IPMC Meeting Minutes

Canberra, Australia

22 February 2002

The members of the International Program Management Council (IPMC) met on 22 Feb 02  at the 6th Australian International Performance Management Symposium held in Canberra, Australia.  Rich Zell from the Defense Contract Management Agency (DCMA) opened the meeting as current chair for the IPMC with a welcome to all participants and an introduction of attendees.

Attendees:

	Member
	Country/ Office


	E-mail 

	Rich Zell
	USA DOD (DCMA)
	rizell@hq.dcma.mil

	Steve Krivokopich
	USA DOD (DCMA)
	skrivokopich@dcmdw.dcma.mil

	Traci-Ann Byrnes
	Australia DOD
	traci-ann.byrnes@defence.gov.au

	Kim Williams
	Australia DOD
	Kim.williams1@defence.gov.au

	Sue Lelbach
	Australia DOD
	Susan.lelbach@defence.gov.au

	Roy Pouncey
	MOD (UK)
	spsevm1@dpa.mod.uk 

	John Moule
	MOD (UK)
	Spsevm2@dpa.mod.uk 

	Oli Backhaus
	MOD (UK)
	pdgpm2a@dpa.mod.uk

	Keith Adams
	Canada PWGSC
	Keith.adams@pwgsc.gc.ca 

	George Reinhardus
	Canada PWGSC
	aa467@issc.debbs.ndhq.dnd.ca

	Dan Averstaad
	Sweden FMV
	dan.averstaad@fmv.se

	Jan Wernerson
	Sweden FMV
	jawer@fmv.se

	Shuhei Kishimoto
	Japan
	kishimoto-shuhei@meti.go.jp

	Ken Nishi
	ACTEE/MOC
	nishi@proseed.go.jp 

	John Payne
	MTC (Australasia)
	japayne@mtc.aust.com 

	Lloyd Carter
	MTC (Australasia)
	llcarter@mtc.aust.com

	Wayne Abba
	Dekker Ltd.
	w.abba@dttrakker.com 

	Joe Kusick
	NDIA (USA)
	Joe_kusick@raytheon.com

	Tom Woodling
	NDIA (USA)
	thomas_f_woodling@mail.northgrum.com

	Lauren Bone
	Bone Consulting
	Lmb25@ozemail.com.au


Discussion:

The meeting opened with a discussion on the action items from the previous meeting. 

Open Action Items

Action Item 1 Closed: Website development with the objective of sharing information thru the members.   Target date: February 2002, Australian Conference –Canada

Keith Adams provided alternatives for the layout of the IPMC website which were voted on during the meeting.  Keith will implement the preferred choice, advise the website address, and Canada will retain responsibility for the ongoing maintenance of the website.  

Action Item 2 Ongoing: Contribution to website content. – All members 

With the website in place, all countries will now provide relevant information on their policies relating to the implementation of EVM. Member countries are to identify the material and/or relevant hyperlink(s) for inclusion on the website.  Submission of the material and its ongoing maintenance is the responsible of the relevant country.  Everyone must ensure the information remains current to ensure the website integrity.  Once the website is fully operational and populated, a review of the site usage will be undertaken to determine its ongoing viability/ necessity.  This action item will require an update of status at the next IPMC meeting. 

Action Item 3 Ongoing: Share experiences on Programs with FFP techniques.  - Australia

Traci-Ann Byrnes advised that a paper exists on this issue but will need to be reviewed to ensure it remains current and contains no sensitive information.  Input will be provided to the website accordingly.  Member countries may wish to discuss the content following publication or, alternatively, the issue could be discussed at the next meeting if interest is high enough.

Action Item 4 Ongoing: Write a joint statement of objectives for the organization with inputs from all parties as their needs are identified.  - USA
Mr. Van Kinney (USA, OSD) had taken this action, however, Rich Zell advised that Mr. Kinney has since moved on and is no longer the EVM specialist within the Pentagon.  Mr. Bob Leach has assumed that position.  DCMA intend to meet with Mr. Leach to discuss strategies and relationship interfaces in the future between DCMA and OSD.  It was agreed that the general mission of the IPMC should be consistent with that contained in the MOU between USA, Australia and Canada.  Rich Zell agreed to continue with this action item and provide a draft mission based on the MOU for comment.  

Action Item 5 Ongoing: Share skills requirements for our EVM specialists.  – All members
This item related to a question regarding whether DCMA have competencies identified for their EVM specialists.  Rich Zell explained that one of his concerns is that EVM is not a recognized function in USA DoD career streams and there are, as a result, no formal instructions.  The current requirements for EVM Monitors are to undertake two courses (Introductory and Intermediate EVM).  In addition DCMA have procured a CD-ROM course which was distributed to all EVM Monitors to ensure access to the basic concepts whilst staff await formal training. 

Roy Pouncey stated that the UK have developed core competencies for their EVM specialists.  A link to these competencies will be provided for inclusion on the IPMC website.  

John Payne offered to provide details on the sorts of training MTC Australasia provides to be included on the website.  

It was agreed that each country would endeavor to provide details on the training provided/ undertaken.  It was requested that each country identify what their terms of reference are when implementing EVM (i.e. does the training reflect using the ANSI Standard or an alternative?).  

Action Item 6 Disputed: Provide a list of validated companies, once we have an assessed list. - USA
NDIA reviewed the existing list of validated USA companies and found that the list is no longer current.  As a result, NDIA expressed a desire to have the list suppressed.

As an alternative to the list, Rich Zell advised that DCMA have a direct link to all validations and as such can provide advice to member countries as to the status of any company’s validation.   Queries should be directed to the Earned Value Management Center of Excellence (of which Steve Krivokopich is the Director) and DCMA will provide the status based on current information.  Tom Woodling (Northrop Grumman) expressed concerns of the sharing of this information.  It was explained that the MOU provides for the sharing of this information and that in doing so, the burden upon the companies to provide extraneous information should be reduced due to the reciprocal recognition arrangements.

Additional Items from Previous Meeting 

Japan requested information on information technology (IT) procurement.  All agreed to provide any available information.  ACTION: All countries.

As agreed at the previous meeting, Australia are escorting eight IPMC members, including members from the UK, Sweden and Canada, to four industry sites in the week following this conference.

New Business

Validation reviews

A discussion on how validations are performed began following the discussion on reciprocal recognition.   Steve Krivokopich explained that their current process is like a driving license test and then an ongoing assessment of the driving record.  A validation is issued based on a compliance review comprising three main stages: planning, review and follow-up.  During the planning stage, an initial risk assessment is undertaken based on the information available and identifying that which is still required.  A written plan is prepared (and approved internally) identifying the risk items or areas where information is lacking to ensure that the review is targeted.   Reviews generally take three or four days and include a joint team with contractor involvement.  The aim is to determine, “Is the system capable?”

Rich Zell stated that if industry where to identify their processes for self-certification, DCMA may tailor their requirements.  The aim is to be un-intrusive.  Advance agreements have replaced validations to a large degree in the USA.  

Traci-Ann Byrnes advised that their reviews are still undertaken in the old style with large Government teams taking a couple of weeks for validation with surveillance occurring annually.   It was stated that the aim is to move to a more collaborative approach in the future as industry has matured significantly since the initial processes were established.  

Ken Nishi advised that Japan still ran under the philosophy of “If the product is OK, there is no need to worry”.

Both Sweden and Canada advised that their validations are done on a project by project basis.

The UK does not validate companies and do not propose to start as EVM has no corporate stand.  EVM is a part of an IPT toolbox but is not imposed.  They assess EVM against the nine process areas (EVMIG) and not against each of the 32 guidelines (ANSI).  They use the 32 guidelines as simply guides and if any of the 32 guidelines are not satisfied, it is identified in the risk plan.  EVM is also used for historic performance assessments.

IPMC Sharing of Resources

Following the discussion on validations,  Keith Adams raised the MOU and its references to sharing resources.  Keith suggested that member countries could have access to one another’s resources for reviews as they arise.  It was agreed that being able to tap into the expertise contained in the various participating countries may help when forming review teams.  This is not to be obligatory and any involvement in any review will always remain optional.  However, it was identified that currently this opportunity is frequently overlooked as people do not know who to contact.

Each country will provide their primary contacts’ details to Keith Adams for inclusion on the IPMC website.  This will enable each country to call upon the members if a review is pending that members may either be interested in or for which the requesting country requires assistance.  Costs for using the services and staff of another country will be mutually agreed between the two countries as the situation arises. ACTION: All Countries
UK Conference

The UK MoD is holding a performance management conference in October 2002.  The next IPMC meeting may be held at that time pending decisions on attendance.
