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The AMG:
What's Next?

T he focus of the Fall Quarterly Meeting

was to begin discussions to re-invent
the AMG and itsrolein NIH infor-
mation systems management and architecture.
Twenty-one | Cs and Offices were represented:
CIT, FIC, NCl, NCRR, NHGRI, NIA, NIAAA,
NIAID, NIAMS, NICHD, NIDA, NIDCD, NIDDK,
NIEHS, NIGMS, NIMH, NINDS, NLM, OD,
OMA, and ORS. The agendaincluded three pri-
mary discussion topics: updates from the AMG
working groups and other groups, an update from
NIH CIO Al Graeff, and a proposal to re-evaluate
therole and organization of the AMG. Facilitator
Alan Harbitter opened the meeting at 9:00 am.

Working
Group
Updates

P erry Plexico (CIT) provided an update

on the HHSIT architecture, and Keith
Gorlen (CIT) described the AMG
Technical Subcommittee's progress toward a
centralized directory to support NIH’s enterprise
business processes. For the Electronic Document
Management Working Group, Donna Wicker
(NCI) presented developments regarding €lec-
tronic records management, and Jaren Doherty
(CIT) summarized progress toward Y 2K initia-
tives. Roy Standing (NLM), chair of the World
Wide Web Working Group, spoke of the impact
that AMG' s recommendations and the I T archi-
tecture have on NIH application system develop-
ers and managers.

HHSIT Architecture

Perry Plexico summarized activities of the HHS
architecture development effort:

- The HHS architecture effort consists of two
phases. Thefirst phase focuses on docu-
menting the basdline of OpDiv information
systems and technologies and identifying
interoperability enhancement opportunities.
The second phase recommends specific en-
hancements to HHS/OpDiv interoperability.
Phase 1 is near completion; Phase 2 is not
currently funded.

- The currently defined HHS interoperability
opportunitiesalign with NIH'sIT priorities:
electronic messaging, electronic directories,
and Internet security. The current HHS stan-
dards profile in each of these areas also aligns
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- The Board of Governors meets every month

to provide the CIO recommendations and
direction. The Board is currently defining
guidelines for the IT investment and portfolio
review process. CIT will be the test-bed for
this process.

- Al isactively developing an approach to

coordinate, and potentially to restructure,
NIH’'s array of 1 T-focused working groups
and committees. He has a high-level model
that he will continue to refine in preparation
for review by the Board of Governors.

- The HHS software buy has generally been

well received. Al would like to review and
adjust the mix of products to make sure they
meet the needs of the ICs.

- Larry Smarr, director of NCSA and an active

member of the Advisory Committee to the
NIH Director, isforming aworking group on
the computing needs of the biomedical
research community. The interim report for
thisworking group will be produced in
December; thefinal is expected in June.

- The core of NIH’s enterprise business infor-

mation system—the ADB (Administrative
Data Base)—is aging and due for a techno-
logical refresh. Al haslooked at options for
maintenance/upgrades and redesign/replacement.
His preliminary conclusion isthat aredesign/
replacement would be more cost-effectivein
thelong run. His office, in partnership with
NIH business aress, is exploring options that
leverage COTS. Given the magnitude of this
program, the new system will take from 2 to
3 yearsto implement.

- CIT'sfour core values are customer service,

honesty and integrity, creativity and innova-
tion, and a passion for excellence. Al asked
al 1C representatives to communicate areas
inwhich CIT could improve adherence to
these values.
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Group
Updates...

(from page 1)

with NIH direction: the IMAP protocol for
email portability, the SSMIME protocol for
email security, the LDAP protocol for direc-
tory services, and PK1 for enterprise-wide
security services.

AMG Technical Subcommittee — Central
Directory Project

Keith Gorlen described the AMG Technical Sub-
committee’s progress toward a centralized direc-
tory supporting NIH’ s enterprise business proc-
esses. The Technical Subcommittee isworking
with 11 major stovepipe “people databases’ on
campus to provide a consistent, integrated direc-
tory.

Keith reported the results of an outside expert's
review of the current technical approach to
building the directory. The review endorsed all
NIH plans and noted that NIH was aleader in
terms of progress toward enterprise-level directory
services.

The AMG discussed the wisdom of trailblazing
technology in this area. Keith responded by noting
that most of the challenge in planning and imple-
menting the directory would come from the or-
ganizational and management areas. As aresult,
even if the technology approach had to be modi-
fied as the project progressed, most of the activity
would not be wasted.

Keith reported that the next major stepsareim-
plementation of a“proof of concept” to demon-
strate the feasibility of the current design and
integration of the necessary COTStools.

Electronic Document Management Working
Group

Donna Wicker, chair of the Electronic Document
Management Working Group, focused on elec-
tronic records management (ERM). Several recent
legal developments will determine the approach
and scheduleto ERM at NIH. Most recently, the
December 30 deadline for the NARA to develop
policy on electronic records management was
lifted to dlow Federal IT managersto focuson
preparing forY 2K. Pending appeals and other
legal actionswill further affect ERM scheduling
in unpredictable ways.

Because of the likely schedule pressure and the
amount of work involved, the Electronic Docu-
ment Management Working Group recommends
that NIH start preparing to meet potential ERM
policies now. The working group is researching
COTS products to address this problem. The
working group recommends a centralized ap-
proach to arecords repository that servicesall
ICDs. AMG members discussed the feasibility
and advisability of acentralized approach .

Y2K I nitiatives

Jaren Doherty provided an update on progress
toward preparing for the year 2000, indicating
that 79 percent of NIH applications and 50 per-
cent of mission-critical applications are compli-
ant. Thisisdightly behind the initia schedule,
which called for 80 percent of mission-critical
systems to comply by the current date. The target
date for full compliance remains at the end of this
year.

Jaren reported on CIT initiatives to ensure desk-
top computer compliance, and several other AMG
members provided informal reports on progress
within their ICDs. NIH has severd servicesin
placeto assist ICDs in compliance activities: for
example, CIT runs a 7x24 four-person hotline for
Y 2K support, and the Y 2K “clearing house” web
site for biomedical research equipment, which is
availablewithin NIH (oirm.cit.nih.gov/biomedicd),
will soon go public.

Current Y 2K activities focus on the devel opment
of contingency plansin preparation for infra-
structure shutdown circumstances, such as|oss of
power, at the turn of the millennium.

WWW Working Group

Roy Standing chairs AMG's WWW Working
Group. Rather than limit his presentation to
specific WWW architecture recommendations,
Roy addressed a more general topic: the impact of
AMG’ s recommendations and the I T architecture
on NIH application system developers and
managers.

Roy expressed frustration that—after he, hisfel-
low working group members, and the AMG had
invested a significant amount of time—thereis
limited awareness of and compliance with NIH
architecture standards and recommendations,
largely due to the absence of a process for com-
municating AMG recommendations to the NIH
community. For example, he noted that IMPAC
11, about which the AMG received a briefing at
the previous quarterly meeting, does not comply,
largely because its devel opers are unaware of
many of the sandards and guiddinesthat affect them
andthelCs

Speaking on behalf of the members of the WWW
Working Group, Roy recommended a“carrot”
approach to encourage compliance with AMG
standards. The approach includes providing cen-
tral support (through CIT) for those devel opment
projects that do adhere to the NIH tactical and
strategic architecture. During the ensuing discus-
sion, several AMG members voiced the opinion
that this type of support would not be sufficient to
achieve compliance—that most NIH system de-
velopers would not be inclined to transfer support
or training to acentral organization.

Other mechanisms for improving compliance
were discussed, among them the recommendation
that arequirement for NIH architecture compli-
ance be incorporated into NIH contracts. Another
suggestion was to use the NIH architecture in the
manner required by Clinger-Cohen legidation: as
apart of the IT investment review and funding
decision process. Al Graeff and other AMG
members observed that several stepswould be
required as a prerequisite to these actions:

- TheNIH IT architecture would have to be
“fleshed-out” so that it would be suitable as
the basis for judging compliancein the IT
investment decision process.

- Recommended procedures for using the
architecturein IT investment review would
need to be devel oped.

- Appropriate contractual wording would need
to be developed to require NIH contractorsto
adhere to the architecture.

The discussion closed with a proposal that an
AMG working group be formed to further de-
velop each of these action areas for discussion and
adoption by the AMG.
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Re-evaluation
discussion group of interested AMG
posal from that discussion group and opened the

efore the fall AMG quarterly, Harvey
B Karch (NIDA) convened an ad hoc
members to discuss the future role and
organization of the AMG. He presented a pro-
floor for further AMG discussion and comments.
The proposal included the following major points:

- The AMG would be renamed the “Infor-
mation Technology Management Board
(ITMB).” It would provide input to the CIO
on the “what” and “how” of IT and would
report directly to the Board of Governors.

- The working groups of the ITMB would in-
clude a permanent Technical Subcommittee
and temporary ad hoc subcommittees formed
astechnology issues arose.

- The ITMB chairmanship would rotate
among the ICs (excluding CIT). Each IC,
including CIT, would have arepresentative.
Formal voting (one vote per IC) would be
conducted, and majority and minority opin-
ionswould be documented. The ITMG’s
recommendations would be passed, unedited,
to the ClO and the Board of Governors. The
CIO would assign the ITMB specific issues
to consider, a schedule for resolution, and
logistical and other support as appropriate.

- The ITMB technical and ad hoc subcommit-
tees would coordinate with and draw from
existing groupsfor input to recommendations.

Thefollowing discussion points were raised in
response to this proposal:

- There was mixed reaction to the concept of a
direct connection between the ITMB and the
Board of Governors. The AMG consensus
was that the ClO, as atrusted representative
of the ICsin matters related to information
technology and management, could provide
thelink to the Board of Governors.

- Theideaof each IC having one represen-
tative was discussed. Many thought that
appointing a single representative did not
provide enough flexibility, while others felt
that it would be suitable to have one formal
representative, with other |C people partici-

pating as necessary.

- There was discussion concerning the basic
function of the ITMB: Should the focus be on
management issues or technology issues?
The consensus was that the Technical Sub-
committee would address the technical issues
and the main ITMB body would focus on
management issues. Several AMG members
expressed the opinion that it isimportant to
have aforum in which IT technical and man-
agement issues come together.

While there was consensus on many of theideas
presented by Harvey, it was clear that the
importance and complexity of thisissue require
that it be discussed further.
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Meeting
Close

The meeting was closed at approximately 3:15
p.m. The next quarterly meeting will be held on a
date near January 20, 1999. In addition, the
AMG will reconvene in approximately 30 days
for ahalf-day session to achieve consensus on the
AMG re-evauation recommendations.
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The AMG Quarterly

The AMG Quarterly is sponsored by CIT and
is published by Alan Harbitter of Performance
Engineering Corporation.

The purpose of the report isto communicate
important information discussed, decisions
made, and actions taken during the AMG
quarterly meeting.

Y ou may contact Mr. Harbitter by phone at
703/273-9880 or through his Internet address:
aharbitter@pec.com.
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AMG October 1998 Quarterly Meeting Attendees

Name Organization Phone E-mail Address
Mirlene Andre NIDDK 2-2652 ma5y@nih.gov
Lynda Bennett NICHD 5-6844 Ib36u@nih.gov
Gahan Breithaupt NINDS 6-9244 gb100f@nih.gov
Julie Burke FIC 2-9064 jb156f@nih.gov
Anne Connors NIAMS 4-3502 anne_connors@nih.gov
Jim Dix NIEHS 919-541-3221 dix@niehs.nih.gov
Jaren Doherty CIT 2-4445 jaren@nih.gov
Ronald Edwards ORS 6-9284 rxe2i@nih.gov
Donald Fletcher NIA 6-5898 donald_fletcher@nih.gov
Donna Frahm NIGMS 4-2673 frahmd@nigms.nih.gov
Allen Graeff CIT 6-5703 alg@nih.gov
Keith Gorlen CIT 6-1111 kg2d@nih.gov
Sue Hamilton NIDCD 2-1128 suehamilton@nih.gov
Alan Harbitter PEC 703-273-9880 aharbitter@pec.com
Charles Havekost NIMH 3-8101 havekost@nih.gov
Harvey Karch NIDA 3-1153 hk28h@nih.gov
Lynn J. Kelly CIT 6-3859 Ikelly@nih.gov
Lou Kerns NCI 6-1038 Ivk@nih.gov
Connie Latzko NIDA 3-2018 latzko@nih.gov
Delores Lee NCRR 5-0731 deloresl@nih.gov
Dona Lenkin CIT 6-8800 donal@nih.gov
Carol S. Martin NHGRI 2-5348 cm9lw@nih.gov
Dave Orchard NIAAA 3-1282 dorchard@willco.niaaa.nih.gov
Perry Plexico CIT 6-5381 perry.plexico@nih.gov
Wesley Russell NLM 301-496-8462 wesley_russell@nlm.nih.gov
Rex Shuler NLM 6-8460 rs117f@nih.gov
Mark Silverman NLM 6-3012 mark@nlm.nih.gov
Roy Standing NLM 301-496-8478 roy@nim.nih.gov
Nancy Stegman NIEHS 919-541-5159 stegman@niehs.nih.gov
Tim Wheeler OMA 6-2832 tw36t@nih.gov
Donna Wicker NCI 6-1038 djwicke@nih.gov
David Wise NIAID 6-8219 dw22d@nih.gov
David Wiszneauckas oD 2-0706 dw100n@nih.gov




