Notes from Prototype Discussion
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· Time to market

· User sees prototype (1 each) – follow through?

· User flooded with prototypes resource consumption?

· Web-based model change how we think about prototypes

· Funding coupled with successful “teasers”

· Difference between business and AF/govt

· Govt focus on narrow customer

· Industry  has broader “market” analysis

· Govt does not look at whether the product is supportable

· When the user develops a prototype: 

· Frustration develops because it can’t be fielded or supported

· “Killer App” has limited funding; competes with ongoing acquisition projects

· User with pentagon backing will try to influence the acquisition community

· User requirements often become local prototypes (unlike acquisition process)

· User can do things fast – acq process can not

· Need to get the best of both – user ingenuity and acquisition process

· Acq center often at fault – not great communication with the user

· Customers can buy quickly with O&M $– quicker than the acquisition community

· Industry uses suppliers as team members

· Software prototypes follow “INTEL” model with broad config control, web based distribution and upgrades

· Commercial model “centralized” server with thin client foundation for success

· DoD model for tomorrow?

· Software can use web to maintain configuration control

· Amazon and e-bay make enhancements every day

· User is often unaware and not involved in configuration control

· DoD is not centralized and cannot control the configuration

· DoD should try to centralize their configuration

· EAF model cannot go entirely “centralized” due to robustness and criticality – does not apply to all applications

· Balance should be made between rear and forward so centralization is not favored

· Not so necessary during peacetime – need smaller forward presence 

· How does the commercial market prototype models?

· Total risk by commercial market 

· Price versus cost discussion

· Does that model apply – is govt ready to accept the investment made by commercial companies

· DoD will continue to have unique application needs

· How to leverage commercial model  -- amazon.com 

· Move in motion in DoD to “web-ify” legacy application

· How to leverage this for C2

· Does govt need config control – centralized/local distribution?

· Application [mission] dimension is measured by operators differently than the infrastructure [backroom] personnel

· Housing developer analogy – making investments in infrastructure (sewer, water) prior to building the houses

· Use an experiment to show how new application fits into the big picture – interoperability function

· Experiment environment “command center” to demo capability and integration

· Need to develop full picture of what is available and what is needed

· No single way to establish prototypes 

· many different communities and many different ways

· Rapid prototyping problem more than just $$$

· How do we develop a rapid prototype to take care of a need?

· Problem

· Important advocate (Flag-level)

· Money

· “contracting not a problem”

· Politics, rice bowls, and acquisition rules prohibit govt to use commercial methods

· How does this work for IT in commercial market?

· 90 days to market time

· DoD worried about the product – should think about a service

· Need different model – go to service needed and not worry about what’s in the box

· Enablers

· Research lab $$$

· Research lab business development

· Well received

· Scaleable?

· Supportable?

· User O&M money for prototypes

· Obstacles

· $$ -- no ESC or earmarked

· Priority list [unfunded req]

· Prototype transition

· IT prototypes: user seen commercial products

· Re-programming 3400 -> 3600 is very hard to do

· Not a pot of money to put a prototype into the process

· Partnering with industry with Govt team [users, staff, RL, …]

· Permit waive for speed/cost 

· Need to agree on “rules of engagement”

· Prototypes to the field transition is a problem

· Need a Program Element for command and Control

· Different models like IT technology

· How do we get IT teams to share cost of prototype

· Form partnerships with different team members

· Raytheon provides full service because they is what the govt has created

· No self-service option

· If govt changes regulatory requirements – so must Raytheon change its internal processes

· Licenses for commercial versus DoD products

· IT for DoD is ALWAYS licensed

· Changes too fast

· Applicable for the DoD unique item

· DoD a/c problems?

· Cost, price, and benefits of prototypes

· Interoperability

· Speed of change

· Time to market

· Stumbling blocks are legacy systems modernization

· Sell of Govt IT to service providers

· Enable collaborative development

· LAST STATEMENTS:

· Effective prototyping needs to be worked in concert with other related areas

· Prototype of service-provider prototype (look at all of the enablers and obstacles)

· Continue to investigate whether a commercial IT service provider arrangement would facilitate capability to deliver

· Effective prototyping in the commercial sector is based on longer-term strategic relationship

· Give up the intellectual property rights will be an enabler

· C2 pool of funds with the authority, e.g. TENCAP

· New C2 IT business model for prototyping licenses with partners doing away with sustainment

· C2 ISR must alter acquisition DoD 5500 model to allow for true spiral testing and development – streamline the spiral development process

· Emphasis on commercial best practices wherever possible to reduce costs 

· Problem with prototyping is not access to neat prototypes – politics and integration are obstacles while new ideas are out there

· Concept of operations – how you are going to use

· Need to allow for risk taking 

· Work prototyping control with other related area and partner [users]

· Prototype a “service provider” model for prototyping
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· Different types of prototyping

· Solution testing; Industry partners bring to govt. idea – build it and they will come

· Acquisition risk by parallel efforts and force a fly off

· Small group in a room to fix problem 

· COTS technology experimented with user

· Understanding by user

· Product improves for development

· In a “chaotic” environment 

· How to transition from the showcase?

· Integrate

· Maturity

· $$$

· Supportability

· What is the DoD transition process?

· Gen Jumper wants a service or effect; use prototype to accomplish Real Time Targeting

· Prototypes put in field

· Great reports by not fielded due to broken process

· Spiral development may be good model for partnership

· Spiral devel. not equal to prototyping

· Why prototype?

· Reduce risk

· Can it deliver “effects” faster?

· Is faster is better?

· No prototype money to take prototype to the next step

· All C2 money runs through ACC / AC2ISRC

· Need to program for it

· DARPA transition budget not sufficient amount – money/authority  taken away

· Process doesn’t work well 

· Rapid prototyping is often outside standard acq. Process [sort of a Tiger Team]

· Problem is identified and then work hard for solution

· Customer involvement early to ensure product matches requirements

· Process doesn’t work well currently

· Try to deliver home runs instead of base hits due to cultural/business practices

· Sun uses stakeholders to help define foundation

· Expert groups – technical groups – company chooses team members

· Expanded expert group – peer review

· Larger java participant group

· User community on the web

· Speeds up time to market 

· Is intellectual property a problem for rapid prototyping?

· Govt IP may get out of the IT business?

· Complexity

· IP entanglements

· “Lost opportunity” investment

· Fast enough by govt?

· Not place for early adoption

· JTR – market opportunity

· No single decision-maker with need/power/$$ in the govt to adopt early ideas

· Too many people in the decision loops

· Need to change the model

· Different ways to fasttrack prototypes

· Escape the regulations

· Does current acquisition get better product later than now with IT?

· How to bring what is fielded closer to COMPUSA?

· Why prototype?

· Should we try to speed up the process if we don’t need to

· Let industry pay for the development

· Does prototype help risk reduction?

· Perhaps this makes govt fall behind

· Can rapid prototyping help speed up the delivery of IT technology to the field?

· Can price and cost be different?

· Prototype products versus services
· IT part of DoD needs to rethink – rules changing too fast

· Prototyping strategy must be aligned with the project in mind

· Prototypes need to be in concert with real environment

· Prototyping add on OK with critical path – what business incentives?

· Major obstacle for IT is new start rule by Congress

· Capabilities must defined – management strategy of the IC2 system

· Intellectual Property sharing needs to be addressed to facilitate RP

· Labs are not doing much work in the IT business

· Labs have less restrictions

· ESC has more restrictions 

· Transition Process is difficult to follow

· Lab work rarely actually goes into a workable system

· Need to determine process

· Case study on prototyping 

· ACTD out of DARPA – need to look at what went wrong

· During the wartime, the process was abandoned and the systems were fielded

· However, it would not be considered  a success as the system dies in the field

· Need to evaluate (case studies) to see how we can fix it for the next time

· RP is a joint effort industry/govt, e.g. scenario, opportunity

· What does industry get from RP – what is their model?

· Home of stories of what worked well and what didn’t

· Lessons learned

· Industry need to see what it getting from RP

· ESC needs to extend itself to build a case for investment

· Hard to work with SPOs who do not want to lose control

· Commodity items in IT should be defined

· Infrastructure

· Common aps and OS

· Not DoD-unique

· How to improve business processes to make operations run better

· Non-commodity systems

· DARPA, LABS, C2TIG, ESC – lots of people involved which hamper the fielding of systems

· How to we streamline orchestration of the product into the field?

· Need to convert from prototype to program – ESC role is advocate within the Govt.

· Rapid prototyping

· Live with customer and discover needs

· RP as a Service gives you the ability to get it done fast

· Money pool for management strategy

· 3400 O&M money is used to modernize IT infrastructure 

· should be expanded for alternative circumstances

· Management of  the system and the structure must be “aligned”

· Need a buy-in of all the key players to be successful

· Is the prototyping strategy different for system or a product?

· Need to look at lessons learned from previous systems – successes and failures

· If you’re going to prototype, you must have a sustainment strategy, which includes transition to a full integration and for the tail.

· Must understand the roles of the labs and govt agencies in the prototyping strategy

· Should understand commercial strategies and focus prototyping to reduce product to customer time

· IP should not be stumbling a block

· Should establish benchmark by looking at other services – SPAWAR

· Should ESC be?? funded like DISA and 
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· Benefits of prototyping

· Is there a way to speed up the process for acquisition?

· Small quantity fielding

· Additional reqs appear which causes practically new system

· Next phase is like new start

· Software prototyping

· Interface to the operator – user involvement from the beginning

· Close to user who develops CONOPS on use of product

· Developer watches the user reaction

· Industry will spend own money to make system prototype

· ESC is reticent about looking at rapid prototypes with some functionality -- unlike Army and Marines

· Requirements based culture makes it too hard so ROI does not justify ESC favored investments

· Hard to rationalize showing ESC a new idea

· Get the actual user to operate the product – satisfy his requirements

· Quick interaction and turnaround will allow customer to state his requirements

· Rapid prototyping can be done better here – simulation tools aren’t available here

· MITRE role complicated due to N/H -- viewed as the competition

· MITRE accused of stealing ideas from industry

· Inhibitor for ESC and AF 

· MITRE System engineering role sometimes becomes the integrator role

· Confusion as to whose role it is to integrate

· Chief architect and Chief Engineer role for MITRE closes out competition

· Prototyping

· Set of requirements to explore requirements – with user interfaces

· Blue sky – phantom work -- Developing technology in advance on knowing reqs – exploration of interest

· After program is on the horizon, you do a concept exploration and raised

· Better understanding of what the program is all about

· Gets something in the hands of a warfighter quickly

· Often used in operational environment faster

· Learn about policies, implementation, and integration issues before a wholesale buy

· Less risk in a acquisition product with prototype than without

· Enablers and Obstacles of Prototyping

· Money – funds needed

· Program physical, personnel, and dollar resources

· Funds available for running the test (JEFX scenario)

· Structure that is necessary for govt to participate

· Support for leave-behind configuration 

· Need to transition to be operational

· Gap between prototype and time to POM for system

· Funds for production while waiting for POM

· Training for system

· Contractual mechanism to allow for it to transition

· Test environment

· “Best Value” contracting for it

· protection of intellectual property

· needs to be fast

· desire for competitive advantage

· does it create a problem 

· inhibits ideas

· reduces trust if people can build their own times

· Recompete?

· Rome labs demands source code – but does it really help?

· Obstacles

· Bureaucracy

· Contract vehicles

· No single decision-maker with authority

· Culture doesn’t think out of the box

· Contracts take months not days

· Regulations preclude “commercial best practices”

· Start off of things in good faith and then the govt changes their mind

· Everyone says why you can’t

· Not willing to adapt due to regs

· Processes need to be fixed

· Lots of people are trying to hinder

· Operational processes need to be changed

· “We cannot accept an unsolicited proposal on an ongoing program.”

· System will not allow it to be evaluated

· Process and training is hurting

· Infrastructure at ESC is problematic

· Overexpectation by customers on what the prototype can do

· Contractual mechanisms for seamless flow into operational

· Acquisition strategy is important

· Shorter time gets better product than using 2-year process

· Rapid prototype – 80% of requirements

· What is rapid prototype?

· What commercial models apply?

· Govt pays for RP

· Integrates COTS/NDI IT

· Develops unique code

· Would like right to license and reuse

· Industry pay for RP

· Integrates COTS/NDI IT

· Develops unique code

· Shared development

· Is there a business model that may be used to help rapid prototyping?

· Give ownership to industry and make govt lease from industry

· Does rapid prototyping good for business sense 

· ESC should be painting a good picture for industry

· If DoD starts to license rather than own IT

· ESC should sell themselves to Industry

· Prototypes should offer an incentive to industry

· Need to show success story

· Likelihood to develop must be a reality

· Should be focused

· Look at a few case studies

· Hevey Hangar --- is there a good rapid prototype for HH?

· CCPLs intent is rapid prototyping

· Lessons learned – from previous programs 

· Rapid Prototype – Mission Focus

· Commercial models available?

· Intellectual property sharing needs to addressed

· Rapid prototyping is a joint effort – assisting in scenario, opportunity

· Its never free for the govt

· Disgruntled industry regarding prototyping 

· AF must highlight benefits for industry in prototyping

· Industry must feel like good communication exists

· Extend ESC to get industry to participate in RP

· Should do more lessons learned

· Do RP in industry and not at ESC

· Need to use industry to develop initiatives for the AF

· Use web technology to do virtual work together

· Must present a strong business case to do something

· Need to have ultimate user fully involved from the get –go ; must get commitments from other organizations/commands

· JBI IPT is a good idea for full spectrum involvement

· Must be able to convert form prototype to program in a meaningful timeframe

· ESC must act as the advocate in the govt.
SESSION FOUR -- JUNE 14, 2000

· Rapid prototyping is not done by committee; if not of business value in 90-120 days -- its dead.

· Get smart subject matter experts for a high performance team

· 85% solution in a few days; for last 15% get user buy in.

· Keep project going with intense code development compiled daily.

· AF EFX shortfall transition is short fall.

· Industry does this transition/help desk/ documentation/marketing

· Prototyping often used for requirement discovery 

· Commercial software development happens in a few days 

· TBMCS could be skunk worked by IT community in a fraction of the kind of 90-120 days.

· Logistics tail is driver for prototyping

· AF obstacle is that is doesn’t throw out old stuff.

· Tech Refresh needed 

· Should buy product/services.

· Defense contractors add head count

· stretched cost vs. price model.

· MS can do 80% DOD request account 80%

· “Fund” change

· Instead of rapid prototype with 80% solution need 80% of fast product.

· Limited franchise produces fast product or “FAST SOLUTION”

· Increase the number of solutions

· “Solution horizon” expand sources for IT

· Interoperability and Coalition

· Go back to dot.com what do with legacy?

· Weed out the dead wood [old track-modernize-new] study

· Fast solution – partial – push down authority to buy

· Subscription based.

· Sell off IP in DOD industry – what model avoids

· Web portal – push down authority.

· AF changes monitoring process – evaluate what is available .

· ESC is CTO for AF, user is the CIO; another designee for CKO

· Commodity vs. effects on user specific app

· IT e.g., Microsoft, provides broad palette of tools (OS, tools, etc.)

· user builds app on time.

· IT requirements based acquisition is “hard broke”

· IT business develops “concept of operations” --  how to do business tomorrow

· DOD builds to requirements

· User at site best qualified for the job of defining requirements

· What is the business care – CONOPS???

· Provide early release that can used; Beta-type to get capability in the field

· Go to user and get 

· 60-90 days vs. 24 months

· User provides insight into day to day operations also resolution

· Rapid prototyping is not CRDAs

· Partnerships with industry/gov’t

· Fee for service model “could be an enterprise agreement”

· New market created

· Value asserted by user (disintermediation by ESC)

· “Close the deal”

· “More tech survey people”

· Disappear from Gov’t

· “6-12 mo. now out for bid”

· Model needs to change on procurement 

· Focus of product 

· Service not monitor execution

· Different model needed for aerospace companies

· We can do RP well in wartime apply small teams, flexible 80% 

· pickup from wartime lessons

· Change the name – “Rapid solution” and create AF ESC IT CTO [need CKO & CIO] 

· AF-wide vs. end-to-end service

· Put the money were the “mouth is” money

· authority delegated to right level e.g., IMPACT cards

· Current requirements based systems is “bankrupt”, “dysfunctional”, 

· Ultimate ideas like “effects”, mission, or outcomes – CONOPS in industry is start of solution.

· How to run agile vs. embedded acquisition?

· Top commitment; 3 star not enough.

· Push down decision making purchase authority to the users through smaller systems

· multiple buys [light + lean + nimble]

· Interoperability as simple self organizing rules

· Fostering discovery: 

· fix problems with technology evolving into CONOPS

· Keeping money flow with licensing

· ESC as underwriter between commodity level vs. small market

· Battlelabs not impacting AF IT

· Covey course “Helping Clients Succeed” course recommended for ESC

· Local & frequent decisions

· Business training vs. application training

· Implement by buying IT from portal

· “Fail Fast – Fail Often -- Fail Cheap” (Doug Norman)

· Now user qualified for/by EFX 

· add authority to award contract

· Transition Plan

· Net 1 or 2 prototypes

· But selectable e.g., TEMPEST

· Find users as early process adapters

· Professionalization needed maybe things are not identical.

