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MEMORANDUM OF MEETING

SUBJECT:  DLSC COLLABORATIVE CM MEETING

PURPOSE:  A meeting of the DLSC Collaborative CM team was held March 14-15,2000, to discuss configuration management issues.

ATTENDEES:

Debbie Clark


DLIS-BA

Pete Plassmann

DSCR-ZIP

Paul Rizzo


DSCC-B

Teresa V. Popham

DLIS-B

Bruce Gaff


DSIO-JC

Jan Hansens


DSIO-JC (scribe)

Bob Marzzacco

DSCP-OSIS

Susan Fahey


DDC-J6

Rosemary Stanley

DSIO-MSEDA

Rosemary Fulling

DRMS-CCA

Monte McMartin

DRMS-CCA

Dudley Bolbat 

DSCP-OSI

Fred Murphy


DESC-S

Joe Malloy


DLSC-IS

Sue Fox
  

DLSC-IB

Brian Deitrich


DDC-J6

Susan Fahey


DDC-J6

Sharon Sandoval

DSIO-UF

Lynda Martin


DISOF-DLA


Johnny Thompson

DISOF-DLA

First of all we would like to welcome the two representatives from DLSC who have finally joined our group.  We would also like to welcome the two representatives from DISOF that work for technical support at HQ. 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSIONS:

1. Previous Action Items: 

· Harvest training was given at DLIS in Battle Creek.  Comment was that the administrative section was a little short.

· Harvest the CM tool of choice was proposed to the ITCC and it looks like they accepted it.  It was asked that if the ITCC says Harvest is the tool to use is it the only tool you can use or will it be the first tool listed in an approved list. How will the idea be presented to the CM team to take back to their sites.  It was said that this team would officially try to get the list into whatever the guidelines are called now and it would be recommended.  But once in the guidelines if you want to use something different you have a procedure to go through HQ to it approval to get accepted.  If we can have a common tool it would make the collaborative effort a lot easier.

· DLSC CM Corporate Plan was taken to the ITCC for approval. It was accepted.  We only need formal signatures.  We also need to find out who will be signing for Richmond now.  It will be signed before the next ITCC in April.

· Database format was sent to all members for the IT Bucket.  DSIO-J has received some input.

· Logos for the database.  DSIO-J has received some but there is a problem reading the logos with the eagle.  Suggestion was to get unique ones that can be visible or just use our names.

· DLSC CM Database has been placed on the DSIO-J sever instead of DRMS.  The user-id and password has also been removed.

· Projects that were given at the ESG Briefing were loaded into the IT Bucket.

· CM page links for the sites.  DSIO-J has all but DSCP and DNSC. DSCP does not have one and DNSC apparently has decided not to participate in the Collaborative CM group.

· Participation of DLA Europe and Pacific was taken to the ITCC.  Ms. De Vincentis said to contact them and see what level they want to participate.  They would not be attending the meetings but would probably work along with us.  Teresa does have a POC and phone number so she will contact them.

· DLSC participation.  We now have a representative for DLSC.

· SAMMS web based tracking system was proposed to the ITCC to be used as a prototype.  The ITCC accepted the idea and DDC will participate.

· Charts for the ESG Briefing were done and the briefing went very well.  Launch and Leave was briefed using the CM process.

· ITAGs new draft was sent to all members it is only for coordination at this time.

2. ITCC/ESG Meeting Recap:  These were covered in the above action items.

3. SCR/WEB Requirements:  The team had a discussion on how this would work and what requirements etc. would be needed for the SAMMS demo from each site.

· DDC’s concern is that they do not want to loose their functionality that they now have with Info Man in tracking their SCRs.  There was also concern of security controls on editing and having different levels of data elements would need different levels of security.

· It was put on the table if the group wanted to submit a single task order with all of the requirements for the developer.  Each site would have to list their own requirements and then the group would have to integrate them for the final tasking.

· It was suggested that the requirements be real broad since no one else uses Info Man.

· DDC was asked if they had a requirements document available to review or a users manual so that the group would have a starting point.  DDC will check on this and get them to the group to review.

· The tracking tool was based on SAMMS requirements so the team needs to come up with their requirements to be added to the demo.

· DLIS has volunteered FLIS to be the next system to be put on the SCR demo and would like to add PTRs also for tracking.

· DSIO-U would be interested in using it for any of their systems that are under CM. 

· DRMS asked if requirements were given how flexible is the SAMMS tracking system.  Would it be located on their web and would the SCRs be open to everybody.  Their SCRs are coordinated strictly with DRMS and not dependent on anyone else.  It was mentioned that this would probably be a security issue to be taken up with the developer. 

· It was asked if this would be a singular product with many fields and functions within or would it be a product customized for your own use.  This would be up to the developer to decide once they get the requirements.  Belief is that it is to be AIS based because of the different requirements.

· It was mentioned that with the new acquisition laws you have to go to COTS, GOTS and then homegrown.  Since this is a homegrown system maybe we should see if there is a COTS product first that would handle our requirements before we go to the SAMMS tracking system.

· It was asked if anyone had an Info Man application that works with mid-tier systems.  No one did but there are different products but the problem is they are not web based. 

· It was asked if they would want a centralized database or would each have their own repository at their site.  This would probably depend on what telecommunications are available.  The idea is to have it centrally developed with collaborative effort with all the requirements and each PLFA have their own repository.  If a change then the original developer would have to coordinate it across the board.

· It was mentioned that we don’t care how the developer does it just so they meet the requirements within the restraints of the infrastructure they are to work within and that we get the documentation.  The site with the most stringent security requirements could be used for all.  The members will not vote down any sites policy on security. The developer can make the choice of how to code the security package.  It was asked if any of the SCRs information in the tracking system would be classified.  It was suggested that it would be up to IA to make that decision and they could only give access to those of .mil or at a C2 level of security.

· It was suggested that there are a variety of processes to be done and that whatever package is chosen it will have to have a variety of options to satisfy all.

· A question on funding of the requirements came up.  There is no answer at this point.  Hopefully HQ will fund this one. In the future if you used a prototype from the IT Bucket and your requirements cost more the PLFAs that developed it then you would be responsible for that cost.  But chances are this would still be a lot cheaper than if you developed it on your own. 

· DLIS brought their set of requirements for the SAMMS tracking system and they were briefly gone over they will post them on the web.  It was suggested that the rest of the sites get their requirements together so that they can be discussed at the next meeting.  

4. PLFA CORPORATE CM Plan:  The idea is to take the DLSC Corporate CM plan and use it as a template to create a PLFA Corporate CM plan and then create a System CM plan for each application.

· A couple of questions came up regarding the DLSC Corporate CM plan in regards to reference dates that need to be changed and to add the ITAG Titles.  It was also suggested that maybe we should use a precedence statement if there are conflicts between documents that cover the same information like 828 and 973.  There was a proposal to make the minor changes and get it signed because there will be more changes in the future.  All members agreed.

· The DLSC Corporate plan can be used for the template of your PLFA Corporate plan.  In it you can state what documents that you want to use for your PLFA plan.  Once you create your PLFA Corporate plan you then build templates for your System CM plan and customize it for each application.  Appendix B is where you list each step of your processes unique to each organization.

· A member asked what was the reason for a System plan - was it DLA or DLSC driven or was it a NSA driven requirement.  It was answered that it was a NSA driven plan but it is also a requirement of configuration management in life cycle management by commercial standards.

· It was suggested that whatever system you validated for Y2K should each have a System CM plan whether for mainframe, mid-tier or any platform.

· It was asked if anyone knew who was responsible for SAMMS.  The belief is that since there is no PLFA assigned to SAMMS.  DSIO-M in Columbus is responsible as they are also the functional manager.  It was suggested that since DSIO-M is the functional manager of SAMMS then they should do a Corporate CM plan and have those involved either concur or non-concur.  There will probably be many System CM plans for SAMMS so it was suggested to form a SAMMS team to do the many System CM plans and DSIO-M be responsible for the Corporate CM plan. 

· It was suggested that all sites should have their PLFA Corporate plan done and a template started for their System plan by the next meeting.  DLIS briefly went over one of their System plans.  All sites are free to use the template for the DLIS plan.  It’s on the DLIS website under the DLIS CM link.

· A discussion came up regarding source code and who owns it.  It was suggested that the PLFA customer should and in lieu of multiple contractors this should be stated in the System CM plan. 

·  It was asked what would the process be for the projects in the IT Bucket.  It was suggested that the developing PFLA of the project would own the code. If another site wanted to join the project and add new requirements, the developing PFLA would coordinate the requirements and the requesting site would pay.  It was asked how would the developing PLFA keep maintaining the project down the road.  It was suggested that this would be a CM decision.  There was a suggestion that maybe a process should be put into the DLSC Corporate CM plan.  A question came up about what if the developing PFLA did not want to make the change requested by the other site.  A suggestion was made that this needs to be taken into consideration on how this would be settled what would be the escalation process. 

· It was suggested that the group should try and come up with these kinds of issues throw them out on the table and make collaborative decisions and come up with recommendations before they become problems.

· The team decided to take time and brainstorm on how to set up a process on two issues.  The group threw out their ideas and then voted on them.  They were accepted.  The document will be attached to the DLSC Corporate CM plan as attachment C and this can be updated as needed.  This process can be taken to the next ITCC to see if they will accept it.

                1. How does a project become a collaborative project?

                2. If it’s completed as a collaborative project, how do we            

                    maintain standardization?

OPEN ACTION ITEMS/Updates Included:

1. Unique Logo’s – Send to Jan DSIO-JC – Sites not yet sent – before 4/17/00

2. ITAG Draft – Send to DSIO-U – Jan – Sent 3/17/00

3. DSIO-M – Problems opening documents – DLIS-B – 3/27/00

4. SCR Requirements – Put on DLIS web page – DLIS-B – 3/27/00

5. SAMMS Requirements – Send to Jan DSIO-JC – All Sites – 4/10/00

6. DLSC Corporate Plan – Signature for DSCR – DSCR-ZIP – 3/24/00

7. PLFA Corporate Plan – Corporate plan and template for System plan – All Sites – 4/25/00

8. DLSC CM List – Post members list on web – DLIS-B - 3/24/00

9. Info Man Users Manual – Send to all members to review – DDC-J6 – 3/31/00

10. Collaborative Process Attachment C – Attach to DLSC Corporate plan – DLIS-B – 3/31/00

Next meeting scheduled for 8:00 AM April 26, 2000, to 12:00 PM April 27, 2000, DDC, New Cumberland, PA.  Topics include each site requirements for the SCR Web based tracking system; each PLFAs Corporate plan and their templates for the System plan and discuss the future goals of the team.
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