CPIC/Portfolio Management Community Meeting Notes

September 23, 2008

Facilitator:
Stuart Simon, Commerce
Speaker:
Thomas Ramirez, GAO
Subject:
Draft Changes to the IT Investment Maturity Guide and CPIC areas of 


concern for GAO  

Government Only Session:  Review of 2010 Submission Process:

What Worked?  Suggestions for Improvement?

Discussion:
· Unclear to some agencies as to whether the due date for the Exh. 300 and Exh. 53 was fixed since a full budget submission date has not yet been set. 

· Unclear to agencies whether OMB expected an artificially straight line budget for each of the Exhibit 300 investments or rather a more realistic, likely budget profile.  Some agencies did the former, other agencies did the latter. 
· It is still not clear if there is going to be a Passback.  State Dept. said they were told by OMB that there would be no Passback.  Transportation Dept. said that they were told that OMB will write something up but that the new administration will make a decision on how to proceed. 
Technical Issues:
· Fix the error message on the Exh. 53 submission check which incorrectly states that the Exh. 53 Security % does not match the Exhibit 300 figure.
· Having a two step ITWeb submission process with different validation checks for each burdens agencies with needless extra work.  
· One agency reported that upon submission ITWeb generated HTML files instead of XML

· By late afternoon on the submission due date, ITWeb became very slow and often timed out, causing agencies to spend up to 2 hours on what is normally a 15 minute process.
· According to Dept. of Labor, OMB confirmed that some of the instructions on ITWeb for performing updates were incorrect.

Comments on A-11 CPIC Training:
· Helpful but confusing as there were too many abrupt changes of subject and often incomplete or confusing response to questions.

· Focus should be on explaining what changes were made and why

· The manner in which the training was scheduled and in the response to questions, agencies got the impression that OMB does not like feedback.

Comments on OMB plan to use Web 2.0 as primary communication channel:

· Agencies noted that the ITWeb wiki was not a good medium for discussing/resolving detailed agency issues 

· Some issues were was not appropriate for an open wiki.

· Participants wondered how they would know when OMB posted new material.  Selecting the “watch” option raised the possibility, as more people used the system, of becoming inundated with mostly irrelevant updates.  People already get too many emails.
· The layout of the pages is confusing.  Users have a difficult time setting the subscription update at the right level, not too far up or too far down in the ITWeb 2.0 hierarchy.

· When teleconference call was scheduled most agencies did not learn about until alerted by email from colleagues at other agencies.

Discussion on Exhibit 300 questions and definitions:

· For the EA questions it is not clear if OMB expects a segment architecture code to be entered even if it is not an approved segment architecture (as asked in the previous question). 

· There is not clear alignment between the supporting FISMA spreadsheet and the Exhibit 300 Security table regarding the “Security Control testing” field.  Resolving the problem is required in order to have CSAM automatically populate the security tables in the Exhibit 300.  
· It is not clear if OMB expects EVM data and the milestone table to reflect the whole project or just the true development portion.  Basic EVM principles are that  EVM is not appropriate for administrative costs as including it would only cloud the true status of the cost and schedule of the development portion.
· It is unclear what OMB, GAO and Congress consider a “rebaseline.”  When the agency, OMB or Congress increase or decrease expected project funding or add new requirements, that is defined in EVM literature as a “changed” baseline.  This is distinguished from a “rebaseline” which is caused by being ahead or behind schedule for accomplishing the baseline activities. 
Recommendations:
· Change the ITWeb submission into a one step process, or at least use the same validation checks for each of the two steps.

· Increase the capacity of ITWeb to meet peak demand

· When ITWeb is at capacity and very slow to verify Exhibit 300 submissions, have the system  return an “in process” message that it is still verifying the submission so that agencies with dozens of investments do not needlessly duplicate (or skip) submission entries.

· Continue, but improve, the policy and technical OMB A-11 CPIC training session

· Hold the training sessions sooner

· Solicit agency feedback on proposed A-11 or significant ITWeb changes before the 95% solution.

· Post documents to ITWeb Wiki, but send email notification to agency ITWeb certifiers directing them to the ITWeb wiki.
· Clarify which FISMA field ST&E testing or self-assessment testing aligns with the “Security Control test date” filed or else change the Exhibit 300 field to one of those FISMA collected dates.

· In calculating the EVM statistics for the Exh. 300, only include the variable cost development activities

· In the milestone table at the end of the Exh. 300, identify the development costs which go into the EVM calculation but leave it optional as to whether to include other non-EVM costs.

· One option to consider is whether to allow EVM only on the critical path of the project plan.

· Allow agencies to distinguish a changed baseline from a rebaseline and, as is recommended project management practices, allow agencies to change the “original baseline” in the milestone table when there is a “changed baseline” as this de facto means a new project definition.  For the background discussion on this issue see the last bullet under “Discussion on Exhibit 300 Questions” above.
Guest Speaker, Thomas Ramirez  - GAO, on Revising ITIM and the Findings of GAO IT CPIC Audits
· The last revision of the “IT Investment Management Guide” (ITIM) was in 2004
· GAO uses ITIM as the basis for audits

· Questions have arisen regarding the meaning of certain concepts, as well as the need to better incorporate new areas (since 2004) such as IT Security and Enterprise Architecture.
· Dept. of Homeland Security noted that they use ITIM process for all capital assets, not just IT.

· New Congress will give GAO direction on what to focus on. 

· 14-15 Audits conducted so far this year;  typically are policies & procedures audits rather than looking a full implementation of ITIM

GAO Findings:  Major Agency Challenges in implementing ITIM:

Cultural resistance 


Inadequate funding


Lack of top management understanding

Shortage of skilled staff

ITIM - 5 Stage Maturity Model

Can be used in all agencies


Process used to make investment management decisions; determines maturity


Agencies use for self assessment

Key GAO considerations when auditing agencies use of ITIM process:

· Evidence that the agency Executive Board is truly involved and not just rubber stamping staff decisions.
· Look at entire investment life cycle

· Sometimes CPIC Guidance has changed to Project Management Methodology to tie things together such as is the policy at NRC

· Have a Critical Process under each stage of maturity & key practices

· Stage 1: No Executive Board 
· Stage 2: Executive board makes project decisions but doesn’t consider the portfolio as a whole
· Advanced stage link Portfolio ( EA ( Strategic Planning

· Very few organization are in Stage 5 examples -- Dell, ITT, CISCO
CIOs now focus on compliance rather than business decision making which is instead done by CFO or COO.  This is contrary to the intent of Clinger Cohen
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Findings:

· Majority of federal (and private) organizations are in Stage 2

· Most have a lack of policies & procedures for selecting, reselecting, & managing oversight of IT investments

· Most lack a mature process for managing IT investments as a portfolio

· Typically Post Implementation Reviews not performed; benefit is not just lessons learned but to verify that the investment is/was still worthwhile to continue giving changes in cost, requirements and environment.

· Usually Exec board not directly involved like they should be in IT management & oversight 
· Exec Board reviews should be done at least quarterly but often done less often
· In GAO-04-49 1/12/04 there were over 200 recommendations, about 80% have been fully addressed

ITIM Issues

· Flexibility – auditors need to be more familiar with terminology & guidance

· Interpretation – different people interpret it differently. For example, lower level reviews are not the same as senior level reviews.
· GAO accepts notion that Departmental operating units have authority to do review of many investments, but if so GAO expects operating units to have clear review policies and procedures and evidence that they are being carried out.

· Not clear that Congress fully understands rebaseline meaning.

· GAO Reports are static assessment focus on what is happening now, not over a period of time.  Do not give credit for improvements that may have occurred in project management.
Relationship with other processes


There is a GAO template to determine if execs are getting the right info


Will post presentation to CPIC/PM Community Wiki
For follow up questions contact 


ramirezt@gao.gov
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