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introduction

The Chief Architects Forum (CAF) is a body under the Chief Information Officers (CIO) Council Architecture and Infrastructure Committee’s (AIC) Governance Subcommittee.  The Forum is a partnership with the AIC, where Chief Architects can collaborate, share lessons learned, and can request and give assistance to their colleagues with specific strategic, management and operational enterprise architecture (EA) challenges.  The purpose of the Forum is to assist Chief Architects in improving the practice and usefulness of architectures in their agencies and in the Federal Government at large. The Forum serves as a formal mechanism for the voice of the Chief Architect community to be heard by the AIC leadership, CIO Council and Office of Management and Budget (OMB).   The input from CAF also assists the AIC Governance Subcommittee in providing policy guidance, and advice and assistance in the definition, design and implementation of the Enterprise Architecture (EA) discipline and practice throughout the Federal Government.  

On July 30, 2004, CAF hosted its 2nd quarterly meeting to discuss the Federal Lines of Business (LoB) Initiative that has been launched by OMB as a part of the BY 2006 budget cycle.  The LoB Initiative seeks to develop business-driven, common solutions for five Lines of Business that span across the Federal government (Financial Management [FM], Grants Management, Human Resources [HR], Case Management, and the Federal Health Architecture).  For the July 30th meeting, participants were provided with the opportunity to articulate needs or the imperatives for achieving the vision and goals associated with the Federal Lines of Business, in particular the HR, FM, and the Grants Management LoBs.  (Note:  LoB task forces were formed and developed common solutions and target architectures reflected in OMB Exhibit 300 business cases.  Individual agencies are now required to complete business cases that incorporate an implementation plan for the common solution, ensuring a smooth transition from steady state operations.) 
This document summarizes the discussions and findings of the LoB meeting and includes issues that directly relate to the success of the LoB Initiative, as well to the Federal Enterprise Architecture.  Though the focus of the meeting was intended to be on the LoBs, discussion ensued on the FEA due to its interrelationship.  

summary of discussion findings

Overview 

Each workgroup was led in a discussion on the critical needs of Chief Architects to ensure the achievement of the goals of the LoBs.  The workgroups were also asked to discuss the barriers faced in meeting those needs and to share any possible solutions.  Because of the interdependence between the LoBs and the Federal Enterprise Architecture (FEA), several groups also raised the same questions with regard to the FEA.  The themes for both LoB Initiative needs and broader FEA needs are captured below.  

The discussions from the working session provide valuable insight into the needs of the Chief Architect community as it relates to the LoB Initiative and the FEA.  The discussions were intended to identify issue areas for further investigation on the part of the CAF.  

The major areas of need or priority themes that were dealt with during the session are:

· Technical;

· Communications;

· Governance;

· Resources;

· Reference Models;

· Tools; and 

· Common Processes
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Figure 1.0 Priority Themes

As can be seen in Figure 1.0, the priority themes were identified as either high or medium priority based upon how frequently they were cited by the participants.  Several themes cut across the LoB Initiative and the FEA, including communications, governance, and resources.  

Significantly, Communications and Governance, the two least technical issues cited, garnered notable attention in both the LoB and FEA arenas.  The reference models are a high priority theme as it directly relates to the FEA.  Medium priority themes include the need for common processes and direction on EA tools.  The medium priority theme for the LoB Initiative includes an assortment of technical questions on the LoB solutions and their impact on agencies. 

The most significant suggestions and recommendations distilled from the workgroup discussions are listed below.  

LoB Initiative and FEA Recommendation

· Develop and execute a communications and outreach strategy in support of the LoB and the FEA that includes an educational campaign directed at Chief Architects and agency executives to assist with carrying the message inside agencies.

LoB Initiative Recommendations

· Develop and disseminate a comprehensive sequencing transition plan for the LoBs that would assist agencies in better understanding what will be done, when it will be done, and what will be impacted during the transition to the LoBs.

· Define governance process for the LoBs and replicate as appropriate.

· Utilize the LoBs as “use cases” in applying the reference models, along with other EA frameworks/methodologies, to demonstrate the degree to which the existing FEA taxonomies are or are not accommodating the full expression of business and IT assets.

· Identify standards, common data, components and best practices from the LoBs that could be re-used.

· Provide further direction on the interrelationship of the LoB solutions.

· Detail and disseminate the total cost of ownership for LoB rollouts.

FEA Recommendations

· Develop governance processes for the FEA reference models. 

· Improve commercial EA tools by identifying common threads across tools so that metadata can be standardized within toolsets and so that Open Source and Service-Oriented Architectures can be accommodated. 

· Identify and cultivate the development of common processes and standards at both the intra-agency and inter-agency levels.

· Review and perhaps modify the FEA reference models to eliminate any inconsistencies and to support the development of more detailed architectures.

· Test the FEA reference models and other EA frameworks/methodologies against scenarios or agency use-cases. 

· Depict how the FEA reference models fit with the Solutions Development Life Cycle.

· Develop common EA definitions.

The tables that follow detail the findings from the workgroup discussions.

Table 1.0 LoB Initiative Needs

	Theme
	Frequency 
	Description 


	
Implication of 

Unmet Need

	Communication
	High
	A communications and outreach strategy will ensure the success of the LoB Initiative.  The following should be taken into consideration as a part of the strategy.  

· An educational campaign is needed, directed at Chief Architects, which communicates the context, visions, benefits, and the projected return on investment for the LoB Initiative. 

· Push/pull communication methods need to be employed, such as timely web-postings and e-mail dissemination that filters down through an agency.

· A primary Point of Contact should be provided for the LoB effort in order to answer questions.  

· There may be value in the dissemination of a “Frequently Asked Questions” page and regularly scheduled Agency briefings on the LoB Initiative. 
	Without effective communication, agencies are concerned that they may have to redo their reporting efforts.  Also, agency “buy-in” could potentially suffer resulting in low participation and support.  This could impact migration and implementation.  



	Governance
	High
	For the LoB Initiative to be effective, governance issues must be addressed, as well as change management challenges.  

· A comprehensive sequencing and transition plan would assist agencies in better understanding what will be done, when it will be done, and what will be impacted.  Participants were of the opinion that synchronized timing is critical, noting that it would be beneficial if OMB guidance to agencies could be provided with more lead- time. Agencies and Chief Architects must understand the timing and sequencing of the architectures and solutions, as documented in reliable schedules.  It was suggested that agencies needing to upgrade or modify their HR and/or FM systems are more likely to commit to the common solutions if given some sense as to whether or not those solutions will meet the agencies’ requisite needs within the desired timeframes. 
· Governance processes for the LoBs should be defined and explained so that they can be replicated for future LoBs.

· Documenting how decisions get made relative to the various collaborations and incorporating agency roles and needs could provide valuable.   
	Without effective governance, agency strategic initiatives may be threatened (e.g. modernization programs) and there could be misalignment. Additionally, agencies may be inclined to make the case for replacing their “stove piped” systems, thereby resulting in a missed opportunity for directing expenditures to mission-facing programs.  

	Technical 


	Medium
	The taxonomy and definitions of the FEA reference models are critical to the success of the LoB Initiative.  The LoBs could be used as “use cases” in the reference models, along with other EA frameworks/methodologies to demonstrate the degree to which the existing taxonomies are or are not accommodating the full expression of business and IT assets.     

Knowing what to design to and LoB engineering artifacts important in understanding the technical requirements.  It would be helpful if standards, common data, components and best practices were identified from the LoBs that could be re-used. Common components like pay modules, data-like claimants (e.g. case-tracking, Financial Management, Grants and HR), and standards (e.g. HTML, SOAP, XML) could be shared.  

Further insight is requested into how the LoBs are inter-related. In particular it was noted how most of the LoBs could potentially overlap with Financial Management, citing how Human Resources (HR)-Personnel in Payroll and Grants in Disbursements and Grants Expenditure Tracking seem to be similar. 

Participants also wonder what the impact will be to agency programs that have been assessed using the Program Assessment Rating Tool (PART), as well as to the Performance Reference Model. 
	Without more details on the solutions and other technical aspects, the potential exists for conflicting and overlapping solutions, the perpetuation of stovepipe solutions, redundancy, wasted resources, lost opportunities, less sharing of components and data, and nonstandard and non-interoperable solutions.

	Resources 
	Medium
	An underlying question that agencies are grappling with is what resources are required of the agency to adopt and transition to the LoBs.  Understanding the total cost of ownership for LoB rollout is important.  This must include not only IT transaction costs, but also the impact to the program, training of personnel and other significant factors.  Agencies are curious as to what the workforce implications will be.
	Agencies will be slow to embrace the LoBs if they perceive high costs to transition to them.


Table 2.0 FEA Needs

	Theme
	Frequency 


	Description


	
Implication of 

Unmet Need

	Communication
	High
	The need for a communications strategy is also relevant to the Federal Enterprise Architecture effort.  For executive support and buy-in, the business value of the FEA must be articulated in terms that can be understood by both Civilian agencies and the Department of Defense (DoD).  It is important to communicate the incentives of the FEA.  This can be achieved in part by documenting and sharing the context, visions, benefits, and Return on Investment (ROI) on a continual basis.        
	Without effective communication, participation may not yield the expected results, which in turn could result in Congress deeming the FEA ineffective and rescinding funding.  

	Governance
	High
	Governance of the continuing evolution of the FEA reference model was identified as a critical need, along with recommendations on agency EA governance.  The resultant governance processes and structures need to reflect reasonable timeframes and expectations and detail the role of agencies in contributing to the evolution of the FEA reference models. 
	The lack of appropriate governance rules could undermine the FEA.

	Tools
	Medium
	From the agency perspective, there are a multitude of questions surrounding EA tools, such as, How can metadata be standardized within toolsets?; How can commercial EA tools be improved to accommodate Open Source and Service-Oriented Architectures?; What are the consistent threads across EA tools?
	Not identified

	Common Processes
	Medium
	Homogenizing business and technology architectures by standardizing constructs and processes across these architectures will prove useful.  Identifying and cultivating the development of common processes and standards at both the intra-agency and inter-agency levels is a crucial tenet of FEA success.  This can be achieved in part through the standardization of strategies that look for consistent threads, such as common goals, workflow strategies, and capabilities. Starting with a logical model that is broad enough for the business to work within and then retrofitting that into the architecture blueprint is one way by which to identify commonalities.  For example at the Environmental Protection Agency business units are starting to identify common goals and then are using that to gain consensus on developing a common process (e.g. clean-up of gas and chemicals.) This can result in substantiating a business unit’s role as a service/capability provider.
	Not identified

	Resources
	Medium
	Aligning resources, objectives, and the priorities of the FEA is viewed as a cornerstone of success.  It was noted that EA involves resources across an organization, not only IT.  
	Lack of adequate resources will seriously hinder implementation of the FEA

	Reference Models
	High
	It was suggested that the FEA reference models be reviewed and potentially modified in the immediate to near-term to reflect lessons learned (e.g. alignment of FEA and NIST definitions) and required changes as based on the experiences of agencies.  

Participants suggested that the FEA reference models should accommodate the development of detailed architectures.  Patterns and service components should be taken into consideration, as well as service-oriented architecture thinking.   It was recommended that the FEA reference models and other EA frameworks/methodologies be tested against a scenario or use cases that consider budgetary and political realities.  It was also suggested that there would be value in depicting how the reference models and FEA fit with the Solutions Development Life Cycle (SDLC).   
	Not identified


appendix

Chief Architects Forum Meeting Notes

The 2nd quarterly meeting of the Chief Architects Forum occurred on Friday, July 30, 2004 from 9:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. at the Small Business Administration in the Eisenhower Room. There were approximately 50 attendees from across the Federal Government.  The meeting agenda and summary follows.

9:00 – 9:05 am

Welcome 




Mike Dunham, Senior Enterprise Architect,

   Department of the Treasury

9:05 – 9:20 am

Line of Business Architecture: Applications to Agency EA Practice 

Stephen Lowe, Senior Enterprise Architect, 

   Department of Housing and Urban Development

9:20 – 9:35 am
Key Note - Treasury’s Experience with the Financial 

Management LoB

Barry Hudson, Chief Financial Officer, 

   Department of the Treasury 

9:35 – 9:50 am 

Networking Break (Q&A)

9:50 – 10:05 am
Facilitator Introductions




Tom Bruno, Co-Facilitator, Booz Allen Hamilton





Joe Sifer, Co-Facilitator, Booz Allen Hamilton

10:05 – 10:30 am
Defining the Needs (Small Group Discussions)

10:30 – 10:55 am
Small Group Discussion Reports

10:55 – 11:55 am
Facilitated Group Discussion

11:55 – 12:00 pm
Wrap-Up

Following a Welcome by the Chief Architects Forum Team Lead, Richard Brozen from the Federal Enterprise Architecture Program Management Office (FEAPMO) provided comments on how OMB views the LoB Initiative as a series of opportunities and challenges. He noted how the LoBs have a “50,000 foot architecture” that are aligned with the intent of the Federal Enterprise Architecture and that the underlying question is “How can an agency Enterprise Architecture (EA) align with the LoB architectures?”  The FEAPMO views these activities as interlinked. 

Stephen Lowe, Senior Enterprise Architect from the Department of Housing and Urban Development who has served as the Architecture and Infrastructure Committee Liaison for the HR LoB, followed Mr. Brozen.  He discussed the business approaches used in the off-site HR LoB target architecture meetings and how they can be leveraged in the development and maintenance of agency enterprise architectures.  He detailed how a high level of abstraction resulted in a more universal model and simplified the task of analysis.  He also stressed the importance of working with customers, noting how EA is a high “touch” environment.  Mr. Lowe shared the modeling technique used in the HR LoB and emphasized how resultant processes must be adaptive and that change management issues must be addressed in transitioning from the steady state to the target.    

Barry Hudson, the Department of the Treasury Chief Financial Officer (CFO), followed Mr. Lowe.  Mr. Hudson shared his perspective on the FM LoB discussing the common solution of having financial management “Centers of Excellence.”   He noted how there have been some Centers of Excellence that have been successful, such as the Treasury Franchising Fund, the General Services Administration effort, and the Department of Interior National Business Center.  As for involving the private sector and vendor community, he stated that the concept of outsourcing financial management may not be realistic given that he does not perceive it as a profitable industry due to the extensive reporting and touch points that are required.  Mr. Hudson stated that opportunities for vendor community involvement might emerge after the FM LoB is operational, noting how information technology (IT) hosting may make sense as opposed to outsourcing.  He then provided a CFO perspective stating that a granular financial management architecture is desirable.  It is his view that 85% of processes can be standardized, and that an EA (blueprint) that identifies transactions and all touch points can prove useful.  He stated that the potential to do this exists now, but warned that it is important to be cognizant of cultural changes and that common solutions need to be phased, starting with concepts such as shared IT hosting.  He concluded by saying that just because an agency is performing a particular line of business well, it does not necessarily mean that they have capacity to do it for others.  

During the second half of the meeting, participants were divided into workgroups and asked to identify their needs for successfully implementing the LoB solutions in their agencies.  

The detailed meeting transcript is below.  

Mike Dunham – Welcome

Senior Enterprise Architect, Department of the Treasury and Chief Architects Forum (CAF) Task Leader

· Today’s meeting was the 2nd of CAF meetings, which will be held on a quarterly basis.   

· CAF is a body under the Chief Information Officers (CIO) Council Architecture and Infrastructure Committee’s (AIC) Governance Subcommittee. It was formed to facilitate implementation of the Federal Enterprise Architecture (FEA) by agencies and to enable the Agencies’ Chief Architects (CA) to be able to share challenges and successes. The purpose is to identify issues to strengthen the EA process and provide an atmosphere for CAs to dialogue with colleagues.  CAF is self-managed and agenda-setting group. Mike acknowledged the others on the planning group and the “host” Ira Grossman. He then introduced Richard Brozen.

Richard Brozen – Office of Management and Budget (OMB) View 

OMB Acting Chief Architect  

· John Lee just joined OMB Federal Enterprise Architecture Program Management Office (FEAPMO) on detail from National Aeronautics Space Administration (NASA) 

· OMB is looking at the Lines of Business (LOB) as a series of opportunities and series of challenges.

· Karen Evans and her staff are making LOBs very visible in every presentation and are looking for results.  LOB is an architecture-based approach and provides a showcase for architecturally defined solutions.  

· Linkages that OMB sees:

· Consolidated infrastructure with business cases; holistic approach for agencies

· A Common FEA taxonomy

· Federal Enterprise Architecture Management System (FEAMS) artifacts that allow looking across government for what is out there to be re-used

· LOBs are required to create architecture aligned with the FEA.  Look to them as a model to move agencies to common infrastructure as the framework for agencies to tie into.  The LOBs have a “50,000 foot architecture” aligned with the FEA; the question is how can an agency Enterprise Architecture (EA) align with the LOB architectures?

· All these activities are linked.  Use the CAF to look at issues that come up in the process and the effectiveness in relating to decision makers.

Stephen Lowe – LOB Architecture:  Applications to Agency EA Practice

Senior Enterprise Architect, Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)

Slide presentation notes – slides provided separately.

Speaking today on business approaches used in off-site LOB meetings.  Objective was to be agile in approach.  Several LOBs already had a head start such as Joint Financial Management Improvement Project for Financial Management (FM), the e-Grants Portal for Grants, and the Human Resources (HR) e-Payroll project for HR.  Case Management’s concentration was on business processes and the National Health’s Infrastructure’s concentration was on data interoperability. Reference Models also provided guidance and were used.  Each LOB had to rethink the core business processes.  He discussed two approaches as described below.

· Linear which is not architectural, but is general practice

· New Capabilities which is what LOB is about

· Resources available to the architects were limited; need to use common design to maximize the LOB EAs.

· In discovery process found out that “ambiguity is our friend”.  Different views and contexts were aggregated and elements allowed to flow into agreement, at high levels of abstraction.  It was more productive than trying to pin everyone down at outset. The abstraction to a less complicated, more universal model, not only simplified the task of analysis, but also buried differences in the minutiae.

· Working with the LOB customers is critical.  EA is high “touch” environment.  More interaction = more value.

· Processes need to be adaptive.  Enfranchise stakeholders.  Framework dictated by FEA helped.

· Modeling technique used was very loose in order to get maximum input.  Used Visio to model “light use cases” -- LOB group met for over 3 months and were able to keep interest throughout.  Change Management was used in transitions to options like lead service providers as potential objectives.  Trying to break past current rules, which were written originally to resist change, was difficult.  Models provide a neutral baseline to help discussion and also help maintain memory of what might be forgotten.  In some instances it is possible that they missed architectural opportunities in doing that.

Comment on FEAPMO Reference Models slide. It identified the responsibility for the Service Component Reference Model (SRM), Data Reference Model (DRM) & Technology Reference Model (TRM) as being with the CIO Council. He said this is not finalized and is still being discussed.  

Barry Hudson – The Customer View
Acting Chief Financial Officer (CFO) at Treasury, also he is the Chief Procurement Officer and Chief of Treasury Franchising Fund

· Uncomfortable with “customer” term because it implies you get what you want.  But using that term, CFO is customer and also provider.

· View from 27 years direct experience in financial systems

· supports LOB Initiative

· knows agencies have duplicate applications and systems

· EA won’t fix that but will add value, if done right

· Every CFO supports LOB but doubts that one system can meet all needs.  Huge complexity.  Value is in standardizing processes and data definitions.

· Part of FM LOB team, but kept at arms length until he saw clarity.  Now he sees a direction, described as follows:

· Identify Centers of Excellence (COE) who have shown success.  Not many, but there are examples:  Treasury Franchising Fund, General Services Administration, and Department of Interior National Business Center.

· Get private sector help and advice in databases, tools, etc.  Doesn’t know any who have outsourced FM, largely because it is not profitable due to extensive reporting and touch points.  Won’t be able to do that until LOB established, e.g., information technology (IT) hosting may make sense as opposed to outsourcing.

· What, where, how architecture is critical.  CFOs want granularity.  Can standardize 85% of processes.  Blueprint needs to identify transactions and all touch points.  For example, eTravel is established and is being outsourced, but still needs to interface financial systems.  

· Potential to do this now, but needs to be in steps.  Most CFOs are concerned with cultural changes.

· Cross service opportunities, e.g., Treasury Franchising consolidated 13 systems into9. 

· Summary – Be Careful.  Big Bang approach is not feasible.  Need to do in phases, e.g., start with IT hosting and Centers of Excellence.  But it is still to be determined how they will be identified.  One problem is that an agency doing LOB, well, doesn’t necessarily mean they have capacity to do it for others.  

Workgroup Sessions - The remainder of the meeting was focused on getting the CAs to identify their needs with respect to the LOBs and implementing these solutions in their agencies.  Five breakout groups, each with a facilitator, were identified and asked to identify their needs, examples of the needs (if appropriate) and what the consequences are if the needs are not met. The CAs were asked to focus on potential solutions to challenges not on complaints. The groups had about 25 minutes to discuss their issues before the entire session was reformed and each group did a read out to the whole.  What follows are summaries of each group’s issues and findings produced from the readouts and the flipcharts, as well as any minutes from the breakouts themselves. The general points made by each group were as follows:

Group #1

· Need to know Total Cost of Ownership of LOB rollout – not just IT transaction costs, but also impact to programs, training of personnel and other significant factors.

· Need a comprehensive transition plan so agencies can understand what will be done, when it will be done, and what will be impacted.

· Need to know workforce implications.

· What will the impact be to the agency’s Program Assessment Reporting Tool (PART) and the PRM?

· How will the effort be socialized and communicated across the agency?

· What are the resources required of the agency to adopt and transition to the LOB?

· Modify the current OMB Reference Models immediately to include lessons learned and needed changes.

· Articulate the LOB architecture – provide agencies with engineering artifacts so they can understand what they must design to.

Group #2

· Need for better synchronization of timing.  Internal timing at agency precedes OMB timeline (at least 1 month ahead). Need final OMB A-11 Guidance sooner.

· Need for central point of contact for information. Difficult to set expectations for something that has not been fully developed (like DRM and LOB Business Cases).

· Need for better outreach, both push and pull.  Are the people responsible for the budget submission aware of the LOB final business cases? How do you incorporate milestones into the agencies’ 300s currently being written?

· There is no single point of contact to address local issues, gain clarification, or determine synchronization.

· Need for a brief on the state of the LOBs.  Need to have this periodically according to some schedule.

· Need for a structural process for trickling down information within an agency/department.  Based on list of participants, include sub-agency contacts. And then need a rolling up process also.

· Need for public awareness of all A-11 Guidance.

· Recognition needs to be given to not having enough time to comply with new Guidance.

· Funding could be jeopardized due to no central point of contact, which could ultimately lead to an agency not meeting their mission.

· Agencies may have to redo their efforts once or even twice.

· Agencies’ strategic initiatives will be threatened.

· Example: Modernization programs endangered. Late requirements could cause this misalignment.

Group #3
· Need to socialize issues so that agencies and OMB have common vision.  People do not think in LOB terms; need to educate and market to get them thinking so they can contribute.  

· Need to make architecture a picture of the business.  People think of architecture as one thing they have to do and their business function as another.  Impact:  different services (DoD) or bureaus (Civilian) don’t synch up.  

· Need alignment of resources & objectives & priorities.

· Need consistent or standardized taxonomies.  Example:  “major systems” in OMB A11 doesn’t align with “critical systems” in National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST).  Also, NIST and OMB 300 define and quantify risk differently.  

· Need to homogenize business and technology architectures.   Need standardized constructs and processes across both.  Pull IT out of the architecture.  Impact:  business and IT miss the enterprise part of EA.  Vendor community driving forces are against homogenization.

· Agency internal interoperability is just getting established and now introducing external interoperability.  Both are a challenge.  Commercial tools not mature enough for Service Oriented Architecture (SOA) or Open Source.  Too expensive and complex to maintain.

· Need sequencing plan to move processes.

· Standardize metadata within toolsets.

· Address all aspects of change management:  infrastructure, processes, etc.

· Start with logic model broad enough for business to work with and take that back to fit into architecture blueprint.  PRM is about this.  Example:  Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) starting process to get business units to look at common goals and use that to get consensus to move to common processes, e.g., clean-up of gas and chemicals is separate but could be common.  Impact:  Translates into how the business unit is represented or defended as a service provider.

· Need to communicate incentives to do EA as well as the mandate.  

· EA has natural affinity in IT but agencies need help with higher levels.  How to get agency executives involved.

Group #4  

· Need: A Communications Package for the CAs. Example:  DOD - Covering the contexts, visions, benefits and ROI. Consequences (if not happen): Agency buy-in will suffer; participation and support may dwindle; participation in the migration and implementation plans may be affected negatively.

· Need: Identify how the LOBs are related and potentially overlap.  Example: Most of these LOBs could in some ways overlap with Financial Management but especially HR-Personnel in Payroll and Grants in disbursements and Grants Expenditures Tracking. Consequences (if not happen): Potentials for conflicting and overlapping solutions, stovepipe perpetuation, redundancy, wasted resources, lost opportunities.

· Need: Identify the standards, common data, components and best practices from the LOBs. Example:  Common shared components like pay modules, common shared data like claimant (case-tracking, FM, Grants and HR), standards. like- Hyper Text Markup Language (HTML), Simple Object Access Protocol (SOAP), extensible markup language (XML). Consequences (if not happen): Less sharing of components and data, nonstandard, non-interoperable solutions.

· Need:  Governance processes for the LOBs need to be defined and explained so that they can be replicated for future LOBs.  Examples: Identify how decisions get made relative to the various collaborations, like what are the leading agencies roles and prerogatives, what are the participating agencies roles and how are their needs identified. Consequences (if not happen): lack of participation, some leading agencies could decide not to lead or participate, lack of appropriate Governance rules could undermine all solutions implementations, Congress could deem FEA a failure and stop funding.

· Need: Agencies and CAs must understand the timing and sequencing of the LOBs and their architectures and solutions, these must be real schedules and dependable if agencies are expected to change their budgets and remove things that are under the LOBs. Examples: Agencies needing to upgrade or change their HR and or FM systems are going to be very hesitant to not include these projects if the LOBs can demonstrate real hard commitments to meet the Agencies requisite needs in their timeframes. Consequences (if not happen): Agencies will continue to include money in their budgets for replacement of their stove piped systems and waste money on planning and designing systems that will never be pursued given the LOBs deliver solutions; the opportunity cost of this money will also be lost because it could be spent on programs.

Group #5

· Challenge:  Lack of definition to SRM, TRM, DRM.  Lacks patterns, service components.  TRM is inconsistent.  Some feel as if this should be ignored because not helpful.  DRM is not out there.  Moving target may be the issue but inconsistency is the most challenging.  LOBs are not autonomous – must relate.  Line of sight does not exist.  Reference models not designed for detailed architecture.  LOBs are incorporating legacy systems.  Exhibit 300 not filled out by IT people.  

· Need:  To improve definitions and integrate LOB architectures.  Taxonomy for reference models is critical.  Need definition of component.  More Service-Oriented Architecture thinking.  Conduct pilots as a model.  Use LOBs as scenarios for application of reference models, e.g., COTS use.  Use LOBs to test reference models.  Create use cases.  

· Challenge:  Congressional aspects, e.g., appropriations.  

· Need:  Scenario-oriented approach could help with this.  Evolve architecture around scenario that considers budgetary and political realities.

· Challenge:  Struggling for commonality within individual agency; Lack of resources and leadership; Communication of where we are going; getting CFO on board within agency; Short timeframe for solution.

· Need:  Show how reference models & FEA fit with Systems Development Life Cycle (SDLC).  Need OMB provided direction. Provide leadership for elongated period to aid with direction – no revolving door.  

· Look to best practices outside of government

· Agency stepping up to help out OMB

· Need clear resource model

· Standardization of strategies and tools.  Look for the consistent threads, e.g., common workflow strategies, capabilities, and tools; Need common EA Governance; Need realistic timeframe and expectations.

· Challenge:  Change management / cultural issues. Not able to solve business problems at this juncture through modeling activities. Line managers are buying in though through grass roots effort.  Need:  Must speak to the unmet needs of business executives through embedding business requirements into architectures; Use a grass roots approach for buy-in; Use customer service approach to EA as much as possible.  Use collaborative working groups.  

Tom Bruno -- Workgroup Summary Categories

Co-Facilitator, Booz Allen Hamilton

The facilitator then identified what he felt were the broad categories within which most of the needs and issues fell, which were: 

· Communication – timely, accurate, accessible

· Technical

· Governance 

· Solutions – rollout, scheduling, management, decision-making

· Business Process – good discussions, common processes

· Resources – how to pay for architecture and the operations rolled out

No one challenged this characterization/summary.

Comments from floor

LOB workshops were as open as possible.  Some procurement sensitive issues prevented full participation.

Formal meeting minutes will be taken back for discussion with John Gilligan, Kim Nelson and AIC to get action on issues raised.

Need to emphasize value of architecture to business.  At AIC Best Practices session last week, General Motors (GM) and Volkswagen talked about architecture providing basis for homework.  Management doesn’t care about method but they want analysis to be credible.  Architecture blueprint can provide that assurance.

Question:   What agency execs are aware of LOB Initiative?

Answers:

· DoD – sees money spent, but don’t see applicability to business or value.

· Department of Energy (DOE) – CFO and CIO are heavily involved with FM LOB.

· EPA – Program Execs aware of HR, FM, & Grants.  CIO office but not Programs aware of Federal Health Architecture (FHA).

· DOE – last thing needed before end of September is another data call.  Would be good to get alert from LOB on what data will be needed (asked for) in future.

Question:  How were the LOBs identified or chosen?

Answer:  

· Came from Budget side of house.  ’04 process validating taxonomy worked; ’05 looking at opportunities.  Facilities and environmental information were 2 potential other LOBs also looked at.  Approximately $700m was identified in budget request duplication in the chosen LOBs plus soft costs, e.g., inefficiencies, lack of functionality.  Some agencies went through same process, e.g., HUD went through portfolios and broke into LOB categories.  

Announcement of August 19 Architecture Plus meeting was made in which a walk through all the LOB architectures will be given and they will identify Chief Architect issues and items to move on.  

SBA identified issue in CPIC requirement to report SRM and TRM in XML format.  Position paper distributed will be put on LISTSERV for comment.  Comment was made that that ProSight has new schema with drop down menu, which already handles the problem.  All agencies will have to resubmit in new format.  

Mike Dunham invited more participation in CAF planning.  CAF will meet on quarterly basis.  Detailed notes from the 5 working groups will be provided for comment.  Date for next forum has not been set.

The meeting ended approximately on time at 12:10 PM.
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