Business Enterprise Common Core Metadata (BECCM) 
Community of Interest (COI) Meeting Minutes
September 29, 2010  3:30 PM – 5:05 PM 
Pentagon Conference Center, Room B5
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Agenda
1. Action Item Review
2. BECCM COI Road Map Review
3. “Address” Topic Status Update
4. “Program” Topic Discussion
· WSLM Update on Acquisition Program
· HRM Update on Program
5. UoM Business Case Update
6. UoM Technical Syntax Phase Status Update

Meeting Introduction
· The BECCM COI Chair opened the meeting with a roll call of participants.
· Participants were informed that there would be a short delay for DCO (Defense Connect Online). 
 
1. Action Item Review (slides 2 – 4)
· Mr. Jerry Cole reviewed the open and recently-closed action items. 
· Action Item: (Slide 4) Wording on Action Item #10  to reflect “WSLM to present Acquisition Program at the September BECCM COI meeting as an information update only” and the Action Item should be closed.

2. BECCM COI Road Map Review (slide 5)
· Mr. Jerry Cole reviewed the BECCM COI Road Map.
· Action Item: BECCM COI Members are to submit recommendations for improving the BECCM COI roadmap to Mr. Jerry Cole/Mr. Joe Green by October 15, 2010.

3. “Address” Topic – Update for the BECCM COI (slides 6 – 8)
· Mr. Craig Adams provided an update to the BECCM COI on the “Address” Topic.  
· A key issue in the address work stream is the planned introduction of a new Federal Address Standard.
· Mr. Adams reported that he and the assigned BTA staff will capture and summarize the issues associated with adopting the new standard so the BECCM COI will be able make an informed decision regarding adopting a single address standard. 
· Mr. Adams reported that introductory discussions will be held in October to further identify and capture the scope that would need to be resolved to efficiently adopt the new Federal Government Address Standard.
· Action Item: RP&ILM will arrange to have the Federal Geographic Data Committee (FGDC) leader brief the process for a public standard at the October BECCM.  
· Action Item: The BTA staff assigned to support Mr. Adams is to review and assess the proposed FGDC standard document to identify issues involving implementing standards for the Department of Defense. A draft Scope update is requested for the November BECCM COI Meeting. 

4. “Program” Topic Discussion (slides 9 – 14)
· Ms. Donna Hairston-Benford introduced the “Program” Topic discussion.
· HRM and WSLM are currently working separately to define “Program” from their own perspective.
· BECCM COI proposes to combine the two efforts to be accomplished at the BECCM level which will facilitate enterprise standardization.
· An Ontology slide (slide 12) for acquisition shows program and acquisition involved. HRM’s scenario (slide 13) shows program and resources. When the two slides merge (slide 14), a common vocabulary is developed that exposes commonalities. In the slide HRM’s architecture was shown on the lower portion of the slide with acquisition architecture shown on the upper portion.
· Several individuals offered their insight into the topic of programs. Mr. Dennis Wisnosky shared his example of the Semantic Web 3.0 graph. The graph is known as a triple store. In the future, Mr. Wisnosky expects that the Business Enterprise Architecture (BEA) will engage with the RDF triple store. Mr. Robert Leibrandt offered that for Program to be effective there is a need to correctly define the node with a unique identity and identifier may be essential to the success of the program effort.

5. AT&L Perspective: “Acquisition Program” (slides 15 – 25)
· Mr. Russell Vogel provided a detailed review and discussed how AT&L captured acquisition program data for years. Mr. Mark Kryzko started this initiative to identify information about acquisition programs, and labeled it “acquisition visibility.” 
· It included everything that is acquisition program-relevant and made it available to a wide spectrum. 
· Mr. Vogel offered that acquisitions programs had far reaching impacts within the Department of Defense that involve all of the services and most agencies. 
· Within Acquisitions, the Program Number (PNO) is a unique resource identifier to provide a level of visibility. 
· Data is captured once.  A mission goal of Acquisitions is to provide regular processes to help achieve mandatory cost and performance goals to fulfill military need. 
· The F-35 illustrates what would be in program of record, captures information from multiple sources and present in multiple formats to meet the reporting needs of various stakeholders. Data sources for acquisitions are from internal secured sources, which are not viewable or releasable outside of the department. 
·  Strategic Level Policy engages in data element document level activity. It captures all data that would reflect a Milestone A decision. A program is not a program until it receives Milestone approval or initiation (visible on radar outside of department). 

6. HRM – Community of Interest “HRM Program” Definition Working Group (slides 26-29)
· Mr. Johnny Lopez provided an update from the Human Resource Management (HRM) community.  He summarized their initiative as having defined a working group to engage in the subject area of Program from the HRM perspective.  The HRM leadership recognized the complexity of defining a universal and common definition and description program across  several business communities.
· Action Item: HRM will present recommendations at the November BECCM COI Meeting and will distribute a solid definition of “program” at that time. 
· A common definition will lead to common understanding in looking across functionality at relationships that may, or may not exist.

7. Unit of Measure (UoM) Update for the BECCM COI (slides 30-33)
· Mr. Jerry Cole provided the updated Capability Based Problem Statement and explained that the UoM Business Case is a “Living Document;” inputs from the stakeholders and UoM Working Group as we continue with the technical phase. There are ongoing conversations at the working level on the final analysis and documentation..  
· Ms. Kim Pisall explained that a substantial amount of resources have been used to develop expertise and document all of the challenges surrounding UoM.  She also reminded the COI that there was consensus at the August BECCM to focus the Qualitative Problem Statement on the CENTCOM A2R and P2P implementation on the Battlefield.  Discussion reminded the COI that in Qualitative Problem Statements, Unit of Measure issues were reported as a top five issue for in theater personnel.  Coordination with the Warfighter Requirements Directorate, produced the Qualitative problem statement on slide 33.  
·  Expending  more BTA resources on this specific effort may not be supported, since the community at large has already agreed with the Qualitative Problem Statement. Ms. Pisall asked Dr. Stephen Saletta to provide the background quantitative data to the BECCM and UOM WG in order to close this Action.
· Mr. Robert Leibrandt asked if  the UoM team could describe the causality of the  UoM program and determine if the cost of resolving the problem would exceed the benefit of resolution. 
· Ms. Kathy Smith explained that the rationale for providing a definitive Quantitative Problem Statement is to ensure the recommended solutions will be targeted to solve the real operational challenges. She explained that Vendor Compliance and Vendor Invoice submittals using incorrect UoM values based on contract CLIN or requisitions is a primary challenge in the DOD that is not being addressed in the solutions. Ms. Smith also explained that while creating a Strategic alignment between the various DoD Communities for a UoM Standard has value; the more critical requirement is to ensure standard business process usage from an End to End perspective with a focus on Vendor Compliance.  DPAP, Mr. Leibrandt, concurred with Ms. Smith’s comments.
· In support of Ms. Smith’s concerns:  “Inconsistent UoM business process usage from requirement to requisition to contract to vendor submission, to vendor invoicing and payment (both vendor and government business process usage)” and the Capability “UoM Business Standardization Documentation.”  The Technical WG is coordinating with DLA, USTC, DPAP and others to accomplish this.  The current DOD Profile contains Business Rules for how domain values should be utilized – and is posted to this link: (http://ruby.nit.disa.mil/bmr/UoMHtml2/CategoryList.html).
· Mr. Wisnosky explained that he understands the CBM COI concerns, but would like to see the work being performed in the Technical Phase in order to understand if a ROM estimate can be derived for immediate solutions for the current data quality issues for UoM.  He also commented that the resolving the data standards issue for UoM does at least narrow the problem in order to fine tune future research to other challenges highlighted by MSSM and DPAP.
· Action Item: Dr. Steven Saletta research and provide to the BECCM primary UoM data from the lower level details to the BECCM COI membership.

8. Unit of Measure (UoM) WG Technical Syntax Phase (slides 34-45)
· Ms. Lien Dinh presented technical  Slides with a focus on the IFA process and the 5 Capabilities:
1. Community Approved Authoritative Source for UoM 
2. UoM Enterprise Data Mediation
3. UoM Data Discovery
4. UoM Business Standardization Documentation 
5. Automated Compliance
· The Technical Syntax Team assumes there is DoD Consensus for the UoM DoD Profile that has been defined. The team is now defining several technical options (including Master Data Storage Option & Mediation Option) and is working to score and rank the several options.
· Action Item: Ms. Dinh will continue facilitating and working with the Technical WG to develop and vet Alternatives, evaluate Capabilities against Alternatives, finalize analytic evaluations, propose Targeted Pilot (for immediate impact) to UoM WG and BECCM COI.


Action Item List by Meeting
	September 29, 2010

	BECCM COI Members are to submit recommendations for improving the BECCM COI roadmap to Jerry Cole/Joe Green by _____.
	Open
	

	RP&ILM will arrange to have the Federal Geographic Data Commitee (FGDC ) leader describe the process for a public standard at October BECCM COI Meeting. 

	Open
	

	RP&ILM Internal working groups are to dissect the FGDC standard document to identify issues involving implementing standards from a federal level.Drafts will be presented at the November BECCM COI Meeting. 

	Open
	

	HRM will present recommendations at the November BECCM COI Meeting and will distribute a solid definition of “program” at that time.
	Open
	

	Lien Dinh will present the UoM evaluation at the October BECCM COI Meeting.
	Open
	

	Dr. Steven Saletta is to give raw UoM data from the lower level details to the BECCM COI membership.

	Open
	

	August 31, 2010

	HRM will escalate the Program Topic to BECCM COI when their CBM process is complete.
	Open
	

	June 24, 2010

	WSLM is to present APUID and Milestone B at the September BECCM COI meeting as an informational update only.
	Open
	

	May 24, 2010

	“Address” Escalation
· Kick off an Address Working Group in September. 
	Open
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