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Executive Summary 

In May 2002, the Department of Energy (DOE) embarked on a corporate research and development portfolio management environment (PME) project to ensure continued fulfillment of its mission to effectively administer and manage research and development projects.  The PME project lays the foundation for the technology infrastructure, information integration methodologies, and process enhancements that will enable cradle-to-grave tracking of research projects, information sharing across programs, and reporting the authoritative status of the Department’s research and development activities.  PME will facilitate increased communication within and across projects and programs.  

As currently envisioned, the PME project will be implemented using a three-phased modular approach.  This modular approach spans a period of approximately three years:

· Module 1:  Automating the proposal submission process from electronic submission and review through project closeout.  This module consists of three integrated sub-efforts including: 

· Module 1.1:  Provides for electronic submission of information related to ongoing research and development (R&D) projects from National Laboratories. 

· Module 1.2:  Provides for electronic submission of new work proposals at National Laboratories.

· Module 1.3:  Develops requirements to be incorporated into the electronic financial assistance procurement systems.

· Module 2:  Project tracking and program management reporting, providing program managers and others the tools to perform electronic R&D portfolio analysis.

· Module 3:  Integration with the Department’s corporate electronic budget system(s), allowing complete R&D project management, tracking and reporting.


The development of each module begins with a business process reengineering (BPR) activity.  The PME team began Module 1 work by defining a sub-module BPR effort that would integrate the processes used to manage the collection of information related to ongoing R&D projects conducted at National Laboratories.  This sub-module, commonly called Module 1.1 provides a more detailed, systematic, and technical process to define the necessary PME process requirements than the analysis conducted for the Collaborative Management Environment (CME) study.  The BPR results will be used for actual PME implementation, while the CME analysis was used to establish the business case for more detailed work.

This document presents the analysis and results of the Module 1.1 BPR effort. The analysis includes a unified process for electronically accepting information from National Laboratories for ongoing R&D efforts that will replace the current Program Secretarial Office (PSO) unique paper-based processes.   This Module 1.1 BPR effort lays the common business model foundation and policy review analysis necessary for development of detailed system requirements. 

The outcome of the BPR analysis was that the new business processes will fully support the electronic work authorization of ongoing R&D programs and projects, conducted at National Laboratories, as described in DOE Order 412.1. Additionally, after careful analysis and consultation with the Department’s policy function and subject matter experts it was determined that “no change” is required to current policy for further PME development.

Module 1.1 Business Process Reengineering (BPR)

The Module 1.1 BPR task examined the mechanisms and business process activities used by the Department to gather information about ongoing R&D programs/projects in the National Laboratories.  This information is intended to support program managers and other responsible staff members in formulating and executing budgets.  However, as reported in the CME business case, produced in 1999 (revised in 2001), the R&D information submitted in response to the field budget call was of little use due to the paper-based format and the submission of the information after the Corporate Review Budget was completed.  

A BPR team was assembled, consisting of subject matter experts (SMEs) representing program managers and budget personnel from the Office of Science (SC), Office of Environmental Management (EM), Office of Fossil Energy (FE), Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EE), Office of Nuclear Energy Science and Technology (NE), Office of Chief Information Officer (CIO), and the Office of Management, Budget and Evaluation (ME).  The charge before the BPR team was to eliminate redundant reporting activities by engineering a set of streamlined, integrated management processes.  The guiding principles for the new process designs are to make use of modern technology capabilities; align the Department with legislative mandates; and improve information quality and availability.  This BPR study was conducted through a series of workshops between May 1, 2002, and July 17, 2002.

As-Is through To-Be Analysis

The BPR team developed detailed business process models that depicted the current As-Is processes for ongoing R&D activities conducted at the National Laboratories. These As-Is processes provided the baseline for the BPR effort. Once the As-Is model was validated, the team performed detailed analysis on the existing processes to identify process inefficiencies, backlogs, and limitations. The culmination of the As-Is analysis produced a To-Be model featuring a continuous update of R&D information, rather than an annual update requested in the Chief Financial Officer’s (CFO) Field Budget Call.  The key premise that must be accepted with this new process is that program/project approval and authorization is a “status of information” rather than a paper form.  Treating approvals and authorizations as a status, supported by an Internet based tool, can maintain a greater level of program/project information detail not feasible in today’s paper-based management process.  This new To-Be model has significant benefits to include: 

· A new level of program/project information visibility, control, and quality. 

· Reduction in time currently spent generating generic guidance and maintaining duplicate “shadow” systems. 

· Increased communication among individual program/project managers and critical support function personnel.

· Consolidation of disparate information submission formats.

Project Status and Executive Level Buy-In

The Module 1.1 BPR analysis and new process design have been completed. This analysis has been presented to the PME Executive Steering Committee (ESC), the PME Board of Directors (BOD) and the DOE Management Council.  To date, these groups have not raised any concerns regarding the analysis or direction of the new process model.  A detailed list of participants is in Appendix F- BPR Participants and Organizations.       

Policy

The objective of the Module 1.1 policy effort was to identify the policies that are impacted by PME and determine whether a policy change would be required.  The Work Authorization System (WAS) was the focus of the PME Policy Workshop held on July 11, 2002.  The finding of the PME Policy Workshop was that the WAS, DOE Order 412.1, is sufficiently flexible to support PME’s electronic submission of information.  

The Office of Science and Technology Policy Analysis (PI-25), and Office of Management Communications (ME-80) have suggested that at a minimum, PME will require a position paper signed by the BOD that states DOE Order 412.1 covers the To-Be process, maintains the current responsibilities and authorities as they exist, and will support the electronic filing of R&D information.  They also suggested that PME publish an official DOE guide. This guide will describe the operations of the PME process and user interaction with the system reducing barriers to the implementation transition.

Next Steps

Finally, the BPR team identified key next steps to build on the current momentum.  These next steps focused on:

· Outreach to HQ, field offices, and National Laboratories

· Systems development activities including near-term and mid-term recommendations

Introduction

1.1 PME Overview 

In August 1999, the Department of Energy launched a Strategic Information Management (SIM) process study to develop a Collaborative Management Environment (CME) business case for modernizing and streamlining research and development (R&D) management processes.  This study successfully demonstrated that the current process for performing and supporting activities in the existing R&D management process is extremely complex, and lacks the capability to track a research project electronically from inception to completion.  The current process environment is expensive, time-consuming, labor-intensive, and error-ridden because it is locked in organizational stovepipes that necessitate data re-entry, repetitive data reconciliation, and manual data integration.  

Today, information is not easily accessible for inclusion in analysis of the Department’s R&D management portfolios.  This study provided the justification necessary to move toward a corporate R&D portfolio management environment (PME), more closely aligning the Department with the President’s Management Agenda for e-government as well as the Department’s e-government prioritizations as defined in the Innovative Department of Energy E-Government Applications (IDEA) task force report. The PME project is focused on streamlining and modernizing management and administration of R&D projects throughout the DOE. 

The CME business case was co-sponsored by the Office of Management, Budget and Evaluation (ME), Office of the Chief Information Officer (CIO), and the Office of Science (SC).  It was driven by the fact that approximately one-third of the Department’s budget funds R&D in a broad range of areas.  Today, there is no central source of reliable management information on R&D.  The R&D information collected and stored to support management processes is in different formats and at varying levels of granularity.  This hinders effective management of DOE-funded research across disparate organizations Department-wide. 

The DOE-wide estimated annual cost for performing and supporting activities in the existing R&D management process is more than $200 million, of which, it is estimated that 17 percent of these costs can be attributed to process inefficiencies
.  The current process is extremely complex and lacks the capability to track a research project electronically from inception to completion.  In addition, information is not easily accessible for inclusion in analysis of the Department’s R&D management portfolios. 

In May 2002, DOE embarked on a Corporate R&D PME project to ensure continued fulfillment of its mission to effectively administer and manage R&D projects.  The PME project lays the foundation for the technology infrastructure, information integration methodologies, and process enhancements that will enable electronic cradle-to-grave tracking of research projects, information sharing across programs, and authoritative status of the Department’s R&D activities.  PME will facilitate increased communication within and across projects and programs. 

Upon completion, the uniform and continuous process that PME establishes (as depicted in Figure 1: PME – Continuous R&D Process) will integrate information contained in the diverse systems in use by the Department.  PME will be capable of extracting the critical data necessary to track research projects from the point of submission, through project review, funding decisions, project development, and eventually project closeout. Ultimately, PME will integrate with an e-Procurement Modernization System to obtain post-award grant information and will leverage corporate data contained in the Department’s e-Financial Management System. 

Figure1: PME-Continuous R&D Process represents the end-state of the PME system and process development.  In the center, the Department’s seal represents the systems origin and R&D management and administrative functions across organizations.  The two arrows present a continuous electronic information update process.  The arrow on the right represents the creation and flow of information through the process; the arrow on the left represents the flow of guidance and resources within the process.  The four horizontal bars, or “swim lanes,” represent the structural levels of the Department through which PME operates.  
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Once completed, the PME continuous R&D process will be a comprehensive approach to managing R&D information using state-of-the-art technology, with the potential to significantly:

· Increase the efficiency of the Department’s management of R&D investments 

· Improve portfolio management analysis capability for program managers and senior Departmental officials throughout DOE

· Enhance the quality, speed, and efficiency with which information about energy-related research throughout the Department is shared and reported

· Reduce the administrative burden on National Laboratories by minimizing redundant data requests

· Enable the analysis of critical data regarding the proposal and planning process, project funds distribution, and cost and performance of R&D projects across DOE

This integrated approach will allow stakeholders to use their existing project management spreadsheets and processes with the PME system, leveraging its anticipated import and export capabilities.  Managers and their staff will have immediate access to program / project information for better planning and decision-making.  It is envisioned that managers will have the ability to perform ongoing analysis on their information through the use of reporting tools in PME.  

As currently envisioned, the PME project will be implemented using a three-phased modular approach, depicted in Figure 2: PME Modular Approach.  The approach spans a period of approximately three years:

· Module 1:  Automating the proposal submission process, from electronic submission and review through closeout.  This module consists of three integrated sub-efforts including: 

· Module 1.1:  Provides for electronic submission of information related to ongoing R&D projects from National Laboratories 

· Module 1.2:  Provides for electronic submission of new work proposals at National Laboratories

· Module 1.3:  Develops requirements to be incorporated into the electronic financial assistance procurement systems

· Module 2:  Project tracking and program management reporting, providing program managers and others the tools to perform electronic R&D portfolio analysis

· Module 3:  Integration with the Department’s corporate electronic budget system(s), allowing complete R&D project management, tracking and reporting

The development of each module will begin with a business process reengineering activity.  This industry best practice ensures that the system development effort efficiently and effectively supports future Departmental direction. 
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The PME team began Module 1 work by defining a sub-module BPR effort that would integrate the processes used to manage the electronic submission of information related to ongoing R&D projects conducted at National Laboratories.  This sub-module, commonly called Module 1.1 provides a more detailed, systematic, and technical process to define the necessary PME process requirements than the analysis conducted for the Collaborative Management Environment (CME) study.  The BPR results will be used for actual PME implementation, while the CME analysis was used to establish the business case for more detailed work.

This BPR effort, sponsored by the Office of Science, was focused on the initial PME process development for Module 1.1  Module 1.1 provides a comprehensive and flexible foundation for continued process improvement for all modules in PME including sub-modules 1.2, 1.3 and Modules 2 and 3.  The follow-on systems development effort will focus on the requirements, design and development of the system for full implementation of the 1.1 processes.  

1.2 BPR Overview- Module 1.1

Methodology 

The PME Module 1.1 BPR Project followed a standard nine-step methodology that moved the project from the documentation of the As-Is to the design of the To-Be process including policy review and implementation strategy options.  The nine steps are outlined below:  

1. Establish project scope - The first step in the BPR methodology established the scope, or boundaries, of the project.  The scope of Module 1.1 focuses on the information submission for ongoing R&D projects at the National Laboratories.

2. Model the current As-Is process - The second step documented the current process by modeling the activities and process flow.  The individual activities involved in the administration and management of ongoing R&D projects were documented through a series of process flow diagrams and definitions of the activities of the As-Is process.

3. Validate the As-Is process - The third step was to verify and validate the As-Is process with the SMEs.  This included identifying where activities belonged in the organizational “swim lanes.”  A “swim lane” is a graphical method of identifying where in the organizational hierarchy the responsibility for an activity takes place.

4. Analyze the As-Is process - The fourth step analyzed the As-Is process to identify non-value-added activities, such as unnecessary delays, redundant checks, and multiple handoffs.  This analysis identified process reengineering opportunities used in the design of the new To-Be process.  

5. Design the new process - The fifth step designed the new, To-Be process.  The future process was designed through brainstorming and iterative visualization activities.  The new streamlined process was designed to overcome the limitations of the current process.  

6. Technology insertions - The sixth step identified technology insertion opportunities in the new process.  This step was performed concurrently with step five, through an iterative process of brainstorming. 

7. Validate the new process - Following the design of the To-Be process, the seventh step validated the process with the SMEs.  This step provided the SMEs an opportunity to verify and validate the future process flow.  

8. Policy Review and Strategy Options: The eighth step identified impacts to Departmental policy of the proposed To-Be process model.  This step provides the SMEs with the opportunity to evaluate existing policy and propose a change strategy as necessary. 

9. Implementation strategy options - The ninth step identified the implementation strategy options to deploy the new process in the organization.  These strategy options represent a range of phased implementation strategies, from small test deployments to Department-wide deployment.

(The results from the implementation strategy options analysis have not been included in this document.  These results will be provided to the PME Module 1.1 System Development Team for consideration in planning the implementation stages of the continuing project.)

Workshop Involvement

A BPR team was assembled, consisting of program managers, budget analysts, and other SMEs for the Module 1.1 BPR workshops.  Participation included headquarters and field personnel from: 

· Office of Science (SC)

· Office of Environmental Management (EM)

· Office of Fossil Energy (FE)

· Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (EE)

· Office of Nuclear Energy Science and Technology (NE)

· Office of Chief Information Officer (CIO)

· Office of Management, Budget and Evaluation (ME)

A detailed list of participants is in Appendix F- BPR Participants and Organizations. Additionally, the PME project schedule is depicted in detail in Appendix A- Project Schedule Gantt Chart. 

Workshops and Management Briefings 

Workshops and management briefings were conducted to elicit input from SMEs and PME oversight groups for the BPR effort.  In addition to the workshops, many one-on-one meetings were held with SMEs to refine materials for the individual workshops.  The workshops and briefings are summarized below:

PME BPR Team Kick-Off Meeting: May 1, 2002.  The objective of this initial meeting was to bring together the members of the contractor and Federal team to introduce them to each other.  This meeting also provided the background for the project including the scope, stakeholders, and objectives of PME.  The meeting resulted in clearly defined team roles and responsibilities and an agreement on the project approach.

Workshop 1:
May 22, 2002 As-Is BPR Workshop.  The objective of this workshop was to identify the current process flows, as captured by the team; identify what activities were out of scope for PME; and define which “swim lanes” the activities resided in.  The workshop resulted in verification and validation of the As-Is process flows, definitive placement of activities in the “swim lanes”, identification of which activities were out of scope for PME, and an agreement by the participants to provide activity definitions.

Workshop 2:
June 10, 2002 To-Be Innovation Workshop.  The objectives of this workshop were to present the SME group with the goals, triggers and assumptions associated with the future PME process.  Included in the assumptions was a discussion of workflow, the Internet, and other technology insertions.  The SME group also reviewed the initial draft To-Be models and provided correction and comment.  The outcomes of this workshop were the validation of the PME system goals, triggers, and assumptions; the review and correction of the To-Be process flows; and the identification and preliminary design of several new future processes.  

Workshop 3:
June 19, 2002 To-Be Innovation Workshop Continued.  The objectives of this workshop were to present the roles associated with the To-Be processes, review the revised To-Be processes, and validate the To-Be process scenarios.  Through the scenario review and refinement, the group validated that the To-Be processes are capable of handling real-life project scope change requests.  The SMEs comments and corrections were also invaluable and provided the confirmation necessary to finalize the To-Be process flows.  The result of this workshop was the validation of the To-Be processes and the verification of its functionality through the use of scenarios.  The team also identified workflow technology as an enabler that will support the new process.

Management Briefing 1: June 25, 2002 PME BPR Status Report. The PME team met with Dr. James Decker, Principal Deputy Director, SC, project sponsor, and Chairman of the PME Board of Directors (BOD) to provide a status update on the PME BPR effort.  The meeting discussed the To-Be process flows and the direction of this reengineering effort.  Dr. Decker gave his continuing support for the BPR effort and encouraged the team to challenge the present process and policies. 

Workshop 4:
July 11, 2002 Policy Implication Workshop.  The objective of this workshop was to identify what DOE policies would be impacted by PME.  The workgroup identified that DOE Order 412.1, Work Authorization System (WAS), would impact the To-Be process.  After careful review of that policy the workgroup determined the present policy would not have to be modified to meet the needs of the PME process.  A second outcome was the group’s certification that major policy changes were not necessary for transition to the new process.

Workshop 5:
July 17, 2002 To-Be Implementation Workshop. The objective of this workshop focused on implementation issues associated with the new process and future system.  The result of this workshop was a greater understanding of the complex issues associated with PME.  These issues include change management, communications, and leadership support.

Management Briefing 2: August 2, 2002  PME BOD Status Briefing.  The PME team met with the PME BOD to provide them a status update on the PME PBR effort.  The BOD expressed support for the results of the BPR effort and directed the team to brief the Department’s Management Council at the earliest opportunity.  They also directed the Executive Steering Committee (ESC) to review the draft PME BPR report and provide comments for the final document.

Management Briefing 3: August 12, 2002 PME ESC Project Briefing.  The PME Team met with the ESC to provide them with a review of the PME BPR effort.  The team presented the project background, status, To-Be processes, and next steps.  

Management Briefing 4: August 20, 2002 Department of Energy Management Council Briefing.  The PME Project Manager provided an informational briefing to the DOE Management Council on the status of the PME BPR project.  She presented the project background, status, and next steps.

As-Is Process

This section presents an overview of the As-Is model, which depicts the current business processes for managing ongoing R&D activities conducted at the National Laboratories.  Appendix B – As-Is Process Models, uses detailed As-Is process flow diagrams and matrices to describe the necessary stakeholders and processes associated with each function.  The As-Is processes provide the baseline for the BPR effort.  These process flows are organization independent and do not represent characteristics unique to any single PSO, field office or National Laboratory.  

1.3 Methodology

The Module 1.1 As-Is business process flow diagrams began by consolidating the information collected in the 1999 CME business case, providing the baseline for analysis by the BPR SMEs.  The As-Is process analysis concentrates on identifying non-value added activities such as redundant efforts, bottlenecks, and information produced but not used, collected in response to the yearly Field Budget Call (FBC).

The methodology selected for initial analysis of the current business process was Integration Definition for Functional Modeling (IDEF0).  IDEF0 focuses on the activities, or functions, performed through a process of functional decomposition of the individual activities and their associated Inputs, Controls, Outputs, and Mechanisms (ICOMs).  The team determined that to maximize the benefits from the BPR project that “up-stream” and “down-stream” activities should also be modeled.  This decision meant that some activities outside of the direct PME functions would be explored to understand the context for PME.  Therefore, the following activities were included:

· Strategic planning

· Budget formulation

· Preparation of FBC guidance

· Distribution of FBC guidance

· Generation of the response to the FBC and the response chain 

· Budget execution phases, including: processing Approved Funding Plans (AFPs), Work Authorizations, and the allocation of budgets to PSOs  

In preparation for meetings with SMEs the IDEF0 diagrams were translated into process flows, or work flow diagrams using “swim lanes” to show activities occurring at:

· National Laboratories

· Field offices 

· HQ Program managers 

· HQ Associate Director / Office Directors (AD/ODs) or Deputy Assistant Secretaries (DAS)

· HQ PSO budget offices

· DOE Corporate level including the office of the CFO

1.4 Description of As-Is Model 

The As-Is process flow diagrams and their narrative activity descriptions, depicted in Appendix B – As-Is Process Models, illustrate the current formal process for managing R&D-related work at the National Laboratories.  The participants of the Module 1.1 BPR effort validated these processes, and are listed in Appendix F – BPR Participants and Organizations.

The As-Is Model represents the current flow of information through a multi-year cycle to collect and process National Laboratory R&D project scope information.  This flow includes the following processes (depicted in Appendix B – As-Is Process Models):

1. Preparation of the Field Budget Call for current year (CY)+2 information.  Figure B-2 - Prepare Field Budget Call Process, describes the activities performed in preparing for the annual FBC.  This process begins with the corporate budget office and moves vertically through the organizational levels, and horizontally through the processes that take place within the “swim lanes”, building the specific FBC guidance.  

2. Distribution of the Field Budget Call.  Figure B-3 - Distribute Field Budget Call Process, illustrates how the FBC memo goes out simultaneously through the organization, with the opportunity for each management level to clarify and supplement the guidance as it flows down through management layers to the National Laboratories.

3. Preparation of the response to the Field Budget Call.  Figure B-4 - Respond to Field Budget Call Process, shows how the response begins at the National Laboratories and flows up through the management chain.  

4. Budget Formulation Process.  Figure B-5 -Budget Formulation Process, outlines the annual budget cycle of the Department and how it impacts the various management levels.  This process is shown to provide the context for the As-Is process. This process does not follow the linear time frame from the Field Budget Call through the Budget Execution process; note the overlap in Figure B-5.  This process is out of scope for PME and will not be automated.  It is only shown to provide context for the As-Is process. 

5. Budget Execution decisions and initial budget allocations.  Figure B-6 - Budget Execution Phase 1 Process, illustrates how the Department’s budget originates and is translated into the budget allocations for PSO projects. 

6. Submission of Execution year scope of work documentation and the Department’s work authorization process.  Figure B-7 - Budget Execution – Phase 2 Work Authorization, illustrates how scope of work and funding changes are processed through the management layers to the National Laboratories for execution year expenditures. 

7. Submission of the AFP and approval process.  Figure B-8 - Budget Execution – Phase 2 Approved Funding Plan Process , shows how the budget is analyzed and translated through the management layers into an out of scope ME approved AFP process used to distribute funds to field offices for National Laboratory execution.

Figure 3: As-Is Process Model Summary, is a visual reference highlighting the theoretical connections among the As-Is process diagrams. The overlap between the Respond to Field Budget Call (Figure B-4) and Budget Formulation (Figure B-5) represents a major inefficiency of the As-Is process. Currently, proposals in response to field budget call requests are not received until the budget formulation processes have already begun.  
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To-Be Process and Environment 

The corporate R&D PME Module 1.1 BPR Task examined the mechanisms and business process activities used by the Department to gather information about ongoing research and development programs/projects in the National Laboratories.  This information is intended to support program managers and other responsible staff members in formulating and executing budgets.  However, as reported in the CME business case, produced in 1999 (revised in 2001), the R&D information submitted in response to the Field Budget Call was of little use due to the paper-based format and the submission of the information after the Corporate Review Budget was completed.  The charge before the BPR team was to eliminate redundant reporting activities by engineering a set of streamlined, integrated management processes.  The guiding principles for the new process design are to make use of modern technology capabilities; align the Department with legislative mandates; and improve information quality and availability.

1.5 Methodology

The Module 1.1 BPR team began its analysis of the As-Is process, by detailing a set of assumptions that would begin to change the organization’s mindset about the current process.  These assumptions, outlined in Appendix E – Assumptions- Storyboards, lay the foundation for a new way - a paperless way - of thinking about sharing information throughout the Department.  Applying best business practices, the team reviewed potential technologies that would enhance the future processes.  The team identified workflow, Internet and electronic approval/authorization as technologies for insertion in the To-Be processes.  The assumptions create the conceptual framework to move away from a yearly Unified Field Budget Call (UNICALL) for R&D program information, eliminating a process where generic program/project guidance is collected from various headquarters elements and then sent out to the field. 

Next, the BPR team looked for typical process inhibitors including: transitions (such as paper handoffs, manual systems information interchanges, etc.); backlogs; and unnecessary process steps preventing an efficient and streamlined process for tracking and reporting ongoing R&D projects at the National Laboratories.  Based on the analysis, the BPR team developed redesigned business processes, which allow DOE to rely on a continuous information update process and a distributed information resource system that will keep up-to-date and historical R&D program/project information together with guidance, communications, and personal portfolio analysis at the program/project or task level. 

1.6 Description of To-Be Model  

The To-Be process flow diagrams and their narrative activity descriptions, depicted in Appendix C – To-Be Process Models, illustrate the recommended process for managing R&D related work at the National Laboratories.  The participants of the Module 1.1 BPR effort actively participated in the development of these processes, and are listed in Appendix F – BPR Participants and Organizations.  

The Appendix C: To- Be Process Models Figure C-9 - Lab Acceptance Update/Approval Process, and Figure 10- Work Acceptance Process represent the core PME processes.   The following figures are also represented in Appendix C: Figure C-11 - Government Analysis and Information Update Process, depicts a process that is activated anytime information moves within the core processes.  Figure C-12 - Assignment / Update of Roles, provides the means to assign roles to individuals within the processes.  Figure C-13 - Process and System Configuration Management, provides for the continued improvement of the PME processes and system.  These three are parallel supporting processes that may be used as needed.  Together, these five processes provide PME users with a radically improved ability to continually submit and maintain R&D information as depicted in Figure 4: To-Be Process Model Summary below.
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This new To-Be model has significant benefits as follows: 

· A new level of program/project information visibility, control, and quality for the Department; reduction of redundant administrative expenditures and workload done today at the field and laboratory sites. 

· Reduction in time currently spent at the HQ level generating generic guidance and maintaining duplicate “shadow” systems to track program/project analysis, thus improving program/project managers contribution to budget execution and formulation activities. 

· Consolidation of disparate information submission formats. 

· Simplified preparation of regular and ad-hoc requests for information.  

· All authorized parties are kept informed on program/project developments, regardless of their geographic location. 

· Support for information collection and maintenance at an individual program/project level (including: past years; execution year; and out-year information).  

· Increased communication among individual program/project managers and critical support function personnel (e.g., budget & contracting personnel), regarding government-to-government and government-to-contractor management decisions.

· Creation of a historical record of management activity.  

· Assurance the originator of a proposal (i.e. the National Laboratory) would have exclusive rights to modify the proposal text.  

· Improved coordination and distribution of project resources that will maximize the effectiveness of the overall Department/government-wide R&D investment.

· Maintain ongoing and historical guidance, communications and analysis information at the program/project or task level. 

· Improved flexibility to associate specific guidance to individual programs/projects.

· Improved ability to reallocate funds quickly in order to take advantage of new scientific developments or respond to the President’s agenda.

· Mitigated risks associated with program management turnover. 

· Performance measures with a focus on the business or project management rather than on measurement of scientific project success. 

Benefits of To-Be vs. As-Is   

	As-Is Process
	To-Be Process

	No common corporate R&D management process
	Provides a common corporate R&D management process

	Multiple process handoffs
	Creates a streamlined, integrated and unified process with limited handoffs

	Paper submission
	Electronic submission

	Bottlenecks
	Elimination of process bottlenecks

	Slow inefficient process to develop guidance that is not used
	Elimination of R&D guidance in the FBC

	Heavy administrative burden
	Reduction of administrative burden on the laboratory and field sites

	Formal process does not support specific guidance 
	Facilitates program/project specific guidance

	Limited project visibility
	Improves information visibility and project control

	No standard business rules governing access to information
	Defined role-based access to pre-decisional information based on standard business rules

	Historical information is difficult to obtain 
	Provides historical project information electronically

	No department-wide process for project tracking
	Provides foundation for enhanced project tracking and accountability

	Total dependence on shadow systems 
	Reduces dependence on shadow systems

	Little or no performance management information available
	Lays the foundation for R&D management performance analysis

	Steep learning curve for new program managers
	Reduces risk associated with program management turnover

	Disparate shadow systems used
	Supports standard tool for project prioritization and resource analysis


Policy Impacts and Recommendations

1.7 Analysis 

The DOE Order 412.1, Work Authorization System (WAS) was the focus of the PME Policy Workshop held on July 11, 2002.  The finding of the PME Policy Workshop was that the WAS, DOE Order 412.1, is sufficiently flexible to support PME’s electronic submission of information.  A policy change is not necessary to support electronic work authorization. 

Next, the BPR team reviewed policy alternatives needed to support transition and implementation to PME. Several alternatives were considered, including: 

· A DOE Order or Directive, appropriate for long-term policy stability and typically takes 12-18 months to fully vet.  

· A DOE Manual requires detailed operational information about the system that has not been developed with the new PME system.  

· A DOE Guide is the recommended form for an initial policy document.  The Guide becomes an approved document after a 60-day review process.

The Office of Science and Technology Policy Analysis (PI-25), and Office of Management Communications (ME-80) have suggested that at a minimum, PME will require a position paper signed by the BOD that states DOE Order 412.1 covers the To-Be process, maintains the current responsibilities and authorities as they exist, and will support the electronic filing of R&D information.

1.8 Policies Reviewed

The policies review for Module 1.1 identified areas impacted by PME to determine if a policy change is required. To ensure compliance with government-wide legislative initiatives, the following policies were reviewed as part of the analysis: 

· Government Performance Results Act (GPRA)

· Government Paperwork Elimination Act (GPEA)

· OMB M-00-15, Guidance on Implementing the Electronic Signatures in Global and National Commerce Act (E-SIGN)

Additionally, several e-Government influences were considered as inputs to the development of the To-Be process and policy review effort: 

· Unify and simplify as a primary theme across government

· Emphasis on implementation of data standards and data security

· Use of e-Authentication services for users with multiple government systems

· Promotion of an e-Government Architecture with a component-based infrastructure

A list of additional DOE policies reviewed as part of the analysis is contained in Appendix I- Policy Documents Reviewed.  The team found no adverse impacts to existing policy or to the PME development effort as of the July 11th Module 1.1 policy workshop.  However, the following DOE and government-wide policy documents should be reviewed periodically to ensure ongoing compliance or identify areas for policy change. 

· Review next year’s changes to OMB Circular A-11

· Review the Field Budget Call Handbook

· Review the Planning, Programming, Budgeting and Execution System (PPBES)

· Review AFP process timing 

· Prepare PME implementation notices (after the system has been developed)

1.9 Policy Change Recommendations

Although the review identified no current policy conflicts, several initiatives should be considered in the near future to facilitate the PME implementation strategy.  These initiatives include:  

· Developing a PME position paper, signed by the BPR participants stating that the current DOE Order 412.1 fully supports electronic management of R&D information.  

· Developing a BOD memorandum directing the creation of a detailed PME user’s guide.   

· Developing a PME users guide when the PME system has advanced in the development cycle.  This guide will describe the operations of the PME process and interaction with the system.  

· Developing a CFO memorandum directing the use of PME as the official R&D reporting system.  

· Following the rollout and acceptance of the PME system, the Department should consider making a limited revision to DOE Order 412.1, to specify that R&D work authorizations must use the PME system.  Doing a limited revision would also reduce the amount of coordination required, because it would go through the Field Management Council review process vs. the full directives process.  

· Providing an online help function within the PME system.  

PME Integration Strategy with Unified FBC / UNICALL Guidance Preparation

· No impact on FY 2005 - The PME system will be coordinated with the annual UNICALL budget process.  In terms of initial timing there will be no impact on FY 2005

· Integrated with FY 2006 - Starting with the FY 2006 budget preparation in November 2003 thru April 2004, the PME project will work closely with the CFO organization, owner of UNICALL process.  The objective will be to develop PME related guidance for the FY 2006 UNICALL.  

Next Steps 

1.10 Outreach

To institutionalize the PME process, awareness of what the PME team has developed needs to be raised.  An aggressive outreach program needs to be started to build user awareness.  This outreach program should provide presentations to the DOE Headquarters staff and to the individual PSO offices.  This outreach should focus on explaining what PME is, the status of the project, and review of the To-Be processes.  This outreach should also identify potential objections and resistance to PME.

PME outreach must extend outside of Headquarters to key personnel at field offices and the National Laboratories.  The outreach needs to be a continual process, beginning early and spanning the life of the project.  Many vehicles may be used for this including: 

· Briefings

· Conferences

· Newsletters

· Memos

· Web-sites

· Online Distance Learning

· User Help-Desk Support

The National Laboratories and field offices are critical to the development of systems requirements and related business rules.  

1.11  Systems Development Management Recommendations

The following items should be considered when addressing PME next steps.  The activities outlined below will need to be planned to identify the appropriate relationships and whether activities can occur concurrently or sequentially.  

Near Term Recommendations:

· Develop internal staff training materials that can be used when bringing on new contractor and Federal support staff to ensure a thorough and consistent understanding of PME

· Develop education materials for requirements participants, include a detailed description of the technical framework, which lays the foundation for the PME system

· Establish requirements working and user groups

· Identify and procure a requirements management repository tool  

· Perform HQ outreach 

· Schedule requirements gathering workshops

· Perform field office and National Laboratory outreach and requirements gathering sessions

· Perform evaluation of COTS vs. custom development for PME

· Identify, evaluate, select, and procure (if necessary) development tool(s)

· Identify systems development interim milestones for tracking program progress

· Develop a requirements prioritization process 

· Develop and establish a common Department-wide understanding/definition for R&D

Mid-Term Recommendations:

· Establish configuration management toolset (supporting development)

· Develop system and business use case scenarios

· Identify data repository

· Develop a systems architecture

· Develop and select an implementation strategy

· Procure testing tools

· Identify members to support a Configuration Control Board (CCB)

· Develop a common PME Data Dictionary 

· Develop common PME Information Formats 

Figure 1:  PME - Continuous R&D Process
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Figure 2:  PME Modular Approach


�


































































































Figure 4: To-Be Process Model Summary
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Figure 3: As-Is Process Model Summary
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� Department of Energy- Business Case for Corporate R&D Portfolio Management Environment Document, August 15, 2000; Section 2 page 3
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