Intro:  (Dave)


-  Lots of new members.  Introduced each other


-  Covered agenda.


-  Adjusted agenda to push roles and missions to Wed


-  Pointed out that this meeting starting with a little more warm up due to many new members

Discussed agenda  (Chuck)


-  West over action item status.  


-  Need to update the email addresses 


-  Reviewed management briefing

Group Name:


-  All here for armed services name


-  Will take to Ron to see if issue


-  General consensus of group is that scope for armed services are broad enough


-  Remain CAM-I CMS Public Sector (armed services) interest group

Burning Platform review:


-  Steve comments:  



-- burning platform hard to categorize, just issues


-  Went over Bob's list too


-  Discussed the location at FM.  Some members are seeing ABC put into FM office


-  Review of Bob and Steve's comments 

There were a number of questions about the interest group.  Some folks that weren't at Phoenix had been at Matt Beekman's last meeting and expected this to be a continuation of that effort.  

Update Burning Platform with new people:


-  Went over ground rules again, for new folks.


-  New comments:



-- Here in absorption, to learn, observe (Jill)



-- Attended Matt's meeting as an extension of that (Ambrose).  Do have stake and plans to continue to attend, but would reserve commitment to be core member.



-- Jackie started ABC 96/97 and have worked it into whatever job and is a full time occupation.  Has vested interest to ensure platform issues are addressed.  Viewed the December group to see if extended.  Interest still valid.



-- Naty.  New to ABC.  Hopes CAMI will give her some answers to use in her region.  Does not know if she can make commitment as core member.  Funding uncertainty.  Good agenda, good list of objectives.  Will attend as long as she is able.



-- Denise.  Also attended first meeting in Clearwater.  Missed Phoenix in March.  In December found useful the venue for learning from other armed services implementations.  Information sharing is lacking across services.  Hearing today that is not really what the interest group is about.  Vice being an interactive group to share.  Therefore needs to withhold decision on whether to be a core member.  



-- Some discussion on the process of sharing in CAMI interest group is a little different.  But sharing will be happening.  Underlying rules the same.  Continue as a team to expose ideas and recommendations to upper management.  



-- Booti:  in for the long run.  Shore installations under CNI will exacerbate the shore installation inconsistencies.  The interest group can help develop the consistencies needed.  



-- Scott:  Deciding whether or not to take regular participation role in CAMI.  Thinks he will and this is the interest group.  



-- Jamie:  wants to participate in long term.  This is focus, due to fact that he's in school.   Target is December for this thesis, and can put a lot of time into this effort.



-- Nick:  lots of value in capturing the armed services



-- Laura:  using program to support her thesis.  NPS is designed to provide education to members of the armed forces.  Would like to see about integrating ABC into the financial curriculum at NPS.  Be around for the long haul.



-- Chris:  doing ABC for 10 years.  Want to convert the successes and concepts into something we can use to educate those who lead.  In for long run.



-- Dennis (Daly):  came to this group to be an intelligent observer and commentator.  Very important effort.  Lots of CAMI things has failed to stick.  80% of ABC implementations fail.  ABC is a tool, it is not a philosophy.  Deserve to do more than look at yourselves as a users group, want to add to the body of knowledge.  Tools will be different as applied.  The philosophy and principles are what is common.  Recommend deal with issues that are broader and that transcend -- will be difficult for many of us to do that with all the alligators going after us.  Groups are different.  Can change focus.  Can look at establishing a sub group/sub objectives that could help satisfy a group.  Large body of knowledge on best practices.  His participation is dependent on whether he adds value.  



-- Lannelle:  Army now has implementing guidance under productivity improvement.  Have not developed implementation.  Would like to stay as part of the group and contribute as much as possible.  Agrees with vision, keep to high level, sub assign for special interests.  Need to articulate the need and management processes we're talking about and how to create the changes and make them happen.  Skills to deploy are also critical.  Mostly have to grow people.  Are not able to bring on new people.  We're good at developing models.  But nobody is demanding info for decision-making.  What are you doing with the information.  Need to create demand and determine how it fits with the other things we're doing.  How do you connect it all at the performance level.  In for the long run.



-- Dennis.  Too often we work only on the technical side.  Would probably want to add the behavioral and cultural factors -- which are different in different groups. It's more than the technical side.  One of our challenges is to change the culture.  Big menu of choices.



-- Dennis (army):  committed to support CAMI and interest group.  New organization in army is still sorting out things.  Many programs in field with good things, and could benefit from higher authority.  How do you distinguish the ones with good programs and concepts vice those without substance and legs under them.  Visiting army bases to capture good news story and lessons learned.  Looking for impediments.  Lots of good work has been done.  But some of the things we have done, performance measures, are not making a good impact yet.  



-- Nick.  Best practices are out there.  But people don't want to change.  Lots of tradition. Even though people know there are better ways to do things, actual implementation is hard.  How do you show someone there is value?  How do you prove that changing the way things have always been done will help?  How can you prove that it will help make things better?

Review Draft Outline


- Reoriented the process we've followed to date.  Used burning platforms to develop outline.  With two versions.


-  Have to know who the audiences are:  what is going to cause a service secretary, a GS-12 to benefit from what we do?  How can we better enable them and make them more effective.


-  Al.  It would have been easy to sort the platform issues and then shotgun out.  Maybe the outcome of the draft exceeds the original charter?  Al and Chuck tried to pull in stuff from mission and vision and pull in additional things that were applicable, even if somewhat beyond the burning platform.  


-  Chuck.  The themes helped sort out in Chuck and Als minds a set of key questions.  Themes came from language in vision.  


-  We are focused not only what we've been doing, but also where we're going.  


-  You will really add value when you can describe the value of doing x.  What I am going to get out of it, what's my benefit.  Need a benefits model to be able to sell an initiative.


-  How do we recognize when we've reached the future state?  How will we know we have achieved a goal?  


-  Got into the draft outline now:



-- Discussed literature search.   

-- (Categorize ABC, A = essential to read)  sign articles to be read and write a summary 

-- folks volunteer to read the articles for areas they are interested in).  When do we need literature search?   If book is stretch goal, what are we doing with the chapters in outline.


-- We are customer focused.  Focused on people who did it.    First stab is to look at armed forces sources.  First step is armed forces specific things.  Challenge is going to be to scope it down from thousands to targeted group.


-- Frame literature search around themes.  There are tons of reports in various military sources (DTIC, NPS, Maxwell, etc.)



-- Some best practices are not documented.  


-- Need to develop list of topics or subjects for students to do their research.  Search military first.  Need to start and find out what we're doing in the first place.  


-- We're not looking to discover a new tool or concept.  We think the stuff we are interested in are out there.  Find things that don't resonate to us, and bring it in.


-- What we want to know is what makes it successful within the DoD.     

-  Discussed concern about degree of divergence we are experiencing.  It's o.k. for now, but we need to converge at some point.                                                                  


-  Draft outline:



-- represents result of brainstorming session



-- kept all content, sorted it



-- not intended to represent chapters yet.  


-  General discussion:



--  We need an open discussion about issues around ABC in armed services.  We don't have a premise now, we are just leaping to implement.  Do we 

Mohan summary of morning:  recalibration of the burning platforms.  Frame a new set of burning platforms.  Leads to next set of discussions on whether ABC/ABCM were really successful or not.   The armed services has valuable diversity that is valuable to us and others.  We are proliferating our learning across the armed services.   Overemphasis on the negative, but there are significant positives.  Instead of trying to create the new world, we decided to try to focus on the key contributions that the armed services have made and lock that down.  The media/document must have certain components:  answer key questions people have in mind.  We are framing a knowledge base for people to know they are not alone.  Give people an access path to knowledge.  We have the opportunity to reframe the context in which our people live.  We can reframe that by giving our folks improved knowledge.  Look at it in context of performance and cost.  When we sell it to management, we know that this has worked elsewhere in many contexts (A-76).    Focus on the learning first, then the media.   Fall in love with the topic, not the fact that we are going to tell someone about it.  

Dennis summary of morning:  Burning platforms are the motivations to deal with a topic.  Don't get hung up on those.  The big pieces are the major pieces of government legislation that will drive you forward for the future.  Too much ABC and not enough about the other tools and mechanisms that are out there.  Don't fall in trap of being too narrow.  There is a lot of other necessary stuff out there to deal with those issues.  Whatever you set up will have to migrate at some point, good or bad.  It has to move to some other level.  Must be integrated.  What isn't integrated or imbedded is destroyed.   Have to have something imbedded in the system to perpetuate the initiative.  You have to know what it is to do searches.  But don't spend a lot of time on "what is" but think more about "to be".  Whatever we produce are guidance, not cookbook.  What are the questions people should be asking when they do these things.  What are the benefits of knowing the answers to these questions.   

Scott summary of morning:  Will be something we will gravitate towards, the ABC.  Need to make sure we are all on same sheet of music on what we're going to take on, and then figure out how we're going to do it.

Chuck:


Open discussion on vision, mission and 5 themes:

Theme 1:.  Investigation.  What are the institution's current practices?
When we thought of investigation, what were the things in our mind?


-  clearly resonated with our intent to know more about what we've experienced over last ten years about various cost and performance measures.


-  we want to discover the current state.  Where we are and how did we get there?  Current practices may not show where we are.  Might be better to look at the management requirements we are supposed to respond to, and how well are we doing that.  At the different levels of government, what are the cost and performance management requirements?  There are some very different information demands there.  What are the current practices solving or not solving.  What are the questions leadership should be asking with ABC?  Can't carry program forward just to comply with GRPA?  What does your leadership want to know.  If they are satisfied, tough to move forward.  If not, what do they need.  A key current status is that management doesn't know how to ask questions or what questions to ask.  Key problem is they aren't even asking questions.  Why are we implementing then?  Highest level is demanding cost management, but at lower level, no one is asking any of those questions.  Who at the management level do we need to convince and get them to start asking questions.  Part of it is an education program.  Need some curriculums to teach our officers as they come up through the ranks so they can know how to ask those questions.  The change management in terms of military personnel who are trained to do warfighting, and the business aspects are left to comptroller world and civilians.  Huge education need in terms of getting military folks to lead in cost management area.  We are challenged to put the information in front of the leaders and show them what it can do.  When talking agency wide, you are talking a huge effort.  Taking post command commanders to get and MBA.  So when go back to DC and fill Pentagon billets they can at least understand.  This problem has a very long term solution.  We aren't doing much now.  The military leaders don't know what questions to ask even if they can see something is going wrong.  4 star implemented and then the process hit a leadership gap below that.  What do managers want to know?  We need to nail that down.  


-  Each different service are doing different thing.  During investigation we'll find lots of diversity.  When we ask what leaders want, we'll also get a lot of diversity.  How do we deal with the next military leader who comes in and may not know or care anything about our program.  Focus on the civilians.  We can come up with type of questions and scenarios that we can help you with.  


-  What are the 10 major decisions we can make using the data we have?  What are the critical decisions that have to be made?  Resourcing the organization?  If that is it, what information do you need to give to that command staff in order to be able to help him.  Need to collect the thing that is stimulating the requirement for data.  


-  How would we characterize the investigation phase?  What are the key questions that we need to answer?  Develop a pamphlet that shows the problem on one side, and how we can solve on the left.  We want people to buy the decisions, not the software or cost management.  Seems we're changing our focus to organizational theory and change focus, how do we transform the organization to get to embrace this.  The major question we get:  if I change my resources, how does that affect my capabilities?


-  So far talking about installations predominately.  Specifically garrison.  Leaves a little to theater operations.  In warfighting we have to think joint.  Services moving to joint environment.  Need a joint effort that services can rally around, with common high level principles.  


- in each one of our institutions how would we characterize our practices of making decisions with or without cost information.    Right now, we don't really have cost, but we're trying to feed it.  How are decisions made today.


-  Questions being asked will be different at different levels, although tools may be same.  We are focused on the tools they can use to help.


-  Questions we should ask for investigation:  How are we doing with performance?   How are we doing with cost?  How well are we doing to integrate the two?


-  The larger question is: what are the fundamental decisions and business questions trying to be solved and how do those questions compare to previous questions a decade ago.  Tools and practices follow the questions.  


-  Keys:   education practices and how to support decisions how to display the information correctly.  


-  If I have all the information I need, what is my incentive to make good decisions.  


-  A key of the issue is that the analysts need to be able to visually display quantitative information in a way that is compelling.  That is a key skill missing and if we do it right the commanders will use it.


-  Still need an incentive.  How do we use the data to create incentive.  (Dave note:  comparative pictures)


-  We're reliving the burning platforms again.  We're spinning around again.


-  Good summary of investigation:  What are the questions  our leaders need answered and how well are we doing using the tools to support these?  


-  Are we looking at the broad picture of performance and cost, or just at cost?  We need to stop and answer this before we can wrap up investigation and other things.  In some cases, we are jumping to solutions without doing the basic groundwork.   Chuck: we are intentionally revisiting  to stimulate.  We have recharacterized investigation from practice to decisions that need to be made. 


-  Warfighters are fighting new war.  They are transforming.  We need to link to their new versions of readiness.  Need to link the language of finance to that new warfighting readiness.  


-  Demands of warfighting are changing and cost/financial systems need to catch up.  What 5 questions are not being answered by the existing infrastructure.


-  There is a structure of finance and operations that needs to be studied.  How we set up accountability drives success.  Unless people are held accountable.   The structure of POM and budget does not align with the operational requirements.  And those with operational requirements don't really care.  We have to realign the structure of cost and performance management. 

-  Who is using ABC models?  It is a current practice?

Theme:  Evolution of practices.  What environmental factors have influenced current practices evolve?  


-  Mission. 

-  Statutory

-  Chain of command dictates

-  How has ABC evolved?  Acknowledge efforts within our practice.  

Framework

Guiding Principles

Large discussion on practices vs. processes.  Consensus that we have to add processes in theme one, but that to be useful, we have to quickly move into the practices being used to support decision practices.

We don't want to be a tool book, we want to be a "why you should be using this tool book"

Should we change the second theme to: how do the current decision processes evolve?  

Key is the PPBS system and the accountability system do not require use of CPM tools. 

Sustain and accelerate innovation in the application of practices

How do you actually implement and sustain the tools

What are the outcomes that these practices will enhance?


What are the potential tools?

V:  How will you know when it's working.  How do you measure success for CPM.  

Whatever gets produced can be used for the public as well as the private folks who help us (both consultants and defense industry -- as well as other private sector industries).
Addressing the operator vs. comptroller framework is applicable to the private sector.  In the software world, government requires people doing business with them to meet certain conditions.  We might develop levels of cost management disciplines required to do business with Defense.  

How will the institutions know when the desired practices are in place, but no measure of success?

The first four themes will all be of interest.  Perhaps we don't need V.

Afternoon Monday became wide-ranging, hard to follow discussion.  Not a lot of take aways, and I lost momentum in note taking around 3 pm.

Wednesday, 11 June 2003 Info

Briefed the team roles.  By the end of the day the team accepted the volunteers and voted on the Chair. 


Chair 

Stefnie Kenny 

Marine Corps


Co-Chair
Dave Clifton

Marine Corps


Scribe

Jason Heung

RGS 


Logistician
Pat Toomey

Marine Corps


Thought Leaders



/Academia
Mohan Nair

Emerge Inc.




Catherine Stenzel
Genesis


Writers

Chuck Royer

Grant Thornton




Catherine Stenzel
Genesis


POA&M
Paul Baca

Coast Guard

Members are to identify whether they will be a Core or Non-Core member by next meeting. 

The mission, vision, Value Proposition were reviewed


Major focus of the group is the Strategic Management Process as outlined and defined in Value Quest.  

Group Deliverables

Develop a Blue Book and workshop.  

A stretch goal is to publish a Book.  

Deliverable expectations are to provide a detailed status report to CAMI & the BIC within a year.

The five questions developed by Chuck Royer were reviewed and clarified by five subgroups. 

Following are the results and the questionnaire survey that all members are to answer and submit input to the Logistician - Pat Toomey, by 1 August 2003.  

1.  What are the institution’s current cost and performance management decisions and decision making processes? 
•How is the organization being managed now/what is the current framework?

–Where is the cost and performance management managed in your organization?

–Are there incentives in your organization to manage cost and performance?

•What are the institution’s current cost and performance management practices and principles? What actions has your  institution taken? 

–What kind of written cost and performance policies do you have now? 

–What kind of cost and performance management skills and training are we developing?

–How are we organized to implement cost and performance management?

–What cost and performance management practices and tools are being used (focus on Value Quest’s seven) 

–How is data integrity being assured?

–What are the key concepts/diagrams/PowerPoint illustrations that are used to inspire your organization to use cost and performance management.

•What kind of relevant cost and performance management decisions are our leaders making and how are cost and performance management practitioners helping? 

–What other impact is cost and performance management having now?

•What are the key processes influenced by Cost and Performance Management?

–Installation management?

–Systems acquisition?

–Operations?  Depots?

2.  How did the current process evolve?

•What were the internal driving factors influencing implementation of Cost and Performance Management practices?


•What guiding principles and environmental factors influenced these decision making processes?

–Guiding principles and concepts

–The intent (Mission, objectives, purpose)

–Why

–Requirements, policies, dates who issued?

–Statutory

–Chain of command

–PPBE and accountability

•How did your organization implement Cost and Performance Management?

– what tools?

– what process was used?

–What is the estimated cost for these current process evolution?
• Highly standard driven/funded from above?

–What level within organization was current process implemented?

•Local effort?

•Headquarters?

•Who were the key people in your organization who brought the program this far and where are they in the organization?

•What are the significant results your organization has achieved?
•What were the governing requirements?

–Requirements

–Policy  

•Who issued it? 

•When was it issued?

•How have cost and performance management practices changed?

•What revolutionary changes did occur during the same time?
•What were the enablers to the evolution?

–Funding

–Time

–People – Resources

–Leadership buy-in

–Systems integration

•What were the constraints to the current process evolution?

–Skill sets

–Funding 

–Resources

–Leadership buy-in

–Systems integration

–Home land security (war) 9/11

•How long have the current processes been in place?

–When did they start?

–Estimated time?

–Estimated costs?

•What is the current status?

–Mature process

–Implementing 

–Planning

•What are the triggers that caused / created/ influenced the processes to evolve?

–External changes

–Internal changes

3.  What are the desired practices (future practices)? 

•What are the key Cost and Performance Management practices that should be emphasized?

–What CAMI and other strategic business processes should we concentrate on in the future?  More automated, more integrated, standardization (same measurement, same format for comparison), enterprise enabled, web based

–
–Why?

–What kind of cost and performance management tools should we be concentrating on?

•What are the necessary guiding principles?

–Should link to strategic plan

•What are the outcomes/decisions that these practices will enhance? (Gap that will be filled)

•What is the framework? What kind of decisions should leaders be making?

–What kind of outcome should cost and performance management be making on management processes?

–What kind of common cost and performance management frameworks are needed?

–What kind of skill sets are required? What kind of education do we need?

–How should we organize to achieve these practices?

•What kind of planning has/is your organization doing to achieve desired future state?

•Should your organization re-organize to enhance Cost and Performance Management?

What are the principles that need to be adopted/or emphasized in the ideal future state?

–CAMI Concepts?

–Case study concepts?

4.  How will the institution get there?
•What Change Management Concepts will facilitate future state?

–Must make CAMI concepts (already discussed in cases) resonate with Armed Services 

–CAMI change management tools

•ADF tool (assessment and risk mitigation)

•Change Management CAMI group

5.  How will this future state be sustained? 

•How will Cost and Performance Management influence the success of the organization?

•What are the key actions you think need to be taken to influence success of Cost and Performance Management in your organization for the future?

–Have business objectives been identified?

–Have funding and buy-in been obtained at each level?

–Has a champion and core team supporting the effort been identified?

–Who will communicate the business objectives supporting Cost and Performance Management at each level of organization?

•What are the tactical and strategic implementation enablers?

–Top level buy-in obtained?

–Have defined resources, skill sets, methodology, and training requirements been identified?

–Has the appropriate tools/technology for organization been implemented?

–Development of consistent language and policies?

–Integration with other management processes?

•How are those enablers developed and implemented?

•What metrics do we use to measure the degree of Cost and Performance Management success?

–Use of data is systemic to organization at all levels.

–Customer of satisfaction.

Scott King and Chuck Royer will consolidate the information into a matrix for review at the next meeting.  

Meeting Assignments -  

•Send logistician any saved rounds on questions by 20 June

•Each member works on 5 questions

–Conduct research and provide your individual answers (your organization)

–Survey counterparts other parts of your organization and others (identify sources)

–Provide examples from your organizations pertinent to the question

–List things that are missing from questions/sub-bullets

–Provide any other comments on mission/vision/deliverables, etc

•Separate from questions, try to give a laundry list of everything you think your organization is doing/or is going to do in the CPM space (just a list of places we might want to look at in future)

•Use standard Admin formats

–Use MS Word Arial 12 (use bullets)

–State question number and restate question at top of page

–Start a new page for each question

•Email answers to logistician no later than 1 August

•Individual prep

–Read answers before coming back to meeting 

–Documents available at http://Lrhome.hqmc.usmc.mil/busplan1.nsf
• Bring printed copies of answers to work with

•Expected outcomes for September

–Revalidation of key question

–Detail outline of blue book chapters

•Process we’ll use

–Break into groups to discuss and develop questions

–Brief each other and discuss each question

•Report from lit search

•Reports from log/writer/scribe or others

September’s Meeting Agenda

· Receive update brief from Naval Post Graduate Research

· Review, discuss and group information from 5-question survey

· Review & discuss laundry list of what organizations are doing or going to do

· Discuss and determine how a survey can be administered throughout the 5 Armed Services

· Begin Project Plan development
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