Appendix D.6
RIT Report to the Principals, 18 November 2003

The RIT Pilot Team Staff and participating Component representatives presented a summary of the pilot phase and their conclusions and recommendations.  Minutes of this meeting are presented here:

Date: November 18, 2003 1330-1520, 3E267

Principals in Attendance:


Dr Myers – Joint Chair, OASD NII/DCIO


John Landon – OASD NII/DASD Programs


Scott Comes – OSD PA&E


Skip Hawthorne – OUSD AT&L


Carol Spangler – OUSD Comptroller


Austin Huangfu – OSD DOT&E (for George Wauer)

            Joe Angsten – OSD DT&E (for Fred Myers)


Sharon Larson – OSD HA (for James Reardon)


Mark Fornano – Army (for Mr Damstetter)


Dr Uhler – Navy


Virginia Williamson – Air Force PEO C2&CS


Col Connelly – Air Force CIO (for Mr Gilligan)


Rebecca Cowen-Hirsch – DISA (for Diane McCoy)

Staff Members in Attendance:


Ray Boyd - OASD NII/DCIO

Jim Clausen – OASD NII/DCIO


Len Sadauskas – OASD NII/DCIO


Noel Dickover – OASD NII/DCIO


Rita Lewis – OASD NII/DASD Programs


Dave Mullins – OASD NII/DASD Programs


Mike Marro – OASD NII/DASD Programs


Mary Ann Englebert – DASN Space & C4I


Bob Foster – PEO C4I & Space, PMW 151


Lee Rogers - PEO C4I & Space, PMW 151


LtCol Notter – AFPEO/C2&CS


Maj Schmidt – AFPEO/C2&CS


Russ Peter – AFPEO/C2&CS


Martin Gross – DISA/CAE

Principal Observations:

· RIT final report must make specific policy recommendations

· Best practices and non-policy recommendations can be submitted directly to the 5000 guidebook

· The RIT Pilot reporting and decision support tools (AIM & SMART) are difficult for OSD programs oversight officials to access and use

· The current C4ISP process is not responsive to the 18 month delivery objective

· Software development metrics collection should be completed and entered into the PA&E sponsored QSM SLIM life cycle model by December 31, 2003.

· The Harvard Business School case study format will be used as a model for reporting the pilot program experiences

· RIT output materials will be made available to the BIC initiative “AM-45”

Opening Comments – Jim Clausen

Mr. Clausen indicated that the purpose of the meeting was informational in nature.  After laying out the agenda, Mr. Clausen mentioned that this will not be the last RIT Principals meeting. There will at least be one more in the March 2004 time frame.

Introduction and Background - Dr Margaret Myers 

Dr. Myers indicated that the impetus for the RIT went back as far as Feb 2001, when Paul Brubaker DCIO, John Gilligan AF, Dan Porter for Navy, and Dave Borland from the Army determined that DoD needed to reduce cycle time in acquiring IT capabilities.  During an August 2001 RIT offsite, 26 recommendations of possible improvements were developed.  Policies weren’t necessarily the problem; rather implementation of policies was causing delays.  RIT Pilots were created for a period of 18 months to test the most promising “good ideas,” with a final report due no later than April 04.

Risk-based oversight became a central theme of the RIT Pilot effort after the October 2002 RIT Sponsor’s meeting.  Mr Wynne indicated that he wanted DoD to start managing risk, rather than being risk averse.  Additionally, Mr Wynne and Mr Stenbit wanted to experiment with sharing information through a common portal.

Pilot Thrusts and Status – Jim Clausen

Mr. Clausen described the pilot thrusts as experimenting with the net centric environment insights, specifically focusing on risk balanced oversight, Doc X and portal-based information sharing.  Regarding the primary RIT objective, 8 of the 9 RIT Pilot programs have already, or will soon, complete delivery of all capabilities planned in their 18-month RIT Program baseline schedules. While this 89% success rate is good news, Mr. Clausen admitted that some of the baseline schedules were not much of a stretch to reach.  Additionally, while some RIT recommendations were very successful in programs, not all of them “bore fruit” in all programs.    

Additional attention, in the form of basic business process reengineering is still required for some of the OSD and Component-level oversight processes.  Also, “the corpus of information” on which oversight officials can make decisions (Doc X) still needs to be assembled.

Portal Views – Len Sadauskas

The RIT Pilot Team looked at how IT programs were reporting information.  Most were still using the DAES Reports, which are quarterly and do not give enough insight to uncover problems ahead of time. The RIT Pilot Team agreed to adopt Net Centric tenants, including the use of online environments for program documentation sharing and collaboration.  Mr. Sadauskas displayed navigation, program documentation and metrics views for the three portals employed in the RIT process: The Army Acquisition Information Management (AIM) System, the Air Force System Metric and Reporting Tool (SMART), and the AT&L Acquisition Community Central (ACC) system.  The portal and community of practice recommendations have been included in MID 905, and AT&L has the lead for implementation.

Pilot Program Briefings

Mr. Mark Fornano, Army

Mr. Fornano indicated that the RIT was a good match with TC-AIMS, as the program was approaching a fielding decision for Block 1 at the time of designation. To adhere to the agreed upon schedule, the program must adopt a “requirements appetite suppressant” approach. Even though the RIT process was a significant benefit, TC-AIMS still had oversight challenges to work, because it remained a 1AM program.  The portal use for information transmission is fairly successful.  While it is difficult to quantitatively pin all improvements directly on the RIT process, TC-AIMS should definitely continue as a RIT Pilot.  Mr Fornano discussed additional improvement concepts that the PEO implemented to improve overall performance, including: virtual ASARCs, online collaborative environments, and a blanket purchase agreement (BPA) for all program management support contracts.  This allows reuse of specific capabilities and expertise between various programs within the PEO.  In terms of remaining potential improvements, oversight and “gate keeping” functions should be decreased after the TC-AIMS fielding decision, since the PMO and PEO will have proven their capabilities, in a risk-based oversight sense.

Ms. Mary Anne Engelbert, Navy
NTCSS was a mature program, allowing an easy transition to RIT Pilot status.  The most significant aspect of RIT status for NTCSS was the notion of employing virtual oversight and virtual reviews.  This alone saved at least 2 months of everyone’s time by significantly reducing the number of meetings and overall paper production. A base determination was conducted in a risk-balanced approach, in which all stakeholders agreed to what was going to be accomplished within the schedule.  Oversight was accomplished through use of the AIM portal.  

This approach took time to set up and start (especially the indoctrination of personnel), but it significantly improved collaboration, and yielded indications of culture change within the participating organizations.  Additionally, there is accessible and accurate program management and oversight information from which both the PEO and MDA are able to make timelier, better-informed decisions. 

The RIT Pilot designation allowed DON to “push the envelope” to see how far they could take risk balanced oversight; they did away with internal Navy reviews.  The normal process can turn into a “bring me a rock” drill because oversight officials can’t always express what they need in terms of true information.  Ms. Engelbert and Dr. Uhler expressed a strong desire to continue with NTCSS as a RIT Pilot.  They are exploring ways to use this approach with other programs.  It is important to continue to encourage oversight staff to ask for information, not documents.  OSD should issue policy to encourage the use of risked balanced oversight, doc X and portal concepts. 

Mr. Huangfu questioned if any of the stated benefits were due to reduced OSD oversight, since NTCSS was a 1AC program before it was designated a RIT pilot program, there was bare minimum OSD oversight to begin with.

While looking at the slide reference under recommendations (which stated that OSD policy should encourage the use of Risk Balanced Oversight, etc), Mr. Hawthorne pointed out that “policies don’t encourage, they direct.”  However, he added that we do control practices and we can change them.

Virginia Williamson – Air Force 

Ms. Williamson was very pleased with the RIT Pilot approach and its ability to get her SPOs to try out and adopt new methodologies. All six pilot AF programs have strongly requested permission to stay in the RIT program.  Overall, she indicated that everyone, including OSD, experienced improved communications due to the RIT, and that RIT Pilot effort results should be translated into OSD policy.

GTN21:  PMO staff evolved from fear of the RIT pilot process, to full embracement of the RIT approach. Communications and trust improved through both access to information and increased collaboration.  The AF adopted the Evolutionary Acquisition Decision Review (EADR) process; an event-based method of conducting reviews.  Improved information sharing and collaboration with other services and OSD helped gain C4ISP acceptance.  In GTN 21’s first review, it was shown that 2 months were shaved off of an original 8 month cycle.  Concurrent work done within a portal environment dramatically improved speed and performance over the sequential work performed in a face-to-face meeting environment.

FIRST:   Specific lessons learned included streamlining the C4ISP process by starting with draft documents. RIT Pilot status forced more rigor into the process, as information in the portal “really” had to be up-to-date; the PEO would make decisions based on this data.

GCSS:  Difficult history. But, for the first time in 5 years, because of the new RIT status, stakeholders came clean with their “real’ information.  Since the information had to be regularly updated in the portal, the RIT process improved communication and trust. As an example, DOT&E adapted to the RIT process, and got things done in a timely manner.  More importantly, the program saw the RIT Pilot effort as “ending a tyranny of paper” that had gripped the program since its inception.  All capabilities provided in the first year would normally have taken 2 years according to the original schedule.  GCSS had approximately 140 releases in ‘03.  This enabled production in ‘02 instead of ‘04.

SCS: Stock Control System reduced development time to field by 20-40%.

ILS-S:  Streamlined processes, and allowed people to “start things” earlier.  The parallel online method was far more productive than the sequential face-to-face method.

IMDS: A technical risk assessment integrated into cost/schedule shaved time off the program.

Martin Gross, DISA

The RIT Pilot effort helped the organization accomplish what it needed to do.  CCJTF was able to achieve a Milestone B, complete three fielding decisions, and pass Milestone C without significant trouble.  CAE and PMO worked very hard to uncover information requirements, not documents, and made sure that all stakeholders were involved in the development of key information requirements. This included working with their internal comptroller and independent assessment team to work the cost estimates.  A comprehensive Risk Management strategy was implemented, and OSD performed an SA-CMM assessment to help their overall software acquisition process.  As a lessons learned on metrics, Mr. Gross stated that it was necessary to look at a total metrics view, including products, process and output, in order to be effective.  The RIT Pilot effort was not able to improve the C4ISP methodology, which Mr. Gross characterized as extremely burdensome; constituting a separate, continually changing review process.  

Final Report Structure and Schedule – Mr. Len Sadauskas

Mr. Sadauskas detailed the final report structure format and schedule for completion.  He indicated that there would be another Principals meeting in March 2004 and a final report out to sponsors by April 2004.

Recap and Discussion

Case study format

Dr. Myers mentioned that Mr. Ray Boyd should get credit for requesting that the RIT Pilot Program Summary Write-ups follow the format of a Harvard case study, thereby allowing their use in DAU and IRMC for their courses.  Mr. Clausen stated that the case studies were “the crown jewels” of the RIT Pilot effort because this is where the follow-on knowledge is stored.

Review and modification of existing policies

Mr. Hawthorne commented that non-value-added processes and streamlined reviews were “pretty important statements” that allude to how we conduct ourselves in terms of policy.   We need a reasonable degree of granularity in the policy to make this work.  The flexibility is there, but there are certain procedures built in to the process.  If we can master the procedures more easily, this would help.

Dr. Myers indicated that based on the comments at this meeting, she would take an action to re-review the C4ISP approval process.  

Mr. Hawthorne indicated that we should review CCA as well. Dr. Uhler cautioned that the problem wasn’t in the policy but in the variations in interpretation by the personnel implementing the policy.  This means that what works for one program to gain approval may not work for another.  This makes it very difficult in preparing CCA material as the program and PEO never know what to include for acceptance. Mr. Boyd stated that NII has been working hard to improve this, changing both procedures and processes. He stated that the recent CCA Knowledge Fair was a first step, and that there should be some changes in the next few months.

Is the RIT Process responsible for Program improvements? 

Mr. Landon questioned whether the RIT process was responsible for the stated program improvements, and was skeptical about some of the assertions previously presented.  The portals cited (AIM & SMART) are hard to access, and once they are accessed, information is hard to find - and often outdated.  Many of his staff who tried to use the portals experienced problems.  Also, he noted that the metrics the RIT Programs used to measure program execution time are not really indicative.  A larger concern is the domain management issue: “How is a domain owner going to ensure that a program is built to the specifications intended?”  Mr. Hawthorne stated that the data presented in the portals need to be consistent, and that levels of review need to be consistent.

Domain Architecture Issues 

Mr. Landon stated that the majority of domain owners do not have operational or systems architectural views to provide insight into their processes. The one exception is the Logistics Domain, which has some aspects but not all. He questioned how it is that programs can be built to support architectures that are not yet in place.  Dr. Myers responded that before PMs build or buy anything (including COTS IT); they must have a validated requirement in-hand.

Mr. Landon asked whether any of the RIT Pilot programs had finished the 8084 certification.  Ms. Williamson stated that all of her programs had, and although the first was painful, the rest were less so.  GCSS was so successful it has been listed as the system architecture of record.  Ms. Williamson also stated that she has 100,000 people a day using her portals without trouble.

Following up on this, Mr. Hawthorne indicated that he did not think the process was clear.  Mr. Mullins stated that there are 5 guidance charts, and an architecture compliance checklist, and that they will include links to this in the 5000 guidebook.  Ms. Williamson stated that the AF has been trying to capture the experiences of all the components to figure out “what we think you need.”

“Oversight of the overseers”, and RIT Pilot performance improvements

Mr. Comes stated that two things he was expecting to hear about had not yet been discussed:  

1) Was “oversight of the oversight process” attempted and, if so – how did it work out?  Ms. Williamson stated that John Laychus had done this for the AF Pilots.  Mr. Boyd responded that the RIT Pilot Team was not set up for oversight of the program, but for oversight of the process.   Mr. Sadauskas stated that oversight of the oversight process was the subject of the RIT Pilot meetings, but that Mr. Comes was right in that this was not reported on.  Ms. Engelbert stated that she was under the impression that this would be in the appendix of the final report.

2) “Did the RIT improve upon previous performance?  Did we improve upon previous performance?  We did not get anything to show improved performance.”  Mr. Peter from the Air Force disputed this, stating that all programs went through the milestone reviews and then asked to re-baseline, but was told by PA&E that no funds were available for this.  Mr. Comes indicated that he was not aware of any request for re-baselining made to his office. 

Mr. Comes said that most of the performance improvements could be explained by the fact that at least 4 ACAT 1AM Pilot programs were delegated to 1AC status, and that 1AC programs were “faster” than 1AM programs.  Ms. Williamson stated that the RIT Pilot process moved things from serial processes to concurrent work, or from face-to-face meetings to a portal space, and that without the RIT status, she would not have gotten concurrent work products.

Mr. Marro and Mr. Mullins questioned whether Air Force programs were being regularly updated on AIM, as it appeared that some of the information was out of date.  Ms. Williamson noted that some programs only updated SMART, since the agreement was that if everything is in SMART, there is no need to use AIM. 

Discussion of whether the RIT Pilot recommendations should result in policy changes
Mr. Hawthorne questioned the relative vagueness in the recommendations provided, stating that these couldn’t help him change policy, and that flexibility or “changes to opinion” don’t really improve the process.  Mr. Clausen indicated that although this information briefing does not include case studies fully vetted in the academic style, or concrete policy-change recommendations, the final report will. Additionally, Mr. Clausen stated that RIT output material will be made available to the BIC initiative, AM-45.  Mr. Mullins stated that AM-45 used to be BMMP integration effort, but now seems larger in scope.  

Mr. Landon stated that we seem to be giving credit to the RIT for things that are already permitted. Dr. Uhler mentioned that people in the programs view the RIT initiative as different from normal business, and that we need to better understand AM-45.  Dr. Myers stated that a lot of the “heartburn” in performance is with ACAT 3 programs and below.  Dr. Myers mentioned that the DoD was the only federal agency required to provide formal CCA certifications to Congress.  She mentioned that OMB had not known about this, and recently agreed to support a request for relief from these requirements.

Mr. Landon again indicated that as far as the RIT process and portals were concerned he hasn’t seen the benefit from an oversight perspective.  He agreed that the process “may be great from a service perspective” but that it is not a success from his perspective.  He stressed again the need to make the portals and information more accessible. He stated that the acquisition domain has no architecture or resources to build one, and that the architecture personnel need to help them. Dr. Myers stated that follow-on discussions on portfolios were needed.  She added to the RIT report staff, “If the hard evidence is there, it needs to be documented.” Mr. Comes asked, “If we did have all the access, could we do oversight?”

Meeting Conclusion

Mr. Clausen thanked everyone for attending and stated that the meeting minutes would be issued.  He also indicated that dissenting views will be included. Dr. Uhler questioned whether these views were really “dissenting”, as the RIT Pilot was an experiment and should be judged on the basis of what was learned, not whether it succeeded or failed. He saw the RIT Pilot as an opportunity for the “testing of assumptions.”  He stressed the need to answer Mr. Hawthorne’s question as to whether this is a policy issue or just an implementation issue.

Ms. Williamson stated that tangible policy recommendations should be provided along with best practices.  She said that “…Hawthorne effect or not…” the RIT process gives people the sense that they are allowed to be innovative; that the RIT Pilot status gave the AF the “ticket” to work problems differently.  Mr. Landon indicated that he thought this sounded more like a breakdown in the IPT structure, and that maybe we should look at how the IPTs and OIPTs are structured.  Ms. Williamson concurred, stating that the documentation “says that they should work this way,” but that’s not how it’s often done in practice.  

Mr. Hawthorne stated that maybe we have lost basic collaboration, including with the Cost Analysis Improvement Group (CAIG), and others.  Mr. Sadauskas concurred, saying that we do not have a parallel risk-balanced capability within other OSD gatekeepers and their Component counterparts. He followed up by adding: “We can’t say, ‘I Trust Him.’” Dr. Myers agreed that this was a failure in the IPT process.  Ms. Williamson noted that repairing the IPT process may be an unintended consequence of the RIT, and that things “just get done” when a program is under RIT Pilot status. 

PAGE  
D6 - 2

