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Background

The survey, conducted in early 1998, was designed by the IDE Integrated Process Team (IPT) comprised of representatives from NAVAIR, NAVSEA, SPAWAR, and MARCORSYSCOM. The objective of the survey was to assess the current environment of IDE for Navy acquisition programs, their capabilities, functionality, challenges and determine what tools, applications, documented architectures and concepts of operations existed. The survey and cover letter are contained at the end of this document. The approach that was utilized for the survey was based on the six levels of  IDE as defined in Navigating the Digital Environment: A Program Manager's Perspective produced by the Defense Systems Management College. The six levels of IDE used in the survey were:

1 -- Digital Data Exchanged on physical media.

2 -- Electronic Delivery of Digital Data

3 -- CITIS and Common (shared) databases

4 -- Local Workflow managers

5 -- Integrated Workflow managers

6 -- Ideal acquisition programs digital environment.

The objective of the survey was to assess the current phase of IDE of Navy acquisition programs and assess what tools, applications, obstacles, documented architectures and concepts of operations existed. 

The survey was distributed to the following commands for completion:

COMNAVAIRSYSCOM (02)
PEO(SUB)

COMNAVFACENGCOM (02)
PEO(TAD)

COMNAVSEASYSCOM (02)
PEO(EXW)

COMNAVSUPSYSCOM (02)
PEO(SC-AP)

DC/S I&L HQMC (MC-LB)
PEO(DD-21)

COMMARCORSYSCOM (02)
DRPM(AAA)

ONR (02)
DRPM(SSP)

DIRSSP (SPN)
DRPM(AT)

PEO(A)
DASN(AIR)

PEO(T)
DASN(PPR)

PEO(CU)
DASN(SHIP)

PEO(JSF)
DASN(MUW)

PEO(MIW)
DASN(C4I)

PEO(USW)
DASN(EFP)

PEO(SCS)





A total of 152 responses were received out of a total population of 450 Navy acquisition programs.  Each PEO had at least one program respond to the survey.

Survey Findings

Current State

For all programs responding to the survey, the most frequent answer to the self rated IDE level was level 3; CITIS and Common (shared) databases. Table 1, calculates the average IDE level of acquisition programs responding to the survey. On average ACAT I programs are more advanced then ACAT II-IV programs.

ACAT Level
Average IDE Level
Applications Common Across PMO

I
3.39
71%

II
2.86
62%

III
2.96
72%

IV
2.67
43%

Table 1.  Average IDE level 

We expected the IDE level to decrease as we moved from ACAT I to ACAT IV programs because the smaller programs have less funding that could be directed to support an integrated digital environment.  When the ACAT II programs responding to the survey appeared to be less advanced than the ACAT III programs, we looked for factors that could cause the unexpected result.  Based on the concept that standardization or common programs, tools, and applications in a program management office (PMO) would improve integration and support higher levels of IDE; we found that a larger percentage of the ACAT III programs reported common programs, tools and applications across the PMO as compared to the ACAT II programs. The ACAT IV programs reported the lowest level of common programs, tools, and applications across the PMO. This is closest to electronic delivery of data and is characterized by sending and receiving data via email.

In order to determine if having common programs, tools, and applications across the PMO contributed to a more advanced IDE, we compared the average reported level of IDE for those programs reporting common programs, tools, and applications across the PMO and those that did not.  The results shown in Table 2 support the finding that having common programs, tools, and applications across the PMO contributes to a higher level of IDE.

ACAT Level
Applications Common Across PMO
Applications Not Common Across PMO

I
3.45
3.22

II
2.85
2.50

III
3.00
2.85

IV
2.87
2.52

Table 2. Average IDE level and common programs, tools, and applications 

For each ACAT category the average level of IDE reported was higher in programs where there were common programs, tools, and applications across the PMO.  

After analyzing the data in Table 1, it appears that ACAT I programs reported a more advanced level of IDE than the ACAT II-IV programs. Factors that may contribute to a higher level of IDE are:

· Common programs, tools, and applications across the PMO.

· Available funding to support IDE.

Although the survey did not directly request IDE funding levels and cost information, funding was often reported as an obstacle to IDE.

ACAT Level
Average IDE Level
Funding an Obstacle

I
3.39
23%

II
2.86
24%

III
2.96
9%

IV
2.67
22%

Table 3.  Average IDE level and funding 

Table 3 summarizes the percent of responses that listed funding or cost as an obstacle to IDE.  ACAT I programs did not differ significantly from ACAT II or IV programs in listing funding or cost as an obstacle.  Of note is the low percentage (9%) of ACAT III programs that listed funding as an obstacle.  ACAT III programs also reported the highest level of common programs, tools, and applications across the PMO in Table 1.  

The survey responses indicate that funding for IDE remains a problem with ACAT I programs and availability of funding by itself cannot account for the higher level of IDE found in ACAT I programs.  The lack of responses from ACAT III programs listing funding as an obstacle may contribute to the higher than expected level of IDE in ACAT III programs.

Table 3 contains the average IDE level (sorted by ACAT) which ranged from 3.39 for ACAT I programs to 2.67 for ACAT IV programs.  Table 4 reflects the average IDE level reported by the PEOs. When programs were sorted by PEO there were some PEOs that reported only one active ACAT program.  Those averages where only one program is represented have been highlighted.   

PEO/
Directorate
IDE Average
# ACAT Programs
Applications Common Across PMO

NAVSEA91
2.00
3
3
100%

PEO (CLA)
2.40
5
5
100%

PEO (USW)
2.55
11
7
64%

PEO (A)
2.67
12
11
92%

NAVAIR
2.74
39
16
41%

PEO (CU)
2.80
5
4
80%

PEO (SC)
3.00
5
3
60%

PEO (SCS)
3.00
3
3
100%

SPAWAR
3.00
35
18
51%

PEO (SUB)
3.00
1
0
0%

PEO (T)
3.08
12
4
33%

PEO (TAD/SC)
3.44
9
6
67%

PEO (MIW)
3.60
10
10
100%

PEO (SSP)
4.00
1
0
0%

DRPM
6.00
1
1
100%

Table 4.  Average IDE levels by PEO

As indicated in Table 5 there are 10% more ACAT I programs in PEOs with an average IDE level above 3.00 than there are in PEOs with an average IDE level below 3.00.  Since PEOs are often responsible for programs at more than one ACAT level, this supports the finding that on average the ACAT designation and associated visibility and oversight influence the average IDE level more than the PEO assigned to the program.

IDE Average
# ACAT Programs
# ACAT I Programs
%ACAT I

Average < 3.00
75
12
16%

Average > 3.00
39
10
26%

Table 5. ACAT I programs and IDE level 

Capabilities

In the surveys, the amount of information on the current programs and systems varied widely.   Table 6 summarizes the number of survey responses that indicated they had the technological infrastructure.  If there was no indication in the survey of these capabilities, it was not included. Note that the capability may exist, but since it was not reported, it could not be captured. 

Capability
Number listing
% listing

E-mail
122
80%

Microsoft Office Applications
97
64%

Existing IDE Architecture or Concept of Operations
89
59%

IDE used in daily operations
80
53%

Web-Based Browser
74
49%

Lotus Notes
27
18%

Product Data Manager
25
16%

Adobe Acrobat
22
14%

CAD/CAM
4
3%

Table 6. Capabilities of an IDE

Functionality

Table 7 summarizes the functions that the IDEs supported in the responding ACAT programs.  E-mail is the most common function found in an IDE.  A typical program would have e-mail, shared databases, a website, and an electronic calendar.  More programs indicated they had a website than the number indicating they had a web browser. This occurred where a program stated that they had a website but did not provide information on functions or tools.   Of note in Table 7 is the break between the typical site and the more advanced IDE sites that had workflow, Video Teleconferencing (VTC), Project Management, Database Management, Configuration Management, and Modeling and Simulation functionality.

Functionality
Number listing
% listing

E-mail
122
80%

Shared Databases
96
63%

Website
89
59%

Electronic Calendar
73
48%

Workflow
25
16%

Video Teleconferencing
18
12%

Project Management
11
7%

Database Management
9
6%

Configuration Management
6
4%

Modeling/Simulation
5
3%

Table 7. Functionalities of an IDE 

Challenges to IDE

In the survey program managers were asked what obstacles they had implementing an IDE.  Seventy-eight of the 152 programs represented by the surveys listed some obstacle to an IDE.  Table 9 summarizes the responses and lists the percentage of the programs that cited the item as a problem.  The top two challenges listed were funding and trained resources.

Obstacle
Number listing
% listing

Funding
28
18%

Trained Personnel
26
17%

Standards
18
12%

Security
16
11%

Resistance to Change
13
9%

Access Problems
3
2%

Table 8.  Challenges to implementing an IDE

Security

In general the surveys did not provide detailed information on security.  The numbers provided should be viewed as the minimum number using the security measures because not all surveys provided security information.  In the survey responses 16 ACAT programs (11%) listed security as an obstacle to an IDE.  Thirty programs (20%) stated that they require multi-level security.  In Table 9 the security measures being used are summarized.  Restricted Access is the most frequently listed security measure used.  Of the 16 programs citing security as an obstacle to an IDE, eleven specifically noted the lack of electronic signatures or PKI, three noted problems with firewalls, and one program noted lack of encryption as an obstacle.

Capability
Number listing
% listing

Restricted Access
68
45%

Passwords
54
36%

Firewall
48
32%

Encryption
24
16%

Digital Certificate
16
11%

Table 9. IDE security measures reported

External Communication 

The survey requested information on external organizations that the programs communicated with electronically.  These external organizations are part of the program’s integrated digital environment. Table 10 summarizes the various external organizations.

Contractors and field activities headed the list of organizations.  Other armed services were contacted more often than other SYSCOMS and very few indicated electronic communications with the fleet.  Based on the survey responses, a top priority for the program office is the ability to integrate their digital environments with those of the Contractors and the Field Activities.

Organizations
Number listing
% listing

Contractors
78
51%

Field Activities/LABs
75
49%

Other Services
52
34%

SYSCOMS
41
27%

DOD Activities
32
21%

Fleet
21
14%

Table 10.  External Communications

Tools and Applications Used

The tools and applications mentioned in the surveys and supporting documentation provided were captured to provide a comprehensive list of known tools and a general category of their use.  Some tools or applications such as Microsoft Office or Livelink may be listed in multiple categories.  The list below contains only the applications and tools that were contained in the surveys and does not contain all the tools or applications in use.

Email

· ccMail

· Lotus Notes

· Microsoft Mail

· Netscape Communicator 4.0

· TeamLinks Mail

Office Automation

· Adobe Reader

· DMRedline

· Harvard Graphics

· Lotus 4

· Meeting Maker

· Microsoft Outlook

· PaintShop Pro

· SLD CADA

· Wordperfect

· BUDGET EXECUTION SYS (BES)

· Corel Draw

· FMIS

· Lotus Notes

· Microsoft Office

· PC DOCS

CAD/CAM

· AutoCAD
· CAD Conferencing
· Cadkey 7
· Intergraph

WebSite/Web Access

· Netscape

· Adobe Acrobat
· Adobe Photoshop
· Cold Fusion
· Lotus Notes
· EW Site
· HTML
· Intergraph Web Gateway
· ISEA for ships
· Java Script
· LiveLink
· Microsoft Front Page 97
· Microsoft Internet Explorer
· NSWV CD
· NTWise
· WCS Express
· WEB Edit
Electronic Calendar

· CaLANdar

· Calendar Creator

· Meeting Maker

· Microsoft Outlook

· Russel calendar manager
Modeling/Simulation

· M&S tools
· PRO-Engineering

Workflow

· 4DCLIENT

· DSAMS

· LiveLink

· JCALS

· Mirabillis ICQ

· MISIL

· Microsoft Project

· NTWise

· PC DOCS

· Seawolf Workflow T-1

Remote Access

· GOLD (Government On Line Data)

· PC Anywhere

· Telix

Product Data Management Databases

· Microsoft Access

· Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS)

· DBase 3

· FMIS (resource to the Financial & Technical Groups)

· FOXPRO

· Intergraph AIM system

· MS File Sharing

· Procurement Desktop Defense (PD2)

· Product Model Review

· Trouble Report Tracking

· Winsight
Shared Databases

· Lotus Notes
· FLCSIS
· FMIS
· LINK
· MECCAS
· CALSIP
· Closed Loop Procurement Tracking Sys (CLPTS)
· Discrepancy Lifecycle Network (DLN)
· FAMISH
· JCALS
· Microsoft Access
· ORACLE and some Object Oriented databases (DOORS, RDD100)
· SWIMS
· WIPX
Design Visualization

· Collaborative Engineering Network(SBIR)

· Image R

· Intergraph

· Pro-E

Virtual Design Database Project Management

· Doors
· Project Scheduler
· MS Project
· STARS & MISEL to track expenditures
· Team Work Plan

PEO Responses

While the focus of the surveys was at the program management level, we received PEO surveys from six separate PEOs.  Each had an IDE architecture or concept of operations that was “PEO-centric”. The PEOs seem to be trying to work with various systems in a stovepipe environment supporting individual programs and contractors.  The level of IDE within their PMO’s varies and most information is passed to the PEOs via e-mail with some input via the Internet.  This is consistent with the responses from the PM’s.  Security also varies depending on the individual program.  In most cases an unclassified Local Area Network (LAN) is maintained with classified information on standalone LANs or systems.  One of the main obstacles to IDE noted in the surveys was the lack of a requirement in ACAT programs to plan and document the IDE to support their program.  This resulted in funds not being identified to support IDE within programs.  Converting legacy information was also noted as a problem.   

Findings and Conclusion

Based on the survey results the following four general findings were made:

· ACAT I, on average, had the most advanced level of IDE.  They rated a 3.39 (out of 6) and are best characterized as having CITIS and Common (shared) databases with programs performing local and, in some cases, integrated workflow between the program office and other organizations or support contractors.

· Having common programs, tools, and applications across the PMO contributed to a higher level of IDE.

· The ACAT designation and associated visibility and oversight influence the average IDE level more than the PEO assigned to the program.

The findings support the hypothesis that Department of the Navy ACAT I programs are further advanced in the phases of the Integrated Digital Environment (IDE) than ACAT II-IV programs. 

The higher levels of IDE, which involve workflow, cannot be achieved without high-level planning and support.  This is often reflected in the development of a formal architecture and/or concept of operations.  The higher level of oversight inherent in an ACAT I program seems to contribute to more formal planning of the IDE architecture. 

The tools and applications varied among programs.  There did not appear to be a single best application.  Having a common application or format contributed more to exchanging data electronically than having a specific application.  In this area, the program offices seem to be following IT-21 standards and are moving towards Microsoft Office for general office automation and exchanging information between various processes.

Training the personnel in the use of the tools, applications, and programs available continues to be a problem.  Having multiple tools, applications and versions for the same function makes the training challenge more diverse and pervasive.  

Recommendations

The survey responses contained recommendations on where the Navy should focus its efforts in implementing an IDE.  The recommendations provided in the surveys are listed from the most to the least frequent recommendation:

· Focus on implementation of an IDE, training, and career paths

· Support JCALS 

· Focus on document management and workflow

· Upgrade to Microsoft Office 97 and Microsoft Outlook

· Provide standards and architecture

· Provide electronic approval or digital signature

· Provide a “cookbook” for program managers to use in implementing an IDE (Timelines, Procedures, Lessons Learned)

· Provide collaborative workspace capability

Survey Cover Letter
MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTION

Subj:  INTEGRATED DIGITAL ENVIRONMENT (IDE)

Ref:  (a) DEPSECDEF memo 2 Jul 97 Policy for the Transition

          to a Digital Environment for Acquisiton Programs

Encl:  (1) Integrated Digital Environment Survey

In reference (a) the Deputy Secretary of Defense established 

goals for transitioning to digital operations in all acquisition 

program and support offices by 1 January 2002.  The IDE is the 

business environment created by the application of existing 

national and international standards, practices, and technologies 

to automate the management and exchange of information.  The 

vision is a DoD-wide boundaryless environment where all data are 

accessible to appropriately cleared personnel across all defense 

enterprises.  Dr. Gansler, the USD(A&T), has fully endorsed this 

initiative and has asked the Services to move out expeditiously 

in developing and implementing IDE plans.

Dr. Gansler also directed that this effort be focused through the 

program manager, who would coordinate with all personnel and 

activities involved in the acquisition life cycle.

In order to determine the DON plan for IDE, we must first 

determine the extent of IDE implementation and use within the 

acquisition and support communities.  To accomplish this we have 

prepared enclosure (1) for all PEO's, DRPM's, PM'S, and SYSCOM's 

to provide baseline information.  From this information we will 

then have a better idea of the scope of this effort, what systems 

or applications are presently used, gather good ideas, and gain 

feedback on how best to approach this task.  In order to meet the 

OSD reporting timelines we need to have responses NLT 29 May 

1998.

This survey is the start of an interactive dialogue between my 

action office, the Electronic Acquisition-21 office, and the 

members of the acquisition and support communities.  My program 

manager, Mr. Brian Reily, and his POC for this effort, Mr. Tom Rosner, can help by providing briefings or answering questions that may arise during the 

administration of the survey.  Please contact them at (703) 

601-0245/0237 or via e-mail at brian.reily@peoarbs.navy.mil or 

THOMAS.ROSNER@US.COOPERS.COM. 

Sincerely,





//signed//


ELLIOTT B. BRANCH

                         

PEO, Acquisition Related Business Systems

Enclosure (1)

Distribution:

COMNAVAIRSYSCOM (02)

COMNAVFACENGCOM (02)

COMNAVSEASYSCOM (02)

COMNAVSUPSYSCOM (02)

DC/S I&L HQMC (MC-LB)

COMMARCORSYSCOM (02)

ONR (02)

DIRSSP (SPN)

PEO(A)

PEO(T)

PEO(CU)

PEO(JSF)

PEO(MIW)

PEO(USW)

PEO(SCS)

PEO(SUB)

PEO(TAD)

PEO(EXW)

PEO(SC-AP)

PEO(DD-21)

DRPM(AAA)

DRPM(SSP)

DRPM(AT)

DASN(AIR)

DASN(PPR)

DASN(SHIP)

DASN(MUW)

DASN(C4I)

DASN(EFP)                                                       

INTEGRATED DIGITAL ENVIRONMENT SURVEY

PURPOSE

The purpose of this survey is to identify the current status of Integrated Digital Environment (IDE) implementation within DON acquisition programs and support offices.  The approach used in this survey is to examine the functions and activities, which surround a program, and identify how the program interfaces with the individuals, activities and commands that perform support functions.  In this manner we can determine to what extent we have automated the acquisition management process and the extent of inclusion of all players.  This information provides the DoN the ability to baseline the present situation, access what needs to be/can be accomplished, and develop plans, programs and timelines for review and approval by the DoN leadership.  Through this initial survey we hope to capture many of the good ideas and initiatives which have been or are being implemented and share them among the other Program Managers.  We must identify problem areas, obstacles and what is needed to enable transition to a fully digital form of operations.  It can help identify improvements common to all programs that could be shared or be centrally developed for the entire DoN.  The information provided could aid in determining the size, complexity, cost and schedule for conversion to a fully digital form of operations.
background
In his July 2, 1997 memorandum “Policy for the Transition to a Digital Environment for Acquisition Programs” the Deputy Secretary of Defense set a corporate goal for transitioning to digital operations.  This transition included the following requirements:

-Move to a fully digital environment in all acquisition programs and support offices.

-Established the corporate goal of digital operations being the method of choice for all acquisition management and life cycle support information.

-By the end of 2002 the overwhelming majority of DOD acquisition and logistics operations should be based on digital methodologies and products.

-Focus at PM level.

-Consistent with established architectures.

-PM responsible to establish a data management system and appropriate digital environment which allows every activity involved with the program through its total life-cycle to exchange data digitally.  (IDE is required for all ACAT I and ACAT II programs.  Although IDE reporting is not required for ACAT III and IV programs and ACTDs they should complete the survey.  This will provide a more complete baseline of IDE implementation in the Navy) 

In  his 15 July 1998 memorandum entitled “Guidance for the Transition to a Digital Environment for Acquisition Programs, Mr. Longuemare, the acting USD (A&T) added his support and provided guidance on implementing the  Deputy  Secretary of Defense’s initiative.  The new USD (A&T), Dr. Gansler, has voiced his strong support for the initiative.

PROPOSED DEFINITION

The first step in this process is to define IDE.  For the purposes of this survey and for future efforts we have drafted the following definition of IDE.  “Integrated Digital Environment (IDE) is the ability to electronically communicate and process information across all activities and functions associated with or in support of a system throughout its life cycle.  IDE is a seamless environment that provides controlled access to all data to link the entire acquisition program team, including the PMO, prime contractor, subcontractors, vendors, suppliers, support agencies, and end users.  It enables one time entry, movement, manipulation, configuration management, maintenance and approval.  It fulfills all requirements to initiate, manage, administer and oversee program execution and operation support.”   An IDE can take on many forms; there is no single solution and is often a system of systems.  Our challenge will be to map where we are to day and then identify the most responsive systems, applications, and tools, which can improve information availability, integrity and timeliness for all involved, from the decision maker to the functional specialist.  These can be shared throughout the program management and operation support structure to improve efficiency, reduce cost, and increase responsiveness.

IDE PHASES

The typical phases experienced by a program as it migrates to an Integrated Digital Environment (IDE) are: 

· Digital data exchanged on physical media

· Electronic delivery of digital data

· CITIS and common (shared) data bases

· Local workflow managers

· Integrated workflow managers

· Ideal  acquisition program’s digital environment 

These phases provide a general framework.  Each program is different depending on its unique data requirements.   Phases can be skipped or taken in a different order, but in general, IDE is not achieved unless all phases have been implemented or addressed.  All program stages down to specific function level must be addressed to include Concept Exploration, R&D, Engineering, DEM-VAL, Production, Sustainment, and Disposal.  In general IDE identifies the type information/data, the user of the information/data, the need or purpose of the information/data, the user’s infrastructure, the deliverables, the required information/data format, and the interchange standards.  IDE must provide full compatible and interoperability with DOD and DON initiatives such as:


-Information Technology 21


-Navy Tactical Command Support System

-Standard Procurement System or similar system

-Joint Engineering Data Management Information Control System JEDMICS or similar system

-Configuration Management Information System CMIS or similar system

-Electronic Commerce/Electronic Data Interchange  EC/EDI

-Contractor Integrated Technical Information Service CITIS

-Joint Computer-Aided Acquisition and Logistics Support (JCALS)


-Workflow Manager

SURVEY ADMINISTRATION

This survey should be completed for each program ACAT I-IV and ACTD’s.  For those PM’s managing more that one program using the some process a single response is sufficient.  Program Executive Officer’s are requested to have their designated POC’s take responsibility to distribute the survey to all Program Managers (PM) within the organization.  SYSCOM may fill out a single survey or distribute to Field Activity level for completion.  Each addressee should establish internal procedures for handling the survey that ensure that it is completed properly, as thoroughly as possible and returned in a timely manner.  Where an IPT member or POC’s have been designated, they are requested to facilitate the handling of questions either by responding directly, forwarding them to the EA 21 office for response or through arranging assistance from the EA 21 briefing team.  In order to assist in this effort the EA 21 office will provide a briefing team to provide a more detailed understanding of this effort and to assist in answering questions relative to the survey.  The POC or IPT member can arrange for this team to visit through my self or the action officer designated below.

The survey is broken into three parts.  The first part is to be filled out by each program manager.  The second part is to be filled out by the Program Executive Officer as a summary of all programs within that organization.  The third part provides a means for input by commands, activities and other agencies which have ties to the program either as the user, support activity, depot, prime contractor, etc.  It is requested that as much information describing the process, functions, workflow and interfaces be provided to enable this office to gain a complete picture of the of the IDE program.  For organizations having IDE program plans or SOP’s in place, request a copy be provided with the survey response. 

For any questions concerning this survey or to arrange for a more detailed briefing you should contact the PM, Mr. Brian Reily at (703) 601-0256 or his POC, Mr. Tom Rosner at (730) 601-0237.  Please return the completed survey to Tom Rosner at thomas.rosner@us.coopers.com.

Section 1: PM QUESTIONS

1. Please provide the name, ACAT designation, a short description of the program and where it is in the acquisition process.  (If more than one program is managed by the PM using the same processes please indicate at this time.)

2. Does the PMO have an IDE architecture or CONOPS?  (Please provide a copy.)

3. Does the program use electronic communications and/or transfer of information?  To what extent?

4. Does the program use IDE in daily operations?  (Indicators are: Is program information entered one time and accessible to many?  Is the information moved without a change in mode?  Is the information manipulated, maintained and approved electronically?  If the answer to any of these questions is yes, then there is an IDE or partial IDE.)

5. Which phase of IDE implementation would you describe your office?  (From the following list of phrases please indicate which phase best indicates the status of your current IDE implementation from the phases listed in paragraph 4.  If none of them adequately describe your IDE effort, please elaborate.)

6. What information/actions/activities should be included in IDE and which ones should not be?   (Please be as specific as possible.) 

7. What metrics do you use to measure implementation and benefits of IDE?  Are there any you would recommend be used to track the Navy’s IDE efforts?

8. Do you require multi-levels of information/data security?  How is security addressed in your IDE program?

9. What programs, tools, applications are you using to become fully automated?  Are they common across all programs in the PMO?  Are they common throughout all supporting activities and/or agencies?  If not, what problem does this create and how are they overcome?

10. If your program has implemented or partially implemented IDE please provide the following information: a brief description of the IDE effort; what routine actions, reports, processes are handled electronically and which are not; cost of implementation; benefits (both tangible and intangible); schedule for conversion (if still in process); Business Process Reengineering changes made during development or conversion to IDE; A copy of the plan/implementation instructions. 

11. What obstacles are slowing your progress or hindering your efforts?  (If the answer is funding please elaborate.)

12. Where should the IDE IPT focus to maximize the benefit to your PEO/Program?

*Please identify the name, telephone number, and e-mail address of the individual who should be contacted regarding this survey.

SECTION 2: PEO QUESTIONS

1.   Does the PEO have an IDE architecture or CONOPS for the PEO? (Please provide a copy of the plan/implementation instructions.)

2. For the programs having using IDE how would you describe its status of implementation? (What phase of the IDE transition are they currently in?)

3. What information/actions/activities should be included in the IDE effort and which ones should not be?  (Please be as specific as possible.) 


4. How are they security issues addressed in your IDE program?

5. Are the programs, tools and applications used by the PM’s to become fully automated, common throughout the PEO?  If not what efforts are underway or planned to achieve commonality?  How is commonality achieved/maintained with the supporting activities/agencies?

6. What metrics do you use to measure implementation and benefits of IDE?  Are there any you would recommend be used to track the Navy’s IDE efforts?

7. What are the shortfalls in the IDE effort(s)?  How are these shortfalls being addressed?  What corrections have been made?  Which shortfalls are beyond the PEO’s ability to correct?

8.   What precludes you from implementing these corrections?

9. For each PM without a complete IDE program in place, please describe the present environment (300 words or less).  How are routine actions, reports, processes handled?

10. Where should the IDE IPT focus to maximize the benefit to your PEO/Program?

*Please identify the name, telephone number, and e-mail address of the individual who should be contacted regarding this survey.

SECTION 3: COMMANDS, ACTIVITIES, AND OTHER AGENCIES

1. Does your Command/ activity/ agency have an IDE architecture or CONOPS?

2. Which phase of IDE implementation would you describe your office?  (please provide some examples)

3. If your Command/activity/agency has implemented or partially implemented IDE program, please provide the following information: a brief description of the IDE effort; what routine actions, reports, processes are handled electronically and which are not; cost of implementation; benefits (both tangible and intangible); schedule for conversion (if still in process); Business Process Reengineering changes made during development or conversion to IDE; A copy of the plan/implementation instructions. 

4. What metrics do you use to measure implementation and benefits of IDE?  Are there any you would recommend be used to track the total IDE effort?

5. What programs, tools, applications are being used to become fully automated?  Are they common to the ones the PM is using?

6. Is there open access to all necessary program data and in what manner is information passed between your activity and the program office?

7. Do you require multi-levels of information/data security?  How is security addressed in your IDE program? 

8. Is there program data, which you do not have, access to?  What are these data elements?

9. What obstacles are slowing progress or hindering efforts?  (If the answer is funding please elaborate on the amount of funding required the purpose for the funds, when the funding would be obligated, and in what manner.)

10. Where should the IDE IPT focus to maximize the benefit to your Command/ activity/ agency?

*Please identify the name, telephone number, and e-mail address of the individual who should be contacted regarding this survey.

