January 29, 2009 - NDIA PMSC Joint Session Notes

Introductions: Harry Sparrow from SM&A introduced General Pace. President and CEO of SM&A Advisory Services.

General Pace stated that this committee is critical to the success of the war fighter. General Pace works for SM&A because of their integrity, added value, he is able to have some fun, and focus on being a leader in the industry.

SM&A has an 85% win rate.  Working the development of strategic advisory services as to where companies will be in a 10 to 15 year period.  Big emphasis currently on the acquisition and efficiency side.

This committee can help industry find efficiencies.  More money saved means more material for our troops.

Noted that companies do not really know what is going on “inside the building”. Communication needs to improve.

As budgets come down the need for efficiency becomes paramount.

When General Pace was running the JROC committee he did not know there was a requirement for EVMS.  General Pace stated that the JROC process needs to be redone. Relatively small segment within the DoD is aware of the guidance for paying attention to EVMS and other management processes.

General Pace was asked how we can improve communication per the recent memo from John Young.

General Pace states that there should be more industry days. Communicate  the capabilities that exist in open dialogue. 

General Pace stated that President Obama has made some excellent choices in his administration. 

We do not have the option of opting out of the war on terrorism or the war in Iraq. Dialogue is where you will fight this war.

Leaving Iraq and Afghanistan is an objective, achievable in time.

Only tow things in Iraq-  Are your better off today than yesterday and do you feel you will be better tomorrow.

Advice is come out  but do not come out short of victory.  If you decide to come out and you have not won, i.e., country is not stable,  and the next instance comes up and you walked away from Iraq, then it will be more difficult to keep our friends and allies on the same page.

Difference between troops today and yesterday (20 years) is lower level troops have a strategic impact at a much lower level. A sergeant can have a strategic impact. Our troops get it.

Need to find a way to bring the pendulum on procurement back to the center.  We do not have enough war fighters in the procurement change.  Joint Chiefs are not in the decision chain.

If we can get more ideas on the table then we will be more efficient.  EVMS has the potential to harvest billions of dollars for the nation at a time when we really need this. Please continue to communicate and share your ideas.

OSD AT&L Analysis Section - Debbie Tomsic and Russ Vogel

Debbie Tomsic:

A meeting between DoD and NDIA was held in October 2008 to discuss the

concerns with EVM implementation raised by industry in the September 2007

letter to the USD(AT&L). The Director, ARA, took an action from that meeting

to reinstitute the DoD/Industry EVM Working Group. The working group met in

November 2008 and January 2009. Industry representatives included the chair

and vice chair of the NDIA PMSC and a number of the major defense companies.

At the first meeting, the group identified and better defined eight issues,

and subgroups were established to work the issues. At the second meeting,

the subgroups reported on the status of their actions, and the core group

determined that it would meet quarterly to continue to status the actions

and direct subgroup activities.

On January 24, 2009, the USD(AT&L) signed a memorandum announcing the

establishment of a Defense Support Team to address and provide

recommendations to revamp where necessary the EVMS from requirements through

implementation, to include oversight and governance as well as contractual

remedies for lack of EV compliance. The DST is being chaired by DPAP with

participation from SSE, PSA, ARA, DCMA, DAU, and the intelligence community.

Establishment of the DST is a major step forward in forging collaboration

among the various functional disciplines, to include the program management

community. Working groups are expected to be established under the DST to

work the issues and develop draft language for the Section 887 EVM report

due to the congress in July 2009. ARA will be actively involved in the

working groups. Industry's involvement and the interfaces with the

DoD/Industry EVM Working Group have yet to be determined.

In December 2008, the new DoD Instruction 5000.02 containing the current EVM

policy was published. Table 5 notes that EVM is used on a limited basis on

FFP contracts. When the policy is next reviewed for revisions, the policy

regarding FFP contracts may need to be revisited given OMB's direction on

the use of EVM.

The WBS Handbook is currently undergoing an update and at the USD(AT&L)'s

direction will be converted into a Military Standard. The new Standard is

expect to be completed early next year.

Reciprocity of EVMS validations between DCMA and the IC is being worked

internally within DoD.

Question: Is the January 24 memo the basis for the response to the ombudsman

request and where will program management personnel come from to support the

DST?

Answer:  The memo forms the basis of the response to the ombudsman request

by identifying a "single voice" within A&T for EVMS performance oversight

and governance. Program management support to the DST will come from PSA and

the Services.

Russ Vogel:

Working issues with data and reporting compliance vis-à-vis the EVM central

repository. First level data quality review began in September 2008 in

coordination with the Service acquisition staffs. Most programs are making

an effort to meet the requirement.  As of January 2009 many of the

identified issues are being worked and progress is being made. As expected,

human errors are occurring (e.g., forgetting to click the submit button).

Beginning to tackle the more difficult issues. May require re-examining CDRL

and DID language to clarify or tighten requirements.

Easy fixes requiring minor software changes or better guidance/training:

- Mislabeling submission file (e.g., identifying an XML file as an X12

TS839)

- Data errors (e.g., contract numbers, contractor name, "as of" date)

- Missing components (e.g., no Format 5)

- Submissions against wrong submission events

Data validation rules/sanity check:

- Examples - BCWS must be less than or equal to BAC, TAB must equal CBB

unless an OTB is specified

- Potential causes - incomplete submission, data processing routines,

validation rules (theory vs. reality)

Submitted EDI or XML files not processing:

- Some issues identified and corrected in CR data processing routines that

read EDI/XML files

- Non-compliant XML

- What should be included in XML

CR "contract tasks" not aligned with "effort numbers":

- Effort numbers are used internally for organizing reporting activities

- CR submissions at contract or lower "contract task" levels

Internal OSD/government alignment issues:

- Contract reporting requirements need to be aligned with presentation and

data needs (and IT systems)

- Aligning CDRLs to EVM policy (e.g., reducing tailoring such as elimination

of EDI requirement)

Current activities:

- Continuing to work with Services to coordinate corrective actions on data

alignment and quality issues

- Updating CR and on-line documentation and training materials to clarify

requirements

- Working the bigger issues case by case

UNCEFACT: Update and Status on the UN/CEFACT XML Schemas

Guidelines in process/planned


Network Schedule


CPR


Considering time phased cost data (history or otherwise), WBS


CFSR


1921 series of reports

Host web site: http//dcarc.pae.osd.mkl/EVM/Index. Aspx

Working in concert with OSD on DID updates. Data integrity issues

Have final first set of guidelines by the end of March 09. IMS and CPR.

DOE side is going through the same type of process with their central repository.

OUSD (AT&L) ARA/AM Larry Axtell
Larry provided an update on the Nunn-McCurdy status for

the DoD major defense acquisition programs (see presentation).  He provided

brief background information on this Congressional unit cost reporting

requirement:  1) two unit costs (PAUC and APUC) are tracked in base-year

dollars against a current and original baseline, 2) unit cost increases of

15% to the current baseline and 30% to the original baseline are referred to

as significant breaches, 3) unit cost increases of 25% to the current

baseline and 50% to the original baseline are referred to as critical

breaches, 4) significant breaches require a Congressional notification and

Selected Acquisition Report (SAR), and 5) critical breaches require a

Congressional notification, SAR, and a USD(AT&L) certification.  During the

intensive certification process that covers 3-5 months, contractor earned

value systems are evaluated by the OSD and DCMA staff.  The latest status of

Nunn-McCurdy breaches and potential breaches was presented relative to the

current and original baselines.
A DCARC Update - Mike Augustus

New system will mirror central depository.  Will be able to see the data as it is submitted when you have privileges.  Starting a pilot process.

Improvement on rejection rate.  80% in 2002, now down to around 20%.  Goal is to get rejection rate down to 10%.

More of an effort in looking at WBS dictionaries.  Instances where CSDR plan is 881 based WBS, Dictionary may be to an IPT.

New tool for a CSDR.

CSDR Planning and Execution Tool (cPET) released in Sep ‘08

Free downloadable desktop application which:

Verifies math consistency of cost reports

Compares submission against CAIG approved plan

Next open CSDR training session to be hosted by Raytheon Missile Systems in Tucson AZ on March 31st
Registration info can be found on the DCARC website

We are always looking for organizations to host future CSDR training sessions of 75 or more attendees.

CDR focus group meets approximately quarterly to discuss CSDR policy and implementation initiatives and problems.

Many large organizations within industry  including NDIA have failed to attend recent meetings

Next joint Government/industry meeting to be held Feb 4th in Alexandria, VA.

DCMA Center Update: Jim Henderson

Center has grown by 4 people. Five product teams.  Tools and Training team.  Greg Griffith has been promoted to Naval Team Lead.

Current Staff is 41, Grow by 9 by end of summer.

3 Contractor support personnel from Aztech.

Validation Review Operating Manual-talks about how the process for a review is to operate- Need clarification as to how to this interfaces within the EVMIG

Really need current guidance.

SSOM will be revised 2QCY 2009

DCMA interpretive Guide (DIG) to be issued late 2QCY2009.

Tools


IMP/IMS Computer based training operational 7 December 2009


Internal Help Desk and Issue Tracker Operational 10 November 2009

Lot of similarity between DIG and the NDIA Intent Guide

DIG is a means to interpret.  Need to ask Fred if we can get a copy of the DIG.

DIG is being used as a supplement to the NDIA intent guide.

EVMIG is still out as formal guidance.

DCMA uses a checklist for reviews.  This is sufficient for some teams, some go to further documentation such as the DIG for better clarification as to the intent of the EVMS criteria.

A lot of the DCMA training occurs at DAU, and there is supplemental training created by Donna Holden.  EVMS basics and interpretative analysis is DAU and instructor lead.  An on line course is being developed for IMS and IMP.

DCMA and Intelligence Community have met to discuss Reciprocity


Meeting held 23 January 2009 to understand Scope of issue


Next meeting scheduled for the 20th February to share information and to begin dialogue on Compliance Assessments and Review Processes

Annual Schedule has not been approved for release.  Just first three months.

Priority on schedule established based on a 16 month target for completion for validation, Nunn McCurdy is a key priority.

Follow ups on Nunn McCurdy are a priority

In order to go through a validation, need to go through the local DCMA office to get to the center.  Go through the Subcontractor's DCMA office.
Request to DCMA to draft a process on how to get onto the validation schedule.

Each product team is developing  a CAR log and putting this into a central data base.  Still in development.  Copies of CAR documents going to Donna Holden.

CAR log has all that needs from SSOM to be tracked.

Are their overarching rules for the end of year assessments.

In order to be compliant DCMA must have had to assessed all 32 guidelines.

DCAA independence has impacted the ability of DCMA to do a full assessment of the 32 criteria.

An unassessed situation is not going to put the contractor at risk for the Advance Agreement.

A non compliant rating will not cause an immediate pulling of the Advance Agreement.

They look at materiality, type of CARs, number open, and systemic issues.

Frustration voiced that validations are not happening fast enough. Contractor stated that contract over before they could get validated. New programs coming in, customers making an issue of non validation.

Dave Kester has to do final approval.

Center is looking at all open CARs as well as trends for systemic issues.

Question to Donna Holden that if a non validated contractor is called compliant to all 32 criteria by the CMO, would they be able to be validated? Current answer is no. But Jim to take question up to Fred.

DCMA trying to get away from review for cause through the surveillance process.

Earned Value Management as a measure of “Quality Technical Accomplishment”

Joe Houser

Dan Milano

Paul Solomon

Improved Project Management Practices pay for themselves

Good EVM implementation shows trends to higher profits and customer satisfaction.

Training talks to Cost, Schedule and Technical integration in the planning and review process.

PMI PMBOK Guide recognizes quality and technical requirements.

PMB May also include technical and quality parameters

Product Scope: features and functions

Projects scope: The work that needs to be accomplished

It can be argued that project management plans should always include technical and quality requirements

GAO Cost Guide

Reliable EVM data indicate monthly how well a program is performing in terms of cost, schedule and technical matters

GAO guide also calls out technical and quality cost performance

Stakeholders and Customers have a problem with the “quality” of our data.

DCMA has significantly increased the oversight of the EVMS process and data outputs.

EVM works with numerous success stories


Some implementations go beyond the ANSI

Other DoD Guides Specify Technical Performance

DoDI 5000.02 Policy came out in December

Dan is going to take us through what the FAA is doing in incorporating technical performance measures into their program management process.

Original milestones were set up to support the cost estimating process not the EVMS process.  Forced reevaluation to EVMS milestones.

FAA developed over 50 standard milestones.

Different ways to bring in technical milestones.

There are changes we can make to the standard.

Question to the committee: “do we want to clarify that we want to include technical and quality” performance.

Do we need to update the ANSI standard to more clearly articulate Quality and technical metrics?

We need to get reconnected with the systems engineering people.  There has to be follow on technical acceptance.  Cannot forget the back end requirement.

Dave Melton- MDA update

Quick overiew, ten major program offices and 14 major contracts.

Headed by General O’Reilly. 

Monthly dashboard being provided.

Emphasizing IBR process. Looks at the IBR annually.

PMs to discuss IBRs at their forums.

Looking at Level of Effort vs. discrete.

MDA looking at 6 month CPI- incrementally.

Modifying use of SPI

Looking at weekly earned value metrics

Focus on IMS and an integrated performance baseline

Pushing weekly schedule performance metrics and fast turn on changes

DCMA Support


Overarching MOA with DCMA


MDA Review of DCMA Report Quality

EVM Health

CPR/CFSR Quality Review

Other Quality Reviews (IMS, Award Fee, Contract Requirements

IBR Process

MOA with DCMA

DCMA SSOM

LOE vs Discrete

CPR/CFSR

IEAC

IBR support

MDA would like to do all 32 EVMS guidelines at once

IBR—More review of documents, schedules, org prior to the IBR.  Want that document trace done early.  Get everyone trained prior to the IBR.  Address issues early on or prior to the IBR

Dashboard- One of the biggest areas for improvement is the update of the contractors cost guide. Contractors Status Report.

MDA is tracking undefinitized efforts. Key area of concern for General O’Reilly.

NASA Update - Ken Poole

EVM Policy and Guidance

Every center has to have a validated EVM system- How to do this is a TBD

One system description at the agency level. Each center will have processes that support the overall process description.

Office of Chief Engineer is completing assessment reviews

NASA FAR supplement for EVM is currently undergoing revision to provide consistency with the new DFAR Clause

Several Agency Handbooks are in the final phases of development


EVM implementation


Schedule Management


WBS Development


IBR tool kit

Draft versions are to be available for review

Complete 4 IBRs in 2008

Validation and Progress Assist Visit(PAV) Reviews


Completed one PAC (United Space Alliance)


Completed one Validation Review (United Space Alliance)

Planned for 2009

Several IBRs planned 

Also another validation review

Each NASA center is sponsoring training

Standardized Agency and WBS Numbering Process

NASA challenged in developing good schedules

Schedule health assessment tool in place

Schedules continue to be of high concern at NASA.

FAA Update

ATC Modernization Program taken off of their high risk list by GAO.  Implementation of EVM helped get this program off the list

Established Portfolio/Program Performance Metrics (PPPM)


Now implementing Agency Wide

Program Summary metrics are a dashboard.  Tracks EVM metrics as well as milestones, funding other interested parties.

FAA doing their own validations

Program Level IBR

Conducted IBR on Surveillance and Broadcast System (SBS) October 10, 2008


One day review


Six CAM interviews


Two outside technical experts

Used outside experts on program that were nominated by the program manager.

Surveillance


Process established last Spring

GAO report published GAO-08-756

DOT- IT report

GAO had two program related items to be addressed.

Pushing product oriented work breakdown structure

FAA continuing to evolve both policy and practice


Initiated Program Level Surveillance


Initiated FAA Major Contractor Acceptance

DOT Presentation - Dan Milano

Committed that DOT programs will be compliant in EVMS by the end of the year.

Adopting what was put in place.

New Policies will be in place

Some changes as DOT go forward

Focus area number one was industry best practices

Focus area number two was enterprise architecture

Focus area number three was cost estimating

Focus area number four was portfolio management 


Investment review boards up to level three

Focus area number five as human capital

Focus area number six was EVMS, baseline management, risk

Focus area number seven was independent verification of areas one through six.

DOE and FAA looking are reciprocity agreement.

FAA is doing assessments on their programs and validations on their contractors.

FAST.FAA.GOV-  has all FAA guidance and documents on EVMS.

Mil-HDBK 881 Work Breakdown Structure Handbook Update - Neil Albert

Mil Handbook is being converted back to a standard.

Created focus groups consisting of Government and Industry representatives for coordination and approval of WBS

Very important that there is buy in from System Engineering, Program Management and EVM process owners

Systems Engineering owns the WBS

Current Handbook is in fact a standard based on John Young memo.  Debbie Tomsic is the sponsor to coordinate updated 881 to a standard. All contracts after April 2005 should be following the WBS Handbook.

Ensure consistency with the latest version of DoD instruction 5000.02

Investigate additional appendices or update to the current handbook for 


Unmanned Sea Vehicles


Launch Systems


Construction Elements

Update definitions to reflect advancements

Software heavier reliance on embedded and stand alone


Space Systems need to be redefined


Missile Systems


Electronic Systems

Performance Based Logistics (OSD PA&E efforts)

Contractor Logistics Support

Services Support

Consider integrating schedule activities

Ensure use of a single WBS for all functional areas

Need to get contracts people involved

Better understanding of WBS integration with Acquisition documents

Re-evaluate reporting that rely on the WBS

Relook at examples in Handbook

Use Government and industry representatives
Program management, Project Management Institutes (PMI) NDIA ICPM

Systems Engineering, SCEA

Suggested Appendix Changes


System of Systems


Software intensive


Unmanned Sea Vehicle systems

Suggested general changes to WBS


Break out Systems Engineering and Program Management as separate WBS


Performance Based Logistics(should we address O&S activities?)

Relooking at many of the product areas at Sea Systems, Space Systems, etc.

WBS is typically level three or four of the WBS.

System of Systems may have to go down  more, may be down to level 5, example large Space Systems.

Contracts/Subcontract Issues Working Group - Mike Martin

See presentation.

Well represented by industry

SSOM, final industry input to DCMA by March 31.

Requested ability to review new DCMA documents VROM and DIG

Services Working Group

Gay Infanti presents:

Problem Statement EVMS is being applied to a variety of services type work scenarios and there is no consistent guidance or policy on how EVMS should be implemented

Charter for Subcommittee

To develop and recommend policy, process guidance, and/or training to support implementation on Services type contracts

See presentation for conclusion

Guidance will be drafted based on discussions from yesterday.

Baseline Stability Working Group - Neil Albert

Understanding what the issues that make up the stability or the instability of the baseline

Came up with a value statement this time as to what is the end result.

How does earned value fit within the acquisition process.

The new 5000.02.  Much has moved to the left.  Now pressure is to ensure that planning is done early, go slow to go fast.

Question is how does earned value fit into the process.

Reduce Cost

Reduce Cost for the systems

Reduce Risk

Where should Earned Value be placed in the application process?  What level should EVMS be put into the process?

Objective

Adapt the Program Performance Management construct to integrate into the Acquisition Process

Goals

Eliminate Waste and reduce rework

Deliverables


Baseline Stability Definition


Guideline Adaptability Assessment


Process Gap Analysis

Dan Butler: Thanks to all the hosts SM&A and Deltek

Still trying to get a place for the second quarter meeting. Probably within the first two weeks of May in the Washington DC area. Dan will advise.

The meeting then concluded for the day.
