Up-front Filter (UFF) PPT Final Report



Report of the Effort to Develop an 

Up-front Filter (UFF)

for NAVSEA’s Process

to Control Change in and Among Equipments, Systems and Ships

12 September 2000

Produced by NAVSEA’s Process Project Team (PPT) and Program Evaluation Executive Team (PEET)

Executive Summary

Purpose.  The purpose of this report is to document the efforts of a Process Project Team (PPT) and Program Evaluation Executive Team (PEET) to develop an Up-front Filter (UFF) for utilization by the Naval Sea Systems Command (NAVSEA) in effecting Change Control (CC) in and among equipments, systems, and ships.

Background.  The Process Analysis and Improvement Group (PAIG) was tasked by the NAVSEA Business Process Senior Steering Group (BP SSG) to identify the NAVSEA processes in the greatest need of reengineering. The PAIG began with a list of 70 processes, and used a variety of criteria to winnow the list to five core processes. Of these five greatest opportunities to reengineer, the PAIG recommended and the BP SSG concurred in the selection of NAVSEA’s Change Control Process (CCP) as a process for corporate-level reengineering. The BP SSG approved the recommendation and chartered PPT #1 to reengineer NAVSEA’s Change Control Process (CCP).

The BP SSG chartered Change Control Process Project Team #1 (CC PPT #1) with the objective to identify how change control could be improved.  The PPT was directed by the BP SSG to focus on initiatives that would:

· reduce the cost of change;

· reduce cycle time;

· reduce (up-front) the number of change proposals processed; and

· improve communications and involve the Fleet.  

Details.  The Up-front Filter was designed as a business process to focus diminishing funding and manpower resources in support of required change.  The development of the UFF and the vision for its operation was grounded in several fundamental premises.  The UFF process and tool were designed to:

· Respond to the full range of change proposal types received and processed by the Command.

· Develop the business case taking no more than 5-7 working days to process change requests—allowing an avenue for the rapid processing of critical or low cost, non-complex changes without time-consuming process steps.

· Operate in an electronic environment using existing software programs.

· Use the Systems Engineer as the driving force and ensure the Fleet has a voice in the evaluation of all proposed changes.

· Address technology and schedule risk inherent in the proposed change.

In short, ensure the change would deliver value to the Fleet before funds are spent to develop a technical solution (i.e., Engineering Change Proposal (ECP)).  The PPT identified several initiatives, including the need to institutionalize an Up-front Filter (UFF) Process and the need to establish the Systems Engineer (SE) as the Change Execution Agent within the command. With that recommendation, the BP SSG chartered the PPT (CC PPT #2) and subsequently the Program Evaluation Executive Team (PEET).  Their mission was to develop the UFF process, validate Systems Engineering objectives, develop a UFF process model and criteria for the business case, launch a fast track pilot program, and gain final approval for implementation or termination of the Program.

The PPT and PEET, were composed of members from a variety of program offices, NAVSEA field activities, and consultants from American Management Systems, Inc. They represented a broad range of interests including surface and subsurface ship and ship systems acquisition, life cycle management, logistics support, testing and development, fleet support, cost estimating, and information technology management.  The PPT operated under the auspices of Mr. Jess Atkins (SEA 91 and Deputy PEO CLA), the Business Process Reengineering Goal Leader; Mr. Pete Brown (SEA 04), the Process Owner; and Mr. Joe Cipriano (SEA 05), the Process Sponsor.  

The PEET, which was chaired by the PAIG, was initially composed of the same members as the PPT, but later evolved into a smaller and more streamlined group as the pilot programs progressed. 

PPT & PEET Operation.  The PPT & PEET addressed its tasking through a structured analytical process, which included the following activities:

· Analysis of stakeholders and stakeholder concerns

· Identification of deficiencies with the current process

· Identification of design principles or solutions for the deficiencies, and business rules or vehicles for implementation of the solutions

· Examination of the “as is” and expected “to be” environments

· Benchmark meetings with Ford and Air Force personnel to learn lessons from industry change control improvements

· Design of specific UFF business case criteria to be used to establish a business case for proposed changes

· IDEF modeling of the UFF process including all participants, input, outputs, and control mechanisms

· Development of functional requirements for enabling tools such as Information Technology (IT) and training

· Development of pilot plans, baseline metrics, pilot measures, training for users, and pilot evaluation and reporting

· Validation briefings at appropriate intervals throughout the process with interested members of the change control user community and the BP SSG

Concept of Operations.  The operational concept of the UFF process is best depicted by a “swimlane” diagram, which appears below.  On the left side of the diagram are listed the participants in the process.  The blue boxes indicate each separate process step and are shown in the “swimlane” of the participant who is primarily responsible for performing that step.  Where a process box resides on more than one “swim lane” it means that the affected participants work that process step together.  The process proceeds from left to right along the “swimlanes”.  Input to each process step, and interactions among other participants, are indicated by arrows.  
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Figure .  UFF Process ("swimlane")
As can be seen from a cursory inspection, the Systems Engineer/Configuration Manager is the focal point for nearly all UFF processes.  The process begins with the SE/CM reviewing the data provided by the originator electronically in the PIR format.  The SE/CM assigns and/or validates the priority of the change and assesses the impact of the change at the equipment, system, platform and battlegroup levels.  It is at this time that the SE/CM may opt to “Fast Track” the proposed change if it is critical or is a low-cost, non-complex change having little, if any, effect outside its own equipment boundary.  After assessing the impact of the change the SE/CM and appropriate Fleet representative will rate the proposed change on a scale of 1 to 4.  The rating criteria are designed to indicate the degree to which the change fulfills six attributes that have been selected to reflect the primary purpose of the change.  They include: (1) make it work, (2) lower life cycle cost, (3) obsolescence, (4) regulatory compliance, (5) improve safety, and (6) increase operational capability.  These ratings will be numerically combined with weighting factors previously assigned to the program hierarchy to produce a numerical ranking, which will reflect the relative importance of that proposed change in accomplishment of the overall program mission objective.  Subsequent to the rating and ranking process, the SE/CM will compare the ROM estimate to the program budget prepare a disposition recommendation to the Program/Platform Manager.  If the SE/CM believes there is a need for additional information regarding the change impact prior to final disposition, he/she will proceed with the Phase II cost/benefit/risk analysis of the proposed change.

In the Phase II analysis the SE/CM compiles and quantifies the costs and benefits over the life cycle of the proposed change based on input from the originator, logisticians, and affected programs/platforms.  The NPV calculations embedded in the UFF software will be performed using the input data and the SE/CM will develop a business case for the proposed change utilizing the UFF report generator.  The business case report will also include a presentation of technical and schedule risks based on UFF generated flags raised on the basis of originator responses to various UFF criteria and questions.  The SE/CM will then present the final business case and disposition recommendation to the IPT for decision. 

The IPT membership will reflect the extent to which the proposed change will have interface impact.  Changes affecting only the parent system will consist of the Program Manager, SE, logistician and Type Commander (TYCOM) representative.  As the extent of the proposed change’s impact increases, so does the IPT membership; including managers representing interfaces at the system, platform and, potentially, other services/nations levels.  After review and discussion of the business case, the IPT votes on the change disposition with the sponsoring Program Manager retaining final decision authority.  An appeal process will exist, whereby dissenting IPT members may submit written appeals to the appropriate Program Executive Office (PEO) for final resolution at the PEO level.  In rare cases, this could potentially result in final decision-making at Assistant Secretary of the Navy, Research Development & Acquisition (ASN (RD&A)) if satisfactory resolution is not reached at the PEO level.

Pilot Programs.  The objective of the pilot program was to test the practical use and effectiveness of the UFF in shortening the decision process, reducing the process cost and reducing the number of changes. The pilot testing also served to validate the enabling Information Technology (IT) and to train methodology developed in support of pilot operation.  The following four programs were approved by the BP SSG to participant in the pilot.  Staff members from each program were trained on the UFF tool and process, however, CEC and AN/SQQ-32 were the only programs to actively participate in the full pilot program. 

· Cooperative Engagement Capability (CEC) in PEO-TAD (now PEO –SC)

· AN/SQQ-32 Mine Hunting Sonar in PEO-MIW

· LM2500 Gas Turbine in SEA 03

· D-Alt program in Commander in Chief Atlantic Fleet (CINCLANT)

Metrics to determine the degree of success consisted of the number of ECPs, cycle time, processing costs and reject rate, as well as user friendliness, improved communication, and elimination of duplicative work.  A generic pilot plan was tailored for insertion into each pilot program process with the goal of being as non-intrusive as possible. The PEET provided support, collected feedback on the process including suggestions on workflow and information technology, and reviewed metrics data. 

As the pilot programs advanced and users provided feedback on the UFF process and tool, the PEET decided to look within NAVSEA to determine whether other tools existed that already included the functionally pilot participants wanted rather than commit additional resources to redesign the UFF. Three additional tools were identified for consideration: LINK, LIVELINK, and PDMS, a tool being developed in PMS 411. After conducting operations testing on the three tools, the PEET decided PDMS contained all the required UFF functions/features except three, and was operationally ready to implement.  

In November 1999, the original UFF pilot effort was suspended.  In April 2000, the PEET disbanded and the responsibility for the termination or continuation of the UFF process was transferred to the process owner, SEA 04L5.
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