24 June CCA Community Meeting Notes

- DRAFT – (Last updated 7/1/2004)

Background: These notes are organized into the problems and needs and insights discussed at the community meeting.  The goal of these notes is to augment Mr.Willie Moss’ presentation on the Do’s and Don’ts for Clinger-Cohen Act (CCA) certification packages to provide a richer understanding of the issues associated with CCA Certification.   We anticipate starting a discussion thread on the site using these topics as a means of providing closure (or close to closure) for community members experiencing similar problems and needs. A mix of oversight personnel, program and PEO personnel and Domain personnel attended this meeting.

CCA Problems and Issues 

· New program CCA Planning Issue: For new programs in the early stages of the Concept Refinement Phase, how do they figure out when to start doing the CCA tasks?  Because at this stage new work usually indicates bringing on additional contractors, how many full time equivalents (FTEs) should they plan for with regards to the CCA portion?  This is critical because they need to understand when and how much to bring on additional contractors.

· Overall Implementation of CCA: Many agreed that the goals of CCA were the right ones (i.e., – embedding best performance management practices into the programs), but some disagreed with the way CCA has been implemented.  Too often it has become a paper exercise with little impact on actual performance.  All agreed that different approaches for implementing CCA should be looked at.  Ray Boyd’s presentation to Dr. Margaret Myers and Ms. Priscilla Guthrie was provided as an example for doing CCA implementation differently.

· Inadequate EA and AoA Guidance:  It was mentioned that the economic analysis (EAs) and analysis of alternatives (AoAs) produced either by the sponsors or early on by the programs often weren’t of great quality.  A follow-up question was asked whether there was adequate guidance for developing EAs and AoAs.  The general consensus appeared to be that there was not adequate guidance for both.

· Inadequate Sponsor Involvement: The Sponsors were not doing the up front CCA stuff, as they should be.  This led to a problem where the program, after the fact, is now responsible for both figuring out what was required for CCA and documenting it well after its usefulness ended.  

· Unclear Relationship Between Domains and CCA Approval: There was a discussion about the specifics of CCA certification and its potential impact on domains.  Some responded that it was not 8084(c) that had the direct impact on the domains, but was 8084(a) or (b).  Programs within the BMMP arena have to be certified by the comptroller to be compliant with the Business Enterprise Architecture before they can expend funds.  One of the elements in the certification is whether a program has been CCA certified.  The actual process of how this works was not elaborated.

· CCA Requirements Creep:  There was a concern expressed that CCA is becoming a dumping ground for congressional reporting requirements.  The perception was that over time, more things are getting added to CCA, which increases the programs understanding that this is just a large paper reporting drill  This discussion included a fairly robust debate about what exactly is required in CCA.  The Information Technology (IT Registry) and the Post Implementation Review were items discussed in this manner.  While there was no clear agreement on this issue, it is clear that CCA is not as cut and dried, as we would like. 

· Issues with Validating BPR: Based on Mr. Moss’ slide on business process reengineering (BPR) there were a number of discussions concerning how to validate that a BPR was conducted.  Many thoughts were included here, including the inclusion of an architecture and business process charts.

· Confirmation versus Certification Unclear: Many people were confusing these two items.  Many people complained that there was confusion over what was included in CCA confirmation and what was included in CCA Certification.  The implicit statement was that OSD should ensure the guidance clarifies this with a statement about what is provided in each. 

· Inconsistent or Unclear Processes in DoD CIO.  It was stated that the process the Department of Defense Chief Information Officer (DoD CIO) uses for approval of the CCA certification package is either inconsistent or unclear, depending on who is conducting the review.  This was brought up in relation to both the timelines for submittal as well as what specifically needed to be included in the package prior to approval.  Some people mentioned that even though their package was perfect, there was no relationship between the amount of time it was submitted and when they could get an answer back.  Some oversight people responded that often this is a function of their workload.

· Confusion in Working with Early Versions of Program Documents: Working with early documents is sometimes a problem for the oversight staff.  On the one hand they want to be involved to make sure the program is going in the right direction, but on the other hand, keeping up with all the changes to the documents becomes very problematic.

· Unclear How a Performance Based Outcome differs from Acquisition Measures: There were problems understanding what outcome based performance measures are from other performance measures.  Some swore that CCA Action Officers (AOs) would not accept their package unless they had both.

· Concern That Tracking Performance Measures Can Result in Loss of Funds: The issue was raised about what happens to a program’s budget if their measures show a surplus of funds in a return on-investment (ROI) type measure.  If the program shows that funds have been “gained” in any way, they are subject to having the gain removed from their budget.

· Professionalism of the Certification Package:  There was a Question of the necessary quality of the documents going to congress. Office of Secretary (OSD) Oversight personnel mentioned that in looking at the CCA certification package, often its clear that the report was written by different people and lacks coherency (the Information Assurance (IA) portion was written by one person, the EA by another, etc).  What comes to them is 5 separate paragraphs from different writing styles. The Program Manager (PM) response was essentially, “Why does it matter if this doesn’t look like a work of art?  If it answers the mail then why do we care?”

The Oversight follow-up was essentially that when the document goes forward for Deputy Chief Information Officer (DCIO) signature, you never know where this might end up, so putting something that does not look professional forward can end up “biting” you in the future.  Follow-ups by oversight personnel re-emphasized this point that by sending it “up the line” they were in essence giving their personal blessing to the document, and did not want to do this if the document was not professional looking.

CCA Needs

· Models for the CCA Certification Package: In building the CCA Certification Package, it was brought up that there should be clear models for sponsors, programs and components to follow.  Models should include clear questions for each section about what OSD is looking for.  This would almost serve as a high-level thinking process template to help the sponsor or program work through the necessary elements while not wasting time on portions that were both unnecessary and potentially detrimental to include.

Evidence exists to show that there are a number of existing models already in existence in the components.  Defense Finance Accounting Services (DFAS), for instance, has a series of questions that lead to a certification package.  The Army has a more extensive one for confirmation.  Both National Security Agency (NSA) and the Navy have questions for specific portions such as IA.  It agreed that it would be worth the effort to attempt to collect and disseminate these various models for others to use.  Additionally, it was suggested that OSD give some thought into a high level set of questions to be answered for each of the five certification areas.

· Examples of the Certification and Confirmation Packages:  One item discussed that could aid the confusion over certification and confirmation is to show examples of each.   It was agreed that there should also be a number of examples to follow.  The examples should include a package that was previously submitted, but is now just updated.  Some oversight personnel were concerned that examples often lead to people simply copying and pasting their information into the example, but most agreed that if there were a number of examples to choose from, this problem would be lessened.

· Consistency of the Certification Package: Oversight personnel mentioned that one key issue that slows down acceptance of the certification package was inconsistent use of terms.  Unless terms are used consistently, the oversight personnel has no recourse but to send the package back down to the component CIO office for correction.

· Elaboration of What Constitutes Good Outcome Performance Measurements An elaboration of what constitutes good outcome-based performance measurements was requested.  Len Sadauskas, a recognized Subject Matter Expert in this area responded with a nice 45-second summary.  After the meeting, Len wrote up his response as follows: 

“The difference between good and bad outcome performance measures deals with issues of clear linkage to strategic planning, buy in by the stakeholders, timing, feasibility, and value.  For those responsible for articulating and measuring outcomes, it is important to have support in the form of a mandate from the boss, and a clear understanding that this process is art not science.  Good outcome performance measures, therefore, arise from capability shortfalls that need to be filled.  

The Functional Capability Boards have published their functional concepts that contain attributes that must be reflected by any materiel solution.  Their functional concept may even have broken down the attributes into sample measures and sample metrics.  The Joint Command and Control Functional Concept is a good example found at URL: http://www.dtic.mil/jointvision/jroc_c2_jfc.doc .  What is left to do then is to select the appropriate attributes for the specific gap filling effort, tailor the sample measures and metrics and then arrive at a set of quantitative values that collectively will represent the objective of the planned investment.  Note that subjective measures can also be given values by applying statistical goals.  For example, “80% of the users are satisfied with their training”.  Care should be given to select metrics that are feasible to collect and not cost more than the value they provide. This is the part where buy-in is critical and considerable thought needs to be given to the identification of stakeholders and the approval process.

Good measures are also timely.  They are available to all levels of decision making including the JCIDS and sustainment processes, the acquisition process and finally the fielding where the Post-Implementation Review provides the feedback to the capability/mission owner.” 
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