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MEMORANDUM

From:  CDR Bryan “Chum” Herdlick


Leader, Policy Working Group

To:
Policy Working Group

Info:
Mr. Steve Whitehead, OPTEVFOR, EXCOM Chair


Mr. George Ryan, N912, EXCOM representative, Policy Working Group

Subj:  KICKOFF MEETING SUMMARY, POLICY WORKING GROUP
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:


The kickoff meeting for the Policy Working Group was held on Thursday, 29 April, in the N912 conference room (suite 4600, NC-1, Crystal City).  All members were present, with the exception of CAPT Dave Harrington of NAVAIR 1.6 and Mr. George Ryan of N912, who had previously scheduled commitments.  A contact list has been forwarded to Mr. Steve Whitehead and is available on request.  The meeting convened at 09:00 and adjourned at 14:15.

The purpose of this meeting was to conduct initial introductions, review the CNO tasking and associated highlights from the 10 March meeting at OPTEVFOR, to solidify the role and scope-of-effort for the group, address previously identified cost-drivers and discuss their “policy angle”, and to close with a few action items and a solid plan forward (including future meetings and a general idea for developing a POA&M).  All of these goals were achieved, and specifics are reflected in the body of this document.

Upcoming meetings are scheduled for 20 May, 27 May (if necessary) and 8 June.  Action items, a statement of the Policy Working Group’s role and scope, and proposed topics for upcoming meeting are presented next.  Potential POA&M items are identified by bold italic font within the body of the text.

The next EXCOM meeting is tentatively scheduled for 21 May, and the deadline for the groups to submit their draft roadmaps to Mr. Steve Whitehead is 18 June.

ACTION ITEMS:

Member

Action

Bryan Herdlick
Seek early (Limited Distribution) release authority for





SECNAVINST 5000.2C




Status check on DoD Guidebook




Generate a list of known cost drivers, broken out according to





group.

· Update & distribute prior to next meeting



Forward / circulate any pertinent documents & e-mails to group





- APB Process Operating Instruction (pending)

Joe Wascavage
Please forward copy of RAND study to Mr. Steve Whitehead

· Projected available by end of May (?)

· Will be posted on OPTEVFOR website

· Tracking / Pending

George Axiotis
Please forward copy of the list of instructions pertinent to T&E

· Was briefly circulated at the meeting on 29 April

Bruce Griffin

Please provide copy of APB Process Operating Instruction to





CDR Herdlick

· Complete
· Will forward to all group members
All Members

Consider the list of known cost drivers and case study programs.

· Prepare thoughts for subsequent discussion and planning at next meeting

· Goal:  Roadmap / POA&M

· Verify availability for upcoming meetings

ROLE OF THE POLICY WORKING GROUP (scope of effort):


The fundamental role of the Policy Working Group was identified as follows:

· Identify and address issues unilaterally (within the group)

· Those policies that may present themselves as well known obstacles to expeditious / efficient execution of T&E (i.e. “cost drivers”)

· Identified by prior studies

· Identified by the policy working group

· Review recommendations from other groups for cases where policy might be:

· Recently changed and no longer an issue

· Modified to more clearly offer guidance

· Modified to remove real / perceived restrictions

· Modified to support new, innovative practices

· Inflexible or difficult to change (Title 10, JCIDS, etc.)

· An inappropriate avenue for affecting change

A Policy Working Group POA&M might include providing a policy review of cost drivers from other groups, with specific focus on new policies (e.g. DoD5000.2, SECNAVINST 5000.2C, CJCSI3170.01, etc.), identifying whether modification is appropriate, and, if so, what such a modification might entail.*

*Prospective POA&M topics are provided in bold italics.

NEXT MEETINGS:  May 20th,  May 27th (if req’d), Jun 8th

Topics for Discussion on 20 May
· Review case-studies and determine how to approach

· List of policy-related questions for PMs

· Historical brief from PMs with focus on T&E issues

· Success & Failure

· Fixes and recoveries

· Policy hurdles?

· Personnel issues

· Identify additional policy documents that may be pertinent during case-study reviews.  Initial list included:

· Title 10

· DoD 5000.2 series

· CJCSI 3170.01 (JCIDS)

· The DoD Guidebook (in work)

· SECNAVINST 5000.2C (awaiting final signature / approval)

· CJCSI 6212

AWAITING ANSWERS:


These will be reiterated to Mr. Steve Whitehead for communication to the responsible groups and/or EXCOM clarification.

Still require answers to the following questions:

· 20% of what?  (I can show savings if somebody else pays the bill!!!)

· Overall Navy TOA?

· Costs of doing extensive, rigorous T&E

· Long-term cost of not doing enough T&E (e.g. V-22)

· What is “adequate” (define acceptable risk…)?

· T&E portion of RDT&E $$$ only?

· The Navy acquisition budget?

· Contractor costs?

· 20% when?

· Across a Program’s Lifecycle?

· Savings from bad things that don’t happen (T&E benefit)

· Tomahawk Operational Test Launch example

· Cost of significant T&E (new technology)

· FOT&E?

· Just during DT and IOT&E?

· What about Contractor Testing?

· How to define a T&E program performance baseline?

· Against what is our success (20% savings) being measured?

· Many programs have incorporated (or may be incorporating) some / all of our recommendations and therefore cannot show additional savings as a result of our findings

· How will the roadmap be executed?

· Group members do not have hours available to conduct the research

· Follow-up on metrics / policy changes / pilot programs / etc.

· Who is paying for follow-on efforts?

· Is there a Job Order Number to charge against (for civilians)?

· Identify case study programs

· EXCOM recommend avenue of approach

· Grease skids for this initiative via PEO and PM?

· Act as channel to PEO for questions, or are groups cleared direct to the PM office?

· Points of contact?

DISCUSSION RECAP:

After a review of the initial guidance provided on 10 March for the CNO 20% Cost Reduction initiative for T&E, Mr. Steve Whitehead provided a brief update on the progress of groups conducting their kickoff meetings.  Clarification was provided to ensure that our focus was fixed on policy and regulation, and that we kept the POA&M timeframes in mind for our future research and recommended actions (e.g. “immediate”, FY05, FY06-08, and “FY08 and beyond).

Mr. Whitehead commented on the interdependency of the groups, and the OPTEVFOR website recommended as the primary tool for communication between groups.  Finally, the need to provide concrete examples for all recommendations and observations was stressed.  In concert, the groups must be able to put a dollar-figure on each recommendation for change.  “Programs that have recently completed OPEVAL” were identified as potential targets if a “case-study” approach were to be pursued.  


While it was clear that the focus of this group was to be policy, discussion ranged across many issues as we explored how best to orient ourselves to some of the most likely cost drivers associated with T&E.  Some cost drivers were pulled from the lists created during the 10 March brainstorming session, while others developed during the discussion.


Note:  While many of the issues discussed involved anecdotal evidence, future consideration must be made in the context of the case study programs.  If the programs selected for the case studies do not adequately support the validity of an issue that the group considers pivotal, then the group may collect information from other programs in an issue-specific case study.
In no specific order, and with bulletized comments provided as a refresher, topics covered during group discussion included (but were not limited to) the following:

The recent policy memorandum from USD(AT&L) regarding the requirement for a Systems Engineering Plan (SEP) may correct a number of the inefficiencies in the SDD and EMD phases and T&E as a matter of course.  It was recommended that the group first consider the potentially positive impact of the SEP requirement on the T&E process as the necessity for policy change may be obviated. A Policy Working Group POA&M might include a review of accepted System Engineering principles and case study investigations into the successful (unsuccessful) use of SE approaches, including comparison to successful (unsuccessful)  programs that did not employ regimented SE tools.

Integrated Product Teams (IPT) and Integrated Test Teams (ITT) were discussed as potential tools for achieving efficiency and savings.  In spite of the widespread use of the terms, general consensus was that they are not succeeding due to poor implementation and (possibly) unsuccessful education of those charged with using them.  A Policy Working Group POA&M might include investigating the role of policy in the success (or failure) of IPTs and ITTs within the context of program case studies.
The following comments were notable during the discussion:

· Attendance at IPT is often inadequate (not all key agencies represented)

· Members at IPT meetings are often cannot make the hard call (e.g. lack of empowerment, experience, education)

· The DoD policy and guidance is “out there” on how to implement IPTs.  How is what we’re being asked to do via IPTs a cost driver?

· The SEAWOLF and F/A-18E/F ITT approaches were driven by schedule and cost (respectively) and might prove ideal examples (time and money).

· IPT use should be mandated as early as possible and written into the contract

· IPT / ITT approach contract driven

· F/A-18E/F

· F-16

· B-2

· IPT / ITT not contract driven

· SH-60

· V-22

· IPTs and ITTs may be ideal for some programs and not well suited for others.  To the Planning & Execution Working Group: What are the go/no-go issues for pursuing IPT / ITT?


The lack of follow-up on changes to policy (to verify benefit and effectiveness) was identified as an area of interest for the group. This dovetailed with the topics of financial metrics and the definition of “program success”.   A Policy Working Group POA&M might include working with PMs and financial analysts to identify a mutually acceptable method for tracking and analyzing T&E costs to a program (but, only if it should be decided that such a requirement should be incorporated into policy – otherwise it is out of scope for this group)

The following comments were notable during the discussion:

· Tracking cost

· Will ERP be an effective tool for tracking T&E costs?

· How should / could we better track costs until ERP is up and running??

· Require specific T&E cost tracking from new programs?

· Forecasting the benefit (cost savings) of T&E

· TACTOM Operational Test Launch briefing slide

· Quantifies the cost associated with “bad things that didn’t happen because we caught and fixed it in T&E”


Personnel issues such as inadequate training, inexperience, inefficient use of subspecialty codes, and reduced tour lengths for military members were identified as “higher level” Navy policy issues that can directly and negatively impact program schedule and cost.  A Policy Working Group POA&M should include case-study research to determine when and if personnel issues directly influenced delays and otherwise became a cost driver.
The following comments were notable during the discussion:

· Loss of experienced “graybeards” from civilian engineering workforce

· Accession of junior engineers (hiring freeze)

· Reduced manning within competencies results in poor mentoring (seniors too busy doing their job to teach juniors)

The requirements process was identified as one of the earliest and most influential cost drivers for T&E.  A Policy Working Group POA&M might include a contingent input from the requirements group that identifies the greatest cost drivers from this area.  Topics of discussion included:

· Failure to develop CONOPS

· Resulting requirements leave much to interpretation (misinterpretation) during TEMP generation and testing

· Too many KPPs

· Critical Technical Parameters and Thresholds too loose / stringent

· Resulting in attempts to change later (due to a lack of clarity or poor system performance, respectively)

· OPNAV / N7 organization (conflict of interest?)

· Simultaneously sponsor, user representative and requirements generator (easy to break the checkbook)

It was noted that the other services might be a few steps ahead of us in promulgating efficient, cost-saving approaches in their policy.  Specifically, it was recommended that we investigate the great synergy between recently rewritten USAF instructions that address the requirements generation process, T&E planning and execution, and the acquisition process.  (This topic was a point of discussion at the most recent Tri-Service T&E Conference).  A Policy Working Group POA&M might include coordination with other services to leverage successful processes reflected in their policy.

The push to get technology to the fleet has necessitated deviation from accepted acquisition / T&E processes and resulted in configuration management and system integration / compatibility issues.  A Policy Working Group POA&M might include generating a process / procedure by which greater operational capability could be achieved through rapid technology transition with full benefit of T&E involvement.

· There is no sanctioned process to get prototypes to the fleet for early operational capability without bypassing the Acquisition / T&E process

· Fleet authorized to open purchase equipment (bypass Acquisition & T&E)

· Do we inject T&E / certification process or restrict fleet purchase?

· EMI / EMC / EMV not being addressed

· Things are getting past around OT and into the fleet – OPTEVFOR has responded with Observations of Operational Capability (OOCs) in these cases.

· Sea Trial may be an avenue, but the process is either ill defined or not well understood.

· Need a “checklist” approach, much like the OTRR.

· Can we mimic the ACTD process (is it appropriate / adequate)?

· Can the RDC / QRA requirements be used as a template?

· Can the Advanced Processing Build (APB) approach recommended by PEO (IWS) for the submarine ARCI effort be applied to other “technology transition” situations / organizations?

T&E Support Requirements are an issue from both a cost and availability / scheduling standpoint.  A Policy Working Group POA&M might include a case study review that focuses on the cost associated with ill-defined T&E Support Requirements at program inception (resulting program delays = $), or draws attention to situations where new T&E Support Requirements were identified early and contributed to program success in T&E.
· Failure to identify early in the program timeline

· Should be part of TES (well prior to TEMP) if truly new type of system / T&E

· Partially due to “assumption” on part of program (“it’ll be there”) / partially due to flaw in oversight (?)

· Environment specially created for a particular program

· Not used by other programs and/or shelved

· Long-term support costs

· Better utilization / advertising / coordination?

· MRTFB utilization

· T&E unique (chamber, self defense test ship, dolphin)

· Cost to user?  How calculated / what impacts?

· Improvement possible?

· Can civilian use lower cost for pgms?

· Policy must drive programs to use corporate assets, but such assets must be truly “corporate”.

· Might the recent stand-up of N43’s range office be a step in the right direction?

· Can we offer guidance / identify path to success (failure)?

** END DISCUSSION RECAP **

Please address any questions or comments to CDR Bryan “Chum” Herdlick, N912 
