BPR/Performance Measures Off-Site
27-28 April 2005 - Crystal Square 4, Arlington, VA

Meeting Notes

Attendees - See attached
Welcome
Ray Boyd opened the session by reviewing workshop goals, summarized in the briefing provided by the workshop coordinators.  This workshop was inspired in part by the recent CCA Assessment effort, which revealed a great deal of confusion about the CCA requirements related to business process reengineering (BPR)/process redesign and performance measures.  It is hoped that this group can come to some consensus as to what is really needed to fulfill CCA requirements, and to identify any changes in current processes to meet these needs.   
Side Discussion:  As Ray Boyd walked through the CCA certification package review path, an Army CIO representative suggested that the Component CIO should be more involved as the package moves through OSD.  It was noted that the cycle presented here represented only a limited set of packages completed by the Component CIO’s – they are feeling left out of the process during OSD review, which potentially causes program performance and funding delays because Component is waiting for feedback.  It was also noted that many CCA packages are never seen by the DoD CIO, because they do not require certification to Congress. 
Session Ground Rules
	Everyone Participates
	Stay on Task

	One Conversation at a Time
	Come to Consensus on Definitions

	Limit War Stories
	Timely Breaks / Stick to Agenda

	Use Parking Lot
	


Introduction to Process

Ron Pitchett (Simpler) provided an overview of the process to be followed during the workshop, which will focus on the who, what, and how performance measures and BPR are created or conducted.  When does it start?  When does it end?  What do you need to achieve the outcome – what’s the outcome to be? (Value). 
One key clarification presented at the start: the CCA language actually references “process redesign,” not BPR – although BPR is the term most commonly used, it suggests a different level of change than process redesign does, so it is important to keep the distinction in mind, even though the term BPR will be most often the one used.  

It was noted that a key element of BPR is that it is an end-to-end activity at both the Enterprise and Program levels – it just “looks different” depending on the stage and ownership of the process being examined.  Key questions that need to be addressed for each step of the process:
· Definition of BPR – What is it? 
· Who owns it?
· Who benefits from it?
· When does it start?  What is the trigger?
· What is the “As Is”?  What does it look like? 

· What is the desired outcome/value?  What does success look like? 

· Performance Measure (How will we know we’re done?)
Discussion Points – Wednesday (Business Redesign Discussion)
Driving Question:  Where does BPR fit into each step of the “cradle to grave” process, and how is it defined at each step given the different priorities at that step?  
Different types of BPR:  BPR might be accomplished through training, change in operations, systems/technology introduction, process/governance redesign, or other practices – depends on the phase of the life cycle and the level of interest (strategic versus system integration, as examples).  The DOTMLPF framework may be useful in thinking about these BPR practice categories:  Doctrine, Organization, Training, Material, Leadership, Personnel & Facilities.  Different types of BPR may be owned by different organizations: Enterprise level, PSA/Domain Owner level, Systems level, etc. depending on what the phase and level is, and at what stage of the life cycle we are at.  

Danger:  It is important not to segment BPR across the life cycle into isolated pieces – there just may be different focuses at different phases.  There always needs to be an eye towards overall mission and strategy – execution BPR must take the strategy into account. 

Enterprise Architecture:  It was suggested that architectures may be a useful way of thinking about BPR, because it is the framework that considers a variety of issues right up front. 
DoD versus Component-level Needs:  One of the key problems is identifying what should be driven at the DoD Enterprise level versus the Component level.  What business process are we talking about?  DoD-wide process, or Component-specific processes to implement it?  (Example: DIMEHRS may work well from a DoD Enterprise level perspective, but not from the Component processes perspective.)
Groupings of Interest (Tiers/Levels/Stages):  How could we classify the different forms of BPR such that we can reveal and better understand the differences between them?  The group spent a significant amount of time discussing the different levels and/or phases of activity that BPR might cover.  This discussion reflects the complexity of multiple tiers of organization, activities and priorities to be assessed and designed from a process perspective (Examples of levels: Strategic/Operational/ Tactical; Enterprise/Domain/Systems; DoD/Component).  

It was pointed out that another way to “chunk” BPR needs is by decision (e.g., conceptual requirements, initial design, detailed design).  These stages each have cascading BPR needs – which are driven by performance measures at specific decision phases.  
Level of Implementation:  Many references have been made to JCIDS as a key-driver to BPR and capabilities definition.  This assumes a top-down approach (institutional), but in reality, there is very much a process of “discovery” from the bottom-up as well (practice).  Joint success comes from both the field level sharing needs and solutions (practice-driven), as well as JCIDS defining capabilities (institutionally-driven). 
How BPR Fits With Existing Process:  It was noted that there are already many existing processes and programs right now that BPR supplements/supports (e.g, Acquisition life cycle).  It might be most helpful to consider those existing processes for looking at investments, and see how BPR fits into that existing structure.  How do we leverage what’s there already to dispel the confusion and lack of clarity with respect to BPR?  It was suggested that a lot of this happens during the first phase of capability/need identification (JCIDS), which consists of the following steps (summary description only): 
· FAA - Needs Analysis – What do we need? 
· FNA – What do we already have?  Is there a gap?  What are the shortfalls?  (It was noted that DOTMLPF happens right after this, leading to a DOTMLPF Change Request (DCR).
· FSA (Functional Solutions Analysis) – What is available?  Who has the existing expertise to fill the need?  
· ICD – Analysis and Initial Design of Solution  
· Milestone A
It was noted that all of this may cover the “Strategic” BPR required by CCA, but given that this is controlled by JCIDS, it doesn’t necessarily involve the PM – who ultimately is asked to report on it.  It was recommended that PM responsibility should be seen at the level of “Implementation” BPR – not as a post-point justification of the strategic level made by those coming long before. 
CCA Documentation Requirement:  Current process required by Appropriations language: 

· MAIS – Must do Certification package and the DoD 5000 table

· MDAP – Must do DoD 5000 Table only

Side Note – It was noted that even if the Appropriations language falls away, CCA compliance will still be required – it’s not just driven by the Appropriations language, even though we tend to treat it as such. 
Defining BPR/Process Redesign – What is it? What does it take to get there?  First, we need to agree upon what it is - how will you change the process?  (Proposed definition:  The analysis done to identify and implement the most effective, efficient, and value-added path to achieve some capability or mission goal.)  Second, how do we prove it’s been done – how do you meet that definition?   
The group argued that there are multiple definitions for BPR available, and we shouldn’t redefine it here – we all have a general sense of what it is.  We really need to focus on how we know it has been done.... how do we prove/validate that BPR has been done by an appropriate person in the Department?  It was argued the GAO Workbook on BPR was deemed sufficient a while ago – why isn’t that popular or held as the baseline now? 
BPR Owner/Accountability Discussion:  It was pointed out that this exercise doesn’t get us away from the current problem of saddling the PM with all the documentation at the milestones.  This discussion really confirms the fact that BPR starts way before PM is on board – it takes accountability and involvement at different levels from different owners.  It’s never just one entity – for example, although CIO is charged with CCA implementation, the group generally agreed that this does not mean that the CIO holds responsibility for the BPR process.  Responsibility lives in different places depending on where you are in the process.  
How do you know it’s good enough?  In the early phase, it’s “good enough” when the Functional Capability Board (FCB) says BPR is OK, and the CIO agrees that the voices conducting the analysis have not been “stomped on” in the process.  If the JCIDS process is completed appropriately (according to 3170) with CIO involvement, BPR has been done.  Several noted that this is a “To-Be” state, but right now, the CIO is not effectively involved in the JCIDS process, and so the as-is is not working as effectively as desired.  It needs to be more than just “words on paper.”  It was also noted that this might be working well for the Platform/Weapons side of the house, but not as much for Business side.  We need to figure out how to take the existing model and apply it to business systems – JCIDS welcomes that involvement.
Again, it  was pointed out that throughout this workshop, we are talking about “process redesign,” which includes both Business systems and Weapons systems. 

There was extensive subsequent discussion about how similar or dissimilar the JCIDS process is between Platform/Weapons and Business sides of the equation.  It was generally agreed that on the surface, they should look the same, but they are being implemented differently.  There was later disagreement on the degree to which these different types of systems can follow a parallel path. 
BPR During Pre-Milestone A Phase (excerpts below from JCIDS document):
· FAA – Needs identified, Desired Outcomes Listed; High Level Attributes developed (e.g., We need to control an area).  Includes cross-functional capability and standards determination.  For Business Systems, we must identify other agencies that may provide the same capability.  (“Market Survey of capabilities”).  It was pointed out that it is here that we are identifying the problem or need that needs to be solved – we haven’t actually started any BPR.  Who does this?  The Sponsor that wants something. 
· FNA – Sponsor (Owner) assesses ability of any alternative source to meet the need identified in the FAA.  Assess current and programmed capability.  Identify timeframes for need, measures of effectiveness and any broad gaps.  (Define problem statement and gaps in effects-based terms. ) (This begins the As-Is phase.)  Also includes:  functional areas involved, key attributes of potential solution, identify functional area metrics, and preparation of JCD.
· FSA – Operationally-based assessment of DOTMLPF approaches for solving the problems. Consider integrated architectures. Develop potential approaches to gaps, as well as possibly alternatives.  This step influences future direction of integration architectures and roadmaps.   This includes an AOA on the broad solution-space – to help determine whether a materiel or non-materiel solution is best. 
Who decides it is a good BPR?  Depends on who the validating body is.  If there is not a Netready need, or it’s low money, the sponsor could validate it themselves.  If interoperability is a key variable, goes back to the PSA.  Who judges the quality of the analysis that led to the document, though?  It was noted that if the CIO has concerns about the analysis or process, the Sponsor side will work with them to identify possible trade-offs, risks, etc in finalizing the process. The CIO is involved in reading the final documents.  
It was proposed that between the DOTMLPF Change Request (DCR) and the Initial Concept/Capabilities Document (ICD), BPR should be pretty much OK – this is an ACTION:  can we confirm that these two documents – if done well – fill the BPR requirement for Milestone A?  If so, put in the Guidebook – CIO will review the database to see if the documents are in there – this will confirm CCA compliance.  It was noted that sometimes the analysis behind these documents is somewhat lacking – Sponsor needs to realize that these activities (process redesign) are hard and require resources to do it – right now, if the analysis is weak, they will respond with “we weren’t resourced for that.”  PSA’s need to put money behind this.  
Do we have an answer for Pre-Milestone A BPR requirement under CCA?  In concept, yes. Either the ICD (for materiel solutions) or the DCR (for non-materiel solutions) should be accepted as the defining document – if done well with appropriate analysis – to support BPR requirement at Milestone A.  
Remaining issues list: We don’t know how well this is looked at in the Components for non-MAIS Programs.  Also, how do we manage the CONOPS reviews in the business domains?  Also, we don’t have a way to scale this in a way that is commensurate with the size and complexity of the need.  Can we capture these three above steps in more general terms: Business process analysis, definition/modeling and engineering?  It should also be noted that business process redesign doesn’t always include change management – that is a central but separate question.  Sidebar: What’s the reporting threshold going to be for CCA for different sized systems?    
How is the CIO involved in each of the above processes? This needs some more exploration...They should be involved in ensuring the BPR is done such to support the possibility of an off-the-shelf technology solution – since this decision happens early. CIO should be involved in making sure this perspective is addressed and the “commercial solution” possibility considered.  
Current Problems: Identified/Referenced  
· Hand-off between JCIDS and post Milestone A team.
· Formalization of the determination of materiel versus non-materiel solutions – the output is captured either in an ICD product or DCR, but the analysis process itself is less clear. 

BPR Before Milestone B – Technology Development 
For COTS, at this phase, the CIO asks, “to what extent did you change your process to match the COTS process at a certain threshold (e.g. 85%)? To what extent did you live up to your promise from the previous milestone? To what extent did you change business processes in order to save money and gain efficiencies?” (These can serve as definitions of goodness for COTS) 
More difficult challenges: What is “BPR success” for systems that must be developed, or for platforms?  How does this differ for weapons versus business systems? 
It was noted that CIO has generally not been looking at BPR during the systems development phase....  It was suggested that this is probably a good place to stop for Platforms – do we want to get involved in assessing whether a Fighter development project has effectively performed BPR? – this really should have been established by the time technology development starts.  
Unresolved question: we have to do CCA reviews for NSS/embedded systems, but at what level?  How do we deal with BPR for the embedded systems, for example, after Milestone A?  What could happen before Milestone B that would cause the CIO to stand up and say, “stop, you need to re-look at BPR?”  Are we qualified to do this in the CIO shop anyway?  This may not be the best place for the CIO to add value... We are better off focusing on Milestone A.  We need to develop some kind of value statement to establish the CIO’s relative value at the different steps. 
· Milestone A – This is really where the CIO can impact the investment process and can add a great deal of value.   

· Milestone B – In a new model, CIO hands off BPR responsibility to Acquisition beyond Milestone A for many types of systems – as such, PM becomes only responsible for briefing the BPR process, but does not own it.   Exception: programs that don’t have to go through Milestone A – those should be reviewed by CIO at a logical point in the process.  
BPR Before Milestone C/Full Rate Production 
There needs to be a note that BPR is presumed done by this point, unless there is a need to revisit a program that is struggling, or if evolutionary development is being done.  We need to take a more careful look at programs undergoing evolutionary development – each design spin/block/cycle should reconsider the need for another look at BPR based on what was learned during the last cycle.   If a trigger is hit indicating that a strategic goal or objective is not being met in the cycle, this should clearly force another look at BPR – but besides these “critical performance triggers,” we really should be able to leave the development team to do the work defined by the upfront process.  

Closing for Wednesday

Ray closed the Wednesday session by thanking people for their participation, and noting the importance of these types of efforts in clarifying topics that many are struggling with – this session confirmed the confusion reported by study participants with respect to BPR, but also helped to move things forward towards improvement. 

Discussion Points – Thursday (Performance Measures Discussion)
What is the purpose of performance measures?

· To manage
· That which gets measured gets done

· State requirements

· Defines success and its benefits

· Drive behavior in alignment with strategic objectives. 

Metrics must be associated with a goal, activity and a timeframe.  One key question becomes, what do we do with the metric once it is collected?  We have not yet come to terms with what to do with the measures once they are developed. 
Just like there are multiple levels of BPR, there are multiple levels of metrics – they must all relate to each other in a cascading strategic way.   How does the metric fit into a cause effect chain?  Metrics make progress visible – measuring management along the way, as you strive for other types of measures. 
Leads/Owner.  The group discussed the importance of determining who the metrics are for – who benefits from the outcome?  At what cost to whom?  What are the tradeoffs and who decides?  There was an extensive discussion on how you identify “outcome” at different steps of the process.  For example, you might use “customer satisfaction” or “logistics response time” – or – “supply availability” and “cost of ownership” - these targets communicate key goals throughout the process because they articulate the priorities and values held by the sponsor or audience.   
This led to a discussion of the difference between “Measures of Effectiveness” (MOE’s) (Domain/Functional) and “Key Performance Parameters (KPP’s)”(Technical/Specifications).  It was noted that both should be developed as part of the JCIDS process.   Are MOE’s the same as performance measures?  How do KPP’s fit in this?  It was suggested that output-based performance measures are KPP’s.  Some KPP’s can be MOE’s, but not all KPP’s are MOE’s.  

One person summarized the connection between the different measures as follows:  The requirements describe the need; the attributes describe how you recognize that benefit, and the measures allow you to prove that you got to that stage.  Basically, how do you know the benefits, how do you measure the benefits, and how do you prove they were reached?

We currently get into trouble when we start linking the type of measure to the owner – this leads to a lot of confusion... If we transition responsibility for MOE’s from PM back to the Domain owner, this might help clarify.  As is, the different communities are not well integrated in the process, which makes the strategic tradeoffs between time, cost and performance difficult to make up front. 

How does the CIO play in here?  The CIO metrics of interest may differ or be phrased differently than the other groups...  It was also noted that the metrics will vary across the organizations involved.  It was generally agreed that the Domain Owners MUST own the metrics – NOT the PM.  We need to figure out the process for better integrating the domain owners into the process, along with the CIO.  Again, as it is, the PM and Acquisition process ends up holding responsibility for performance measures, but it may be that they don’t best “live” there.  The PM has the lead for implementing against metrics – but it really the Domain/Functional Owner that owns the measures, with strategic support from the CIO. 
It was noted that the PM is responsible for meeting/delivering KPP’s, but the domain owner is responsible for the MOE’s (solution independent). KPP’s must be operationally testable.  The functional sponsor (the person who needs it) is responsible for the measures – supplemented by those fundamentally required by others. Who approves them?  JROC validates them.  DOT&E has an independent body that determines whether they are met and are valid.  Ultimately, the domain owner is the approver of the KPP’s that support the MOE’s.  It does not appear that the CIO is involved in this process.  

Definition/Elements of Performance Measures.  There was extensive discussion about the definition of performance measures.  It was proposed that they are – at a minimum - Solution independent; Transcendent of the program; Linked to the process owner; and Has outcomes that indicate success.   A representative from PA&E noted that there is already policy work underway between JCS, PA&E, and the AT&L leads to work on this process – a great deal of this discussion is underway in other forums – we just need to keep this in mind as we proceed. 
One person noted that the next key step is to get all this information and clarification into a form that can be effectively communicated to others with practical ideas for implementation.  It was noted that it might be best reflected and communicated in policy and guidance (e.g., 5000 for the Acquisition process, the 8000 for the CIO process, and the IRB for the Domains). 

(There was then extensive discussion about ROI as a performance measure - this example illustrates some of the complexity underlying the problem of defining measures.) 
Parking Lot:  The group agreed to table the question about the relationship between the OMB 300 metrics and the performance measures discussed here.  How does this align with individual Component requirements for capital planning (CPIC) and business case processes?  
Documentation:  This business process upfront captures the business needs – but the actual performance measures are captured a bit later in the process (in the ICD).   This is important when considering the different types of artifacts available for assessing the fulfillment of the performance measure requirement. 
Post-Implementation Review (PIR).  There was extensive discussion about the importance and ownership of the PIR in confirming the successful use and fulfillment of performance measures.  In the past, many have had difficulty convincing the Acquisition community that PIR’s are needed and value-added.  Roles and responsibilities – and beneficiaries – associated with PIR’s is an area that needs considerable focus in the future. 
Key issues to be resolved:  Do we want a document that is not currently called out, such as a “performance measure plan,” or, do we want to identify other documents and processes as equivalents to this requirement?  Creating a new document is probably not an idea that will go over well, unless the Domain Owners would find it useful.  The PIR is required... Proposal:  state that it is highly encouraged to have a performance measures plan because you need it to get to a PIR.  We need to come to grips with what is to be required and what should be recommended etc – this should be a sponsor requirement, not a PM document – we need to take a look at how this might be a part of other documents.   
It was noted that change management is an important part of this process – both at the policy management and program management levels.  Part of this change is really recognizing that the PM is given responsibility for a number of items that the Domain Owners should be responsible for.  
Performance Measures Gap.  The gap remains: how do you collect them?  How do you make use of them?  Artifacts are still a bit unclear.  If MOE’s should up in one document and KPP’s are in the next – then we need a place where they are traced back to another.  Some noted that this actually does occur, but other voiced that that may be true in the “to be” – but is not consistent in the “as is.” 
Action Planning
What really needs to happen next?  The group brainstormed and then solidified five key areas of action as next steps. 
· Roles and Responsibilities. We need to better clarify PM responsibility and responsibilities/alignment with respect to the functional/process owner/proponent, the CIO, and other players. What role does the CIO play in this process? When does the interaction occur?  How do we get the Component CIO better involved in the JCIDS/front-end of the process?  (Ideas:  policy, influence/help).  How do we get CIO’s more engaged with the user (Joint Staff, Domains) side of the house?  As part of this, define who the owner of the PIR is – who creates it, who receives it, who benefits from it? Whoever the owner is, what do they do with the information? What decisions are influenced because of it? How do we best link the performance measure to whether a program continues or not (e.g., milestone an non-milestone decisions)? 
· Document/Policy Needs. What, if any, new documents or changes to existing policy/directives to better implement performance measures. 

· Capability Gap Assessment. How do we ensure that the Domain owners have the capabilities and resources (people/dollars) needed to develop effective MOE’s?  How do we show Domain owners the gaps?  How do other military organizations handle this problem (benchmarking)?

· System Type Differences. Define differences and similarities with respect to BPR and performance measures when considering the differences between Platform and Weapons systems.  What is the role of the CIO with different types, at different stages?

· Evolutionary Acquisition Management.  How do we effectively manage the BPR and performance measures definition involved in a multi-block acquisition – does each block need its own performance measure?   What are the triggers for each block with respect to BPR? 

Additional details about these needs are summarized on the following table:

Proposed Actions:  Discussion Points 
	Activity
	Difficulty
(1-Low, 10-High)
	Impact
(1-Low, 10-High)
	Predecessor
	Owner

	Roles and responsibilities
	10 (High) – May not be hard to identify needed changes, but it will be hard to implement them. 
	10 (High) – Could have the greatest impact of all the actions possible. 
	Needs to be done first.
	Ray Boyd - With many collaborators including PA&E, Domain Owners,  SAE’s, Joint Staff (J8)/Sponsors & this group (CCA-IT) – November 2005


	New or changed documents/policy
	5 (Middle) – Who writes them will be driven by the roles established above – writing it is easy, it’s the defining ownership that’s hard. 
	7 (Middle) – Policy is the ultimate hammer, but takes a lot of cultural change to get there. 
	Will be easier if roles effort succeeds above. 
	Ray and all collaborators above, plus AT&L – Target: May 2006 (Six months after above completed)

	Capability Gaps (CIO/Domain)
	8 (High) – This is hard - building capability will require additional resources that may be hard to get... 
	8 - High impact if it increases stakeholder/user involvement.  
	Should be done concurrently with roles. 
	Ray and Functional Sponsors, Local Embassy Attachés,   Component CIO’s, OMB Performance Ref Model, GAO – December 2005

	Different System Type Clarification
	3 (Low) - Probably not as difficult as some of the others – this is primarily a CIO need and helps drive their own choices and involvement, not others. 
	8 - High - Would help make trade-offs and identify “good enough” characterization. Where does CIO add the most value for different programs? 
	Will be useful in driving policy change recommendations. 
	Ray and CCA Study Team - Aug 2005

	Evolutionary Acquisition – How are BPR and Perf Measure managed at different blocks?
	3 (Low)

	3 (Low)
	This is linked to Acquisition Strategy and the PIR issue discussed above. 


	Dave Mullins (Relates to ACQ Best Practices and relates to DPAP (Defense Procurement and Acquisition Policy).  Collaborators: DCIO, CCA-IT, PA&E, GAO.  Target: Nov 2005. 



The CCA Improvement Team (CCA-IT) adjourned at 1600 on 28 April 2005.  Meeting notes will be posted on password-protected website.  
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