Meeting Minutes RIT Pilot Program Manager's Informal Workshop
Meeting 18 November 2003

- DRAFT- 

Attendees:, Russ Peter, Jim Clausen, Mark Fornano, Kaye Gonterman, Leonard

Sadauskas, Mary Ann Engelbert, Michael Marro, Mike Peter, Noel Dickover, Bob Foster,  Alice Campbell

VTC attendees: Joe Besselman, Dave Wright, Lester Reagan, Dave Hymen, Maj. Todd Hanning, Mason Tanaka

Introduction
Mr. Len Sadauskas opened the meeting by recalling the high standard of dialog established during the last session of the Pilot PMs when they wanted OSD to “get out of the way” and let the programs execute.  The RIT Pilot are now in the wrap up stage and it is now time to report the results of the Pilot effort and make policy recommendations. This morning session will not be a program review, but rather an opportunity to informally share lessons learned about the RIT Pilot process - from the PM's points of view.

Specifically, Mr. Sadauskas was interested in finding out how many pilot programs were able to manage their internal risks and stay on the 18 month schedule and how many were impacted by external risks that could not be ameliorated and resulted in schedule changes.

Conclusions from conversations

· Eight of the nine programs report that they have met, or will meet, the objectives laid out in their original 18 month RIT Pilot Schedule. 

· The 18 month release schedule allowed a lot of innovative things to occur.

· Streamlining of the acquisition process, specifically for the IA and C4ISP was a hot topic of conversation

· This RIT Pilot Process allowed for a mindset change from looking for documents to understanding what information was essential to make a decision.

· The Air Force Evolutionary Acquisition Development Review, EADR,  allowed for a much faster and more efficient method for milestone and periodic reviews.

· Doc X philosophies, while they make sense, still need some additional work

· Risk Balanced Oversight shows promise for adjusting the level of oversight to the level of risk.

· Online collaboration, while problematic in some cases (access difficulties and needed change of mind set), provides substantial benefits in time savings and improved communication

· Most programs and oversight organizations were extremely excited about maintaining RIT Pilot status after the Pilot Program has ended.

· 1AM programs, even under the RIT process, still experience oversight challenges.

· Changing from a quarterly status reporting to a monthly status reporting has actually helped programs improve rigor in their program management processes.
· Use of the SA-CMM and the FAA0iCMM for program offices improved their software acquisition processes
Questions and Issues Raised

· When the RIT stops, do what happens to the programs? Will they be allowed policy-wise to continue? Answer, this is still unclear, but OSD is looking into it and will provide clear guidance.  The RIT Pilot Team position is that delegated programs should remain delegated unless there is cause to undelegate.  NII needs to figure out how to get sufficient insight to understand what is going on.

· In the movement from document-centered processes to information-centered processes, the information becomes more and more important.  Unfortunately, in the document-centered process, the “rationale” for all of the information is often lost, but the whole document is still required.  This is a problem in moving to an information centered process.

· Under the RIT Pilot charter programs are adopting recommendations that effectively tailor the 5000, but they must still conform to the law and NII is still required to report out on certain legislative mandates.  For example, under such “tailoring” there may be no “milestone”, per se, but  there must have been  some kind of “review & decision” that allowed the program to proceed and that review/decision becomes the equivalent to a milestone.

Pilot PM Briefings were presented from the attached slides.  Additional notes follow:

Army: TC AIMS II: 

· TC AIMS is sticking to an 18 month review cycle.  

· The 18 month review led to severe tradeoffs as the user will have to wait on key requirements if you stick to an incremental build.

· Virtual ASARC – repository to define a body of K. w/electronic meeting capabilities, built in reviews, scheduling.  Looking at doing a “paper” ASARC

· Army Collaborative Environment: Standard environment for all PMs/PEOs  to report on their program. (DocX style program)

· Followed the CIO Self assessment report (120 specific questions) – proves a thorough review that answers all questions.   There is a translation process to turn this into a CCA compliance document.

· Overall conclusion is that everyone became sensitized to streamlining acquisition process.  

Issues and Concerns

· Gatekeeper awareness needs to improve

· The contractor is at CMM Level 3,  but the PM did not open door for an SA-CMM review.

· There needs to be a determination of the level of trust OSD gives the PEO and PM to perform the job. If a program has already been “scrubbed hard,” it should have an easier time afterwards.

· Requirements generation and documentation process cumbersome.  ICD staffing takes a year.  C4ISP takes 6 months.

· The acquisition oversight personnel need to stay more involved in the program on a regular basis.  This stops progress from coming to a halt because a functional needs to “review the books.”  

· Use of AIM is a learning process, including the Login process, permissions, and simply overcoming inertia.

Navy: NTCSS

· Now under DASN C4I as a 1AC Program

· Because it was a mature program, the transition for stakeholders/gatekeepers wasn’t as hard, as they had previous docs like C4ISP, and TEMP

· All stakeholders/gatekeepers were present during the beginning stages of the Pilot. Decisions were agreed to and formalized.  

· E-NTCSS is the web enabled application.  It had a fresh start with an 18 month schedule.  OMA did not have a fresh start.  In looking at OPEVAL, OOMA scheduled it for  July 03, but is now Feb 04 due to ship availability issues.

· NTCSS has maintained all info in AIM, and gives monthly reports, not quarterly.  The PEO uses AIM as the authoritative source, and does not call the program, so this info must be correct and current.

· 4 milestones (3A, B, C, and D) due to breaking up applications for risk reasons. The MDA stated that if the documentation criteria was met, they could go forward with milestone/fielding decisions.  

· Accomplished re-baselining the APB on the web.  Estimated 2 months saved in manhours (Len comment – has taken 6 months for other programs).

· Regarding CCA and the use of the AIM CIO questionnaire, NTCSS did not take advantage of CCA questions as NTCSS had already issued a report under a previous milestone.

· Monthly process forced the program to re-assess monthly, versus quarterly.  The old quarterly DAES reporting process fostered out-of-date information, and rarely had an impact on program.  The monthly process allowed them to give better information.  

· Cultural shifts occurred.  Getting people to use the computers was difficult – they had to print out certain things in paper for some people.

· Movement of people from being document centric to being information centric was key but still a work in progress

· Overall – good process, intend to keep using the portal. The MDA is better appraised of circumstances and risks.  

Issues and Concerns 

· Consider changing CCA from a “certification to congress” to a “confirmation process.” 

· New people who weren’t on board when the process was set up need to be indoctrinated.

· The Navy ERP convergence effort is still being discussed – not clear where e- NTCSS breaks down based on this.  e-NTCSS may or may not continue based on these decisions.

AF Programs

GCSS Air Force:

· RIT Pilot ended the tyranny of paper obsession.  The month to month cost to feed oversight and air staff for paper was eliminated. OLVMS – was able to be delivered on time based on this 

· RIT Pilot allowed focus on spiral development.  This included lots of multiple, parallel spirals. 

· 2003 had 140 different releases.

· Network centric architecture allows work to be done lots faster.

· Plan on partnering with DISA on NCES transition pieces.

· Greater communication with OSD staff.  John Laychus, as former RIT Pilot Team Chair, had more insight than most  OSD staffers  ever gain in an IPT environment.

· GCSS effectively does an EADR every month (almost weekly) with CIO/PEO.  This has been important to effective communication.  

· GCSS was able to get test community on board by funding  JDIC and test force.  Over time, they have increased communication with the test community.

· GCSS AF is 2 years ahead of where they planned to be.  The original target was 10 capabilities/applications out per year.  Last year they delivered 40.  This year they were planning 15, but right now they are looking at 30 to come on board.  

· GCSS, with regards to the GIG enterprise services has regular meetings with FMMP.  After detailed analysis, they worked with DISA and recommended the  services they are interested in.

· SMART Comments

· All reporting done in SMART: generates 100,000 pages a week

· Everyone in the AF acquisition community but Space is using it.  

· Great for reporting, but opportunity for improvement should be in documentation area.  

Len point – “we have the Exhibit 300 – its right here and you can always look at it”

· Smart is not tailored to the MDA’s desires.  It is a one stop shop for everyone.  Briefings, etc, to everyone is done right off of Smart.  Mr. Durante specifies changes to the system.

· Allowing all PMs to see other programs helps both in sharing and competitive reasons.

· Gen Lyles and Mr. Samburg signed out a memo that requests use of SMART for all status updates.  The Space organization is not included in this as they want additional capability.   They want to restrict access to a specific tier until everyone within that tier is comfortable with the information presented.

Issues and Concerns

· GCSS lists the change as 90% culture and 10% technology.  Getting the culture to embrace this model is the challenge.

· Would also want to see CIR reporting done (Used to be 300B report).

SCS

· Effort is to move from a mainframe-based system to a web-based GIG compliant system.

· RIT – helped develop close working relationship with PEO, etc.  Helped standardize processes.  Instituted Risk radar.  

· Spiral development process is key benefit.  Moved previous spirals of 24-30 months to 18 months.  Larger spirals were harder to get clear reqs and costs.  Most modules now in the 8 to 16 month range. Cost estimating improved based on reducing size of modules.

· The Enterprise Data Warehouse (EDW) will be adapted to be compliant with the final ERP solution.  

· The SCS increment 3 was met ahead of schedule.  QSM Metrics showed that the program basically met its schedule.
Issues and Concerns
· On a “strategic pause” on new apps for air staff to determine if ERP solution is better.  Program status is unclear pending the results of this review.  The strategic pause did not however impact the RIT Pilot increment.

ILS-S
RIT Initiative: Visible Inventory Position System.

· Original goal was met as of July of 03

· RIT Pilot Benefit: allowed to pull some capability out to build it on time.   Allowed developing, staging, fielding process for a smaller effort.  Fielded application on time.

· Information on ILS-S Reported through SMART 

Issues and Concerns

· ILS-S also caught up in strategic pause.  Interim capability is being provided.

· QSM metrics were not used throughout. While they were originally asked to do this, after the program got going, there was a significant delay in getting the metrics.  They have a monthly metrics report from contractor, but this hasn’t been sent as nobody has asked for it.
IMDS: 
RIT Pilot Initiative: Precision Equipment Measurement Laboratory (PMEL) Automated Maintenance System (PAMS)

· Used EADR as review and decision authority.  These were done via VTC to provide status, which was relatively painless compared to milestone decisions. 

· Migrated from the AF XPLAN (that focuses on a 12 month cycle) to the Smart tool.  

· IMDS was able to complete in 18 months, but security accreditation approval by DAA approval did hold up RIT date by an additional week.  The customer on SSAA is working on this.

· RIT allowed a program to be worked and delivered without multiple levels of oversight.  Concentrated oversight at the PEO level.  

· EADR is small compared to milestone decision.  

· IMDS did not use an outside contractor for software development, they used software group at SSG that employed extreme programming techniques.  For metrics, they tracked manning, defects, coding velocity.

· Risk refresh rate should be monthly.  Additionally, PMs and their staff needed to be versed at integrating risks with cost and schedule data.

GTN 21 

· Started new program at RIT initiation.  Increments were originally over 18 months.  

· While GTN21 has completed their 18 month increment goal, Increment I (a few days ahead of schedule), this won’t be fielded until increments 2 and 3 are done.  

· Used EADR for milestones: Increment I testing, Increments II and III planning.

· Stated that during the EADR process, liked that it was streamlined, and that AF MDA was the POC, but liked the access to OSD test and architecture personnel.  

· Documentation was complete, 

· CCA was in draft - the AF was OK with plan for CCA completion.  The AF is OK if something is missing as long as they have a plan on how to get there.  

· Used AIM extensively for posting program data, specifically for the oversight personnel to have access to the information. Used SMART just to report status.

· Used the FAA integrated capabilities maturity model to improve over time how to improve software.  Assessed how well SPO is meeting its iCMM model.  Best practices included COTS management, and independent review of the government estimate.  

· The SPO/contractor teaming arrangement really strong.
Issues and Concerns
· PEO noted that the SPO directors were not taking enough risk with schedule targets.  There is now direction for the SPDs to adopt a more aggressive schedule.  Based on this, GTN21 has moved their scheduled IOC two months to the left.

FIRST:

· FIRST met their scheduled deliverable date 

· Best practice: streamlining C4ISP process.  Got people to review a draft, similar to how GTM is reviewing a draft.  

· Best Practice: Streamlined award-fee process. 

· BEA for logistics is down to 51 items. The Comptroller has thousands of items.  

Issues and Concerns

· FIRST could not say they met an AF domain architecture because these were not decided. FIRST was too far ahead of the BMMP/BEA, so OSD told them to slow down.

· There was discussion that the “thousand question questionnaire” is “dumped” on the program during a pre-milestone review. The program has to go through CIR, CCA, and C4ISP process. Discussion centered on how these should be combined.

DISA: GCSS (CC/JTF) 

· Phase 4 was chosen for the RIT Pilot effort.  This was completed on time and GCSS is on its next phase.

· DISA uses an internal portal,“The Edge” to review documents, not AIM.  “The Edge” allows programs to see one another’s documents but contractors are not allowed on.  Due to licensing concerns, some government people are restricted from accessing “The Edge.”   

· IPT group reviews documents and gives comments.  Everything done via email.

· Used RIT as an opportunity to revise and streamline documentation process.  

· Used an “Incremental Program Baseline” 
· Reviews: everyone was allowed to come.  MDA asks if anyone has questions.  Everything captured in minutes and ADMs.

Issues and Concerns
· C4ISP: problematic.  This has been a broken process that has dragged on for 2 years.  Changes to C4ISR requirements have impacted this.
· Discussion centered on the notion that while it is good for contractors to access other program data in AIM, there is a potential conflict of interest.  Performance metrics are good for sharing especially, as these are so difficult to create.

Final Report Structure

· Due 11 December

· The purpose of the structure is two-fold:

1. The input supports components recommendations

2. The Pilot Program Summaries are designed to support information sharing across the workforce.  The summaries provide the context for the best practices to be useful.

· The Pilot Program Summary is shown below:

Pilot Program Summaries 

The purpose of the Pilot Program Summaries is to support your Components policy recommendations and to turn the results of the pilots into something that can be shared with the rest of the IT Acquisition Workforce.  Please write the summaries with the intent of providing others in your situation with a sense of your context as well as what you did, and the rationale for taking those actions (including any relevant problems or issues you that led to this course).  These summaries will be placed in the Information Technology Community of Practice as lessons learned and potential best practices.

1. Program Objectives

Please include both program and pilot objectives. 

2. Summary of Program internal and external environment 

Please provide details of your program, including program size (government and contractor personnel), IT system description and use, technical complexity issues, and risk factors, along with descriptions of the internal and external issues that affected your pilot and program.  Include the QSM metric information.

3. RIT Recommendations adopted

Provide a description and rational for the recommendations adopted, and a description of how they were implemented.

4. Program progress during pilot phase

Please provide a statement of the progress you made relative to the  18 month schedules we put together at the beginning of the RIT Pilot.

5. What have you learned?

Please state what you have learned based on your pilot experiences, and more importantly, what would you do differently if posed with the same circumstances in the future.

6. Candidate best practices

Army, Navy, HA and DISA programs, please contribute those practices that work well for your program.  The Air Force programs will have their best practices recorded by the mini-assessment team.

7. Remaining rocks on the road

What further recommendations do you have for streamlining the requirements/acquisition process?
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