NDIA PMSC

21 May 2009

Bethesda, MD

A&T DPAP Presentation






  Dick Ginman

- Report to congress due July 11 2009

- Team primarily consists of Charlie Williams, Shay Assad, and Nancy Spruill

EVMS DST Organization

· Shay Assad is the Chairman

· Supported by 5 sub-teams

· EVMS Regulations & Guidance

· No substantive changes to existing guidance

· Relative value of EVM for PMs & senior officials

· What is EVMS all about and who is it for?

· Challenges in using EVM; Criteria for evaluating success of EVM

· How do we train people and clarify misperceptions of how and why EVM is used

· Training

· Led by Phil Rogers (Nancy’s deputy) and recommending how training can be improved

· EVM implementation; Data quality

· Led by Gary Bliss; Unsure of where the quality of data is being distorted but the end result is not satisfactory

· DST making several recommendations for Departmental action (none require congressional action)

· Ongoing DoD Initiatives

· Proposals for new DoD Initiatives

· Areas requiring further analysis

· Sample recommendations:

· Finalize and publish DoD OTB and OTS Handbook

· Publish DoD Guide to Analysis of EVM and Cost Data

· Update EVMIG and improve configuration control

· Improve compliance with DoD CR

· Continue development of EVM diagnostic tools

· Continue dialog with NDIA to discuss EVMS compliance issues

· Misunderstandings about scope and the schedule should be clarified with the Program Management Team

· Should not incur additional costs because clarity about the contract is absent

· Industry will not participate on the DSTs.  They will accept input via NDIA and particular companies if requested

· Allegations need substantiated claims with facts & data

· Claims of contradictory contract clauses need supporting information

· Peer review will take place at a minimum before RFP, prior to negotiations and at the end of negotiations (5000.02 provides additional clarity on this process)

Dan Butler asked about Reciprocity

· DCMA and IC attempting to come to a common understanding

· Kester made a comment that Mr. Finley had stated that there should be only one entity to assess EVM compliance

NASA Presentation






          Sandra Smalley

Director of Program Management Policy

Some areas of focus for NASA:

· Enhanced Policy

· Document the best practices and improve Agency’s performance against external commitments

· Early involvement by senior management

· Acquisition Strategy Planning (ASP) – Determines whether or not the mission supports the Agency’s vision/strategy
· Acquisition Strategy Meeting (ASM)

· Review make-or-buy decisions and approves strategy

· Retained procurement meetings to ensure all FAR and DFAR regulations are met

· Programs need to have a 70% confidence level

· At a minimum the programs need to be funded at a confidence level of 50%

· Joint Confidence Level (JCL) – probability that cost will be equal or less than targeted cost and schedule will be equal or less than targeted schedule date

· Baseline Performance Review (BPR) established to look at the overall portfolio of the agency and is fairly new (BPR process flow in presentation)

· Center Level and Project Level meetings both roll up into this BPR

Department of Transportation Update



    Giovanni Carnaroli

· DOT is implementing EVM throughout the Investment Management Process

· Will soon be able to provide a report on the health of projects department wide

· Tailored EVM requirements based on value of programs

· Tier I (>20 Mil) – 32 Guidelines

· Tier II (>8 Mil and <20 Mil) – 26 Guidelines

· Tier III (<8 Mil) – 21 Guidelines

· Tailored guidelines are in presentation; primarily accounting guidelines are tailored out (slide 5)

· Consolidated investments will apply this tier system only to each “child-investment”

· Legislation requiring EVM quarterly reporting to OMB – DOT is well postured to implement the legislation when it passes

· Certification requirement

· Health of the investment and Program Management Review identifies potential issues and allows for the drill down into these issues and implement solutions

FAA Update








Keith Kratzert

Emphasis placed on program level EVMS management

· Any program that exceeds 10 mil will require EVM

Recent Accomplishments

· Closed out first contractor acceptance review

· ITT Acceptance Letter signed by Acquisition Executive on Feb 26, 2009

· Two program level IBRs conducted

· First year of surveillance has concluded

· Categorized the programs into high, medium and low risk – will dive deeper into high risk programs

Contractor acceptance review

· Validation review conducted Sept 22-26

· Most recent review of CAR closeout activity Jan 22

· Formal acceptance on Feb 26

Program IBRs

· Two programs reviewed: 

· Surveillance & Broadcast System (SBS) Oct 10, 2008

· System Wide Information Management (SWIM) program Feb 26, 2009

· One day review

· Six CAM interviews

· Two outside technical experts

· Familiar with the program but not a part of the program

Current Evaluation of FAA EVM

· New GAO study 310984

· GEO report published (GAO-08-756)

· DOT IG, review of EVM and Security

· Draft report is out

FAA EVM Summary

· Evolving policy and practice

· Initiated program level surveillance

· First FAA Contractor Acceptance Completed

· Second acceptance in planning

· Addressing GAO recommendations

OSD Update







           Debbie Tomsic

Three noteworthy activities are:

· EVMS Defense Support Team

· WBS Handbook update/conversion to a standard

· EVM Central Data Repository:

· The volume of data continues to increase.  Since January, 30 more contracts are reporting, almost 500 additional users have been granted access, and the number of submissions housed in the repository has grown by nearly 2,000.

· The majority of contracts are reporting in a timely manner and, with a few exceptions, policy compliance is improving.  Reporting issues and submission anomalies are being worked with the DoD components.

· OSD is evolving the governance process, to include the transition to the sole source of contract EVM data for the standard architecture.

Changes to EVM policy are on hold pending the outcome of the EVMS DST.

Nunn-McCurdy







    Larry Axtell

Two level of breaches

· Significant 

· Original Baseline – 30%

· Current Baseline – 15%

· If breached, notification and SAR only

· Critical

· Original Baseline – 50%

· Current Baseline – 25%

· If breached, notification, SAR, and certification are required with certification being the most labor intensive

· Current breach status for Current and Original Baselines is available on slide 3

· 2 Programs with critical breach have been cancelled

New Levin McCain legislation (Weapon Systems Acquisition Reform Act of 2009) will put “Nunn-McCurdy on steroids”

· Assumption is that if the program breaches critical levels, it will be cancelled

· If it is decided that the program will be restructured, then the program will revert to previous major milestone

· DoD is concern that this will slow the program down

DCMA / EVM Center Update






    Dave Kester

Weapons Systems Acquisistion act of 2009

· Amendment S454 (further definition of the following bullets is provided)

· Enhanced Tracking of Contractor Performance

· Enforcement Mechanisms

· Primary contractor implementation

· SSOM/SSP Defined

· SSOM outlines the process for surveillance (charts)

· SSP developed at the CMO level in collaboration with the EVM Center

· Important to empower CMOs to take ownership

Roles & Responsibilities

· EVM Center

· Enforce uniform application of a standard process

· Act as the check point to ensure a consistent approach

· CMO

· Empowered to organize, develop and implement SSOM

· Support the CMO as EVM Center SMEs

· EVM Center encourages taking ownership and pride in success at local level

Currently, there are 186 suppliers with 62 CMOs providing oversight

Assessment letters

· Status

· 38 were rated compliant

· 42 were non-compliant

· 95 were un-assessed (majority in the Ground area)

· 11 had no submissions

· 1 is pending

· When suppliers are rated non-compliant the next years SSP will assess how to get back to “healthy” and once that is achieved, the CMO will report immediately that the status is back to compliant

· Reasons for un-assessed letters;

· CMOs resource constraints

· No approved SSP

· Not all 32 guidelies/9 process areas were reviewed

· Supporting evidence of assessment not provided

· Other SSOM requirements not implemented or followed

· Late in starting/completing the SSP

EVM Center schedule finalized for 2009 – Included in presentation

· Half of all reviews are “TBD” 

· Will make contact within 30 days

DCMA EVM Center would deploy a “tool-kit” to suppliers to provide their own self assessment

· Test cased performed where contractor was hesitant to completely provide all data

· However, the suppliers assessment and DCMA assessment were nearly identical

· Contractor will not have the ability to say “we are not ready”

· This assessment will be made by the EVM Center and is not a good status

· The hope is that this process will be implemented in the next fiscal year

Companies requesting immediate reviews will need to complete the internal assessments so that the EVM Center can “trust but verify”

DCMA will perform one validation review with one follow-up and if no pass is granted then the supplier will be placed at the back of the queue

Several metrics will be completed:

· How long did it take to go through the validation process

Ombudsman

· Issue has not been resolved and the DCMA is not supporting this idea

· Kester stated there is an avenue for disputes (Williams -> A&T)

· If an ombudsman is created than every finding may be disputed

· However, Kester does want consistency between CMOs and the EVM Center

Materiality 

· Is the finding pervasive or severe

· e.g. is it just one Control Account? Multiple? Entire program?

EVM Center is going to a process organization

· 4 primary processes:

· Compliance Execution (review team leads)

· Compliance (process owner)

· Surveillance (process owner)

· Analysis (process owner)

· Process owners are responsible for training and interpretation

· 1 process for all 3 areas and consistency in application

· POCs for product lines will still exist

Metrics

· See David Kester Slide 21.  Significant impact to industry when tying surveillance to sites rather than business. 

· Will assess CMOs (are the SSPs, CARs, and reports being issued timely)

· Tracking quality of documentation

· Turn-around time

· Tripwire metrics

· 4 Milestones for validation reviews

· Notification letter – 10

· Conduct PAV – 19

· Conduct VR – 21

· Successful CAP – 132

· Measure the teaming effort and to improve the working relationship between the EVM center and contractor to close out the CAP asap

Key Hot list Topics from DCMA include but are not limited to: SSOM update, reduction of cycle time for EVMS validations, data integrity, key points of contact, update of the DCMA EVMS validation data base, schedule guidance and regulations, risk assessments, and EAC development.
WBS Handbook Update






      Neil Albert

MIL-STD 881 is a STANDARD
135 people involved in the activity and will include a wide range of job functions (PM, SE, CE, etc.)

35 focus group meetings have been held with many system groups (Slide 3)

Aircraft Systems

· Consensus of focus group is a breakout of subsystems at Level 3

· Group also developing the  next lower level for high risk situations

Electronic Systems

· Typically broken out by Subsystem 1, 2, 3, etc

· Group identified templates for the five most common types of electronic systems

· Tactical Missile Seekers

· Radars

· Electronic Warfare Systems

· Communication Systems

· Optical Imagery Systems

· Software is focused on separately but will be included in the same appendix

· The group has the expertise to develop both the electronic systems and software WBS structures

· Team will capture all aspects of SW development

Missile Systems

· Developing to Level 4

· Three WBS’s being evaluated by Focus Group

· Army

· Boeing

· Raytheon

· Determining the difference between Missile and Ordnance

Ordnance Systems

· Similar to Missile (Developing to level 4)

· Draft WBS will be created based on AFCAA and Raytheon

Sea Systems

· Major discussion on the use of the MIL-HDBK for reporting purposes vs. how a ship is actually built/managed

· Unsure at this point how to handle this issue – has been escalated to Dave Ahern

Space Systems

· Adopting existing WBS which extends to Level 5

· Desire to have revision 14 put on contracts right now

· Potential SMC letter requesting approval to use early

Surface Vehicle Systems

· Defining appendix to level 4

· Discussion taking place on System of Systems (FCS)

Unmanned Air Vehicle Systems

· Level 4

· Continue to keep UAV as a separate appendix

· Multiple WBS examples being used

· AF

· Army

Unmanned Sea Vehicles

· Slow start – finding industry representatives difficult

· UAV appendix will be used as the basis for development rather than sea systems

Propulsion, Construction and Modeling/Simulation have been recently created or soon to be created

Warranties will not be a mandatory addition to the WBS structures but option will be provided

Policy section will be rewritten and updated with new policy changes

MDA Update








   Dave Melton

Cancelled

UN/CEFACT Standard Implementation Update


       John Van Dinther

Revisions to DoD and DOE policies and initiatives 

· DIDs will be revised to incorporate the UN/CEFACT standardization

· Contracts will include UN/CEFACT standard

Military Components Update (Air Force, Army, Navy)
      Keith Samuel/Beau Willis

ARMY 

Three phased approach being implemented to assess develop and implement an effective EVM solution:

· Phase I – Internal

· Contract review

· Assess EVM oversight at PEO & PM level

· Phase II – Results, Analysis & COA development

· Assess Army EVM implementation

· Assess/improve predictive metrics

· Phase III – Implementation & Sustainment

· Revised scope and level of oversight

· IT Solution

NAVY

Attempting to incorporate information from surveillance activities (CARs, reports) into the system

Attempting to create a centralized process similar to NAVAIR

The major Navy SYSCOM EVM POC identified by Beau at the meeting are:

NAVAIR - Reggie Goodman - 301-342-2455

NAVSEA - Hershel Young - 202-781-0961

SPAWAR - Debra McGinnis - 619-524-7149
Contracts Working Group






   Mike Martin

Contracts working group has asked for future participation from DCMA director. Order of precedence contracting, particularly H clause when Contractors are directed to perform outside of their process description, contractors hold they should not be penalized by the DCMA. Past AT&L supported this position, however that leadership is no longer their and we are seeing Contractors now being written up for items that are not in their control or are contractually at odds with OSD policy. This continues to be an area of focus.

Also CARs being generated against primes for subcontractors who fail validation to do not have a validated EVMS system.  This is further being escalated as a point where there is need for resolution.
The DCMA Standard Surveillance Operating Manual has consumed a lot of time from this group.  The recommendations made by this group if adopted by the DCMA will reduce many non value added surveillance activities that do not impact trend and management data integrity.

In summary, many of the items that affect EVMS quality, management use of data, and data integrity start when a contract is let.  This group continues to focus attention on the pre start activities as well as the bid and proposal phase.

Guides Working Group






        Bob Loop

Administrative update will have May 2009 release date

· Update statement surrounding the single Control Account at intersection of WBS and OBS

· Updated section to clarify Actuals + ETC = EAC

· Minor typos updated

All 5 published NDIA guides have not had updates since initial publication which goes back as far as 2003

Scope:

· Develop a strategy that defines how the guides will be maintained and controlled

· Determine who the customer of the guides are and who the audience of the guides are

· Develop path forward by August 2009 on the path forward

Detailed schedule is included in the presentation

Scheduling Working Group






   Dave Treacy

Examining issues related to the practice of scheduling

The team struggling with commitment 

· Other overarching issues are listed on slide 3

· Scheduling practice issues identified on slide 4

Primary Issues

· Cost and Schedule Integration

· Reporting does not require budgets/resources to be in schedule

· DID 81650 does not require a resource loaded schedule

· Difficult to perform “what if” scenarios

· You can comply with guidance by not adding resources into a schedule but are not performing a best practice by doing so

· Tripwire metrics on schedules

· No apparent negative impact

· Continuous improvement opportunity to include schedule margin metric

· Would like to interface with DCMA on the margin metric

· No consistent definition of schedule margin

Key Challenge

· Gathering planners/schedulers to work the issues

Services Working Group






    Dave Muzio

Group will evaluate how to objectively evaluate EV on services

Program Stability Working Group



      Pete Wynne & Neil Albert
Deliverables

· Baseline Stability Definition

· Adaptability assessment of ANSI/EIA 748

· Process interface and GAP Analysis

· Are there any gaps between acquisition process and guidelines

Initial Guideline adaptability assessment has been started with guidelines 1-6 and are included on the presentation

