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Addressing Concerns:
Facilitator opened the floor for attendees to bring up any pressing issues, concerns or needs they wanted addressed.  These could be further discussed at the meeting or addressed through the community at a later time.

· Gary Robinson works for a new program in NASA and needs information including a requirements definition for an Air Frame.  Specifically he needs a WBS for an airframe.

· Lance Hancock can provide this information.  The JAST (Joint Advanced Supersonic Transport) program may have a WBS, though the program may have been cancelled.  Wright-Patterson AFB may know the status.  Also JSF has done work for OSD and can probably provide information if it is not classified.  JAST is probably closer to what is needed.  Wright Patterson may have a Guide Spec. for an airframe.  Lorraine Wright at Wright-Patterson AFB can find out if JAST is still around (937-255-8701)

· Is there information out there for trade-off effectiveness? (John Ariano)  

· Yes, we did just that on the JSF program.  We used QFD to capture requirements from the user; possibly Expert Choice; that should be able to give samples of what they looked like. (Dave Brown)

Presentation

Harry J. Botsford

A presentation was given on requirements traceability and the importance of tools. Presentation can be found at: www.pmcop.dau.mil/
Forum Discussion

The facilitator opened the floor for discussions concerning any problems within requirements or with other issues concerning requirements.

Evolutionary Acquisition and the acquisition process:

· Problems:  Evolutionary Acquisition has put additional burdens on Systems Engineering.  The idea is to build an 80% solution, deploy and work the “hard part” of the system in the remaining years of the schedule.  This does not always work, and the prototypes become the system with a 40% solution on field.

The acquisition workforce is not sufficient to do the task of systems engineering because managers were hired throughout the 90s instead of engineers.

· Pathfinder pilots:  Navy ARO has been tasked at looking at evolutionary acquisition in various offices.  They will specifically facilitate three programs which have been named pathfinder pilots to implement and execute Evolutionary Acquisition and Spiral Development in their acquisition strategies,

· LCS 

· Multi-mission maritime aircraft (MMA) 

· Joint Logistics Commanders Book:  One point about evolutionary acquisition.  When Dr. Gansler re-emphasized it at the summit, he was talking about his version.  He referenced a handbook, the Joint Logistics Commanders Book (http://www.dsmc.dsm.mil/pubs/gdbks/pdf/evolv.pdf), being put together by Wright-Patterson AFB, by Tom Graves. This doesn’t agree with the version generated by DAU.  If we are going to practice Dr. Gansler’s version, we need to be familiar with it.  This is eventually supposed to go in the DeskBook.
· Information: This issue was brought up at the last risk management meeting; a write-up will be available on-line at www.pmcop.dau.mil within the next two weeks.
Upfront Requirement Generation:
· Importance:  It is most important in SE to write good requirements.  First, the ORD must be written well, then the SE is involved in writing requirements and we stumble over the whole process.  One of most valuable things to do is to define the problem before hand.  There was agreement that currently, both government and industry personnel are generally lousy are writing good requirements.  This, the group agreed, is one of the most critical problems facing the acquisition workforce. 
· Time Constraints:  There is not enough time to write sound requirements and analyze the situation, because DoD says cost and schedule are important, and you can change any acquisition document except the budget.  So, inefficient requirements are written with the idea of fixing them later. 

· Problems:  We just haven’t been doing the requirements.  Programs are becoming more event driven, the requirements that are given to the contractors are becoming obtuse and generic.  Writing of Requirements is problematic on both the government and industry side resulting in poorly written original requirements.  You have a natural conflict with the schedule, but if you do not define the problem up front you are not going to find the solution.  A problem is the prototype usually becomes the system used after it is out in the field (e.g. predator.)

· Selling the PM:  It is hard to convince management to let systems engineers do the upfront work to save the program money.  If you find the item that triggers your PM, be it the bottom line, or value of time, you can get the PM to support this effort.
Requirements in CMMI:

· For CMMI, even if the contractor has a high level of CMMI certification, if the government activity does not know how to manage or take advantage of this, then the CMMI advantage becomes almost useless.  In other words, if the government side is level 0 and Industry contractor is level 4, then combined they are level 0 because you are no better than the weakest link.

Requirements Traceability Tools:

· Compatibility:  One tool will not fill all of your needs, but many tools are compatible and most companies have lists of compatible tools.  For example, DOORS has a list of 49 that are compatible with it. (Arne Burflat.)  Another example of compatibility is a Microsoft Word document can be put into Adobe FrameMaker (http://www.adobe.com/products/framemaker/main.html) and it will reproduce everything that has been done to the document.  Once the change is made change to the database, all are changed, no trouble making decisions.

· Government (non) use of traceability tools:  More often than not, the government side does not use traceability tools when they do the upfront requirements writing.  There is a political problem with using tools; outside people are left out.  If you move to a central database, so the tools are always available, helps to combat this problem.  Buying the tools between the two groups would show the cheap option, but then the billing is difficult.  Convincing Government it is necessary by selling them on their weakness is one option.

· Measurement:  These tools can measure where you are in the process, but they need to be kept linear independent if possible.  People do not use the tools because programs are not measured by the tools.  If you use tools to help write requirements, they almost make you do a fair job and it helps.
