

$7.9M

($5.15M Dev and $2.75M
	$4M

$0
	Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.

	23
	11/20:

CRM/Call Center Implementation Project Team

Dena Bates
	IRB wants detail on what we are getting for $3M and identify savings.  Resubmit business case at the 12/4 IRB meeting.
	$3M
	$0
	Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.

	24
	11/7:

NSLDS Modernization

Wayne Wright
	Rescope business case
	$5.6M
	$0
	Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.

	25
	11/7:

SFA Enterprise Portal Strategy & Development

Helene Epstein
	Approved Requirements Gathering and Product Evaluation phases
	$2.7M
	$600k
	Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.

	26
	11/7:

FFEL System Retirement

John Reeves
	Approved analysis phase.
	$2.25M
	$750k
	Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.

	27
	11/7:

TIV WAN IPT

Kay Jacks
	Approved, but must develop a schedule detailing what needs to occur and by when before the TIV WAN contract expires on September 30, 2001.
	$737k
	$737k
	Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.

	28
	11/8:

Campus Based Program’s Allocation Reporting System Re-Write

Kay Jacks
	Approved $1.1M for detail design (to include investigating tools) and a transition plan
	$5.5M
	$1.1M
	Closed: See Meeting Minutes for comments.


OTHER DISCUSSIONS:

Harry Feely presented the new funding sheets that will accompany each business case going forward to the IRB.  Harry also commented that PARs go through the budget office of the business channel so if something changes at the last minute the budget officer can ask questions and can accommodate quarterly funding.

The Funding Sheets represent all costs/funds for development as well as operations and are posted on the SFANet (Intranet) under CIO/IRB Activities/FY2002/IRB Approved Funding Sheets.

Steve Hawald said that the group could clean up pending items next time.

Steve Shane passed out a presentation titled “Business-Technology Alignment (BTA), Summary: Why BTA?”  There was a brief discussion of an Architecture Working Group, and a project driven approach to understand, improve and direct from an architectural perspective.

Greg Woods accepted the BTA presentation.

NEW and PENDING ACTION ITEMS:




ITEM






OWNER

SFA University Learning Management System (LMS):

Greg Woods instructed the project team to report back when LMS was up
Anne Teresa

and running, and Kay is not to spend the Direct Loan Conference money.

Kay Jacks

E-SIGN:

IRB with a 10 step process of what happens when a user receives 


Charlie Coleman

a failure message.








Neil Sattler

Greg Woods directed each of the General Managers (GMs) to take inventory

of the paper based transactions in their business processes, and see how they

can get anything with paper out of the system.  The IRB wants a discussion of

this topic at the September 19, 2001 IRB meeting.




GMs

Operations Budget: FY02 Legacy Contracts: IT Development/Enhancement Efforts:

Identify development/enhancement efforts that are part of legacy contracts in the 

operations budget.  GMs to take this analysis back to their teams and discuss it with 

their staff members.







GMs

FY03 Placemat
 - Draft in approximately 2 weeks



Jim Lynch

Human Resources Modernization:
Next Quarterly Update at the Wednesday, November 14, 2001 Departmental IRB
Calvin Thomas
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