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DON VV&A PROGRAM

Meeting Minutes: DON VVA TWG Workshop Number 1

This memo documents the Navy Technical Support Group (TSG) Modeling and Simulation (M&S) Verification, Validation, and Accreditation (VV&A) Technical Working Group (TWG) Workshop Number 1 held at the Naval Space Warfare (SPAWAR), San Diego, California on March 7, 2000. The focus of this first TWG was the review of proposed changes to DoD VV&A instruction 5000.61. Group comments will be included in the DoN formal response to the anticipated DoD call for input.

Enclosure 1 identifies persons who attended the TWG. Programs represented included DD 21, JSIMS-M, NSS, and JMASS. COMOPTEVFOR, SPAWAR and SPAWAR Systems Centers (Charleston and San Diego) also sent representatives. 

Subsequent TWG sessions will be held approximately every 4 to 6 weeks, most often in the DC area. When possible, the TWG setting will coincide with a major simulation conference. The TWG will review key VV&A issues such as: policy, VV&A templates, VV&A tools, model documentation, and software development practices. Members may nominate other topics. Participation is open to all Navy and Marine Corps programs or projects interested in VV&A. Guest speakers will be selected to present related topics. 

A Navy VV&A Handbook has been drafted and is under review for distribution. Many comments have been received and incorporated. Copies may be requested by email at betsy.delong@hq.navy.mil. The document consists of a main section covering the roles, responsibilities and processes involved in VV&A. An appendix includes a set of templates for planning and reporting as required by the SECNAV instruction.

These VV&A templates (Appendix G in the VV&A Handbook) were distributed to this TWG and will be the subject of the next session. Pamela Mayne will arrange to meet with those persons who are attending this month’s SISO conference to get feedback on the utility of these templates. Others may email their comments to pmayne@impulse.net. These templates represent an attempt to “neck-down” or “distill” the various sets of templates that have been developed over the last few years. Pamela Mayne provided a questionnaire to help guide your assessment of the utility of the templates. We look forward to the input and thank you in advance for your assistance. The outcome of this evolution, we hope, is a minimum set templates that have been “validated” as having utility for the largest part of the M&S community. Once a final set of templates is crafted and “validated”, we can run it through the VV&A subgroup of the NAVMSMO Standards group. It makes sense, also, to propose the templates as DIDs for use in establishing documentation requirements for contract deliverables.

Meeting Discussions

Enclosure 2 provides the workshop agenda. Attachments 1 through 5 are the available presentation slides.

(1) DoD and SECNAV INSTRUCTIONS:

The review of the SECNAV instruction on VV&A (SECNAVINST 5200.40) was initiated but will require another session. Any discussion of the instruction is best when based on a good reading, but we have decided that we need to provide some good graphics to make the main points of the instruction. Pamela Mayne will email these slides to the persons listed on Attachment 1 before scheduling a second review. The instruction and its Enclosure 1 provide a good description of the VV&A process. Still, we have recognized that we need to “PowerPoint it” in order to get basic definitions down before we can move on as a group to the larger issues.

Several comments have been made regarding the fact that the SECNAVINST does not reflect the way that some activities or programs have been organized for VV&A. The instruction was specifically designed to encompass as many types of organizations as possible. The instruction applies to a great many different types of programs and M&S systems, not to mention funding circumstances. The instruction outlines mandatory compliance issues, but leaves room for organizational differences in implementation. The instruction emphasizes the fact that the V&V program must be tailored to fit the program budget and to provide an understanding of the capability of the M&S system to support the intended use. The writers of the instruction recognized that rarely would funds support complete V&V. V&V tasks must be prioritized to best meet the needs of the customer. The customer is, after all, the user and a “senior official” (Accreditation Authority) in the user’s chain of command will determine how much V&V is needed before the M&S is suitable for the user’s intended purpose. 

The instruction identifies the key roles of responsibility and does not attempt to describe the many ways that a M&S Proponent may delegate or contract out the work. The Model Proponent is the activity that maintains (configuration management) the M&S system. The Proponent’s responsibility is to conduct V&V throughout the lifecycle of the M&S. The Proponent will also provide all documentation required by the instruction to the Department of the Navy Modeling and Simulation Management Office (DONMSMO).

The Accreditation Authority is the other role of responsibility. The Accreditation Authority is a senior official in the user’s chain of command, according to the instruction. This designation is made within the user’s chain of command. It is not uncommon for a SECNAV instruction to leave the designation of an approval authority up to the using command. It is assumed that the term “senior official” will provide enough indication for each commanding officer to determine who has signature authority to represent users’ (in his command) needs.

Mr. Bill Decker of METRON noted that the SECNAV instruction differs from the DoD instruction significantly. The DoD instruction uses the term “M&S Application Sponsor”. This term refers to the specific use or application of an M&S. In SECNAV terms this individual is the “Accreditation Authority” who represents the user. The DoD instruction holds this sponsor accountable for funding of VV&A that supports “their application-specific use.” The SECNAV instruction does not outline funding responsibilities but does note that the M&S Proponent, as the maintainer of the M&S, is responsible for V&V throughout the lifecycle. The Accreditation Authority (representing the user’s requirements) is understood to support the funding of any V&V that is needed to “accredit”. In fact, in Enclosure 1, paragraph 1, the SECNAV instruction does state that V&V will be tailored to fit 4 sets of considerations, one of those being the “resources” of the Accreditation Authority. 

The review of the DoDI 5000.61 (dated 10 February 2000) highlighted the fact that the DoDI extends VV&A to “all M&S”. The scope of the SECNAV instruction is less clear and a proposed change is already being drafted to fall in line with the DoDI scope. (No change has yet been made.) In fact, any proposed changes to the SECNAV instruction will collected throughout the year and grouped before staffing. The extension of VV&A to “all M&S” is not a popular move in some communities and strong disagreement has been posted by some programs that have invested heavily in VV&A. Their reasoning is that only major programs can and should support VV&A. Some comments received to date state that any “unfunded” mandate would only result in “rubber-stamp” approval and a diminishment of the hard-earned accreditation status for the programs that had seriously implemented V&V and secured accreditation. Others, however, have indicated their concerns that NOT to mandate V&V results in de facto ‘rubber stamping’ of M&S systems that are used without VV&A. The proponents of “global V&V” believe that it is fitting for a senior official in the user’s chain of command to take responsibility regarding the suitability of the M&S for the use intended. The senior official in the user’s chain of command (the Accreditation Authority) may determine that there is not enough money to support the amount of V&V that would be required before the M&S results are credible to the user. Or he/she might determine that the existing V&V is enough to show credibility for the user’s needs. In other words, the responsibility lies with a senior official in the user’s organization to determine what level of V&V is necessary. How much V&V will it take to make them comfortable that they are using the right M&S and that they are using it right? One could say that not to demand such consideration (and decision) is “rubber-stamp” approval that anyone can use any model. To demand that the user’s superior sign that adequate inspection was completed is to demand that someone take responsibility. If the M&S is used to support significant decisions involving taxpayer dollars, weapons design, force mix, tactics, etc., then clearly the “senior official” will want to be comfortable that adequate V&V was done before he accredits. If the M&S is used for training, the senior official will want to know that adequate V&V was conducted to show that the system meets functionality and represents the “real world” well enough for the training objectives. If the M&S is used for demonstration purposes, the “senior official” may need little documentation. Bottom line: the situations vary widely and only the user’s command can determine when they are satisfied with the V&V. Again, a second review of the SECNAV instruction will be planned and we recommend reading the instruction thoroughly and becoming familiar with the terms.

Figure 2 of SECNAVINST 5200.40, Enclosure 1 shows the actual VV&A plans and reports being filed within the M&S Repository. The question was asked,” do we want to include the actual documents within the repository, or merely have links to the documents within the M&S repository?” The answer, for now, is that the Model Proponent must forward documents as they become available, to DONMSMO. DONMSMO will review these V&V Plans, Reports and Accreditation Packages as they are received. Annotation will be made in the Model Catalog on the navmsmo.hq.navy.mil website that these documents are available. Prospective users of models may identify a reuse opportunity while browsing the NAVMSMO model catalog. They will, it is assumed; attempt to identify models that have already undergone some V&V, if not accreditation. Thus it is important for reuse and cost savings that M&S that have been V&V’d and/or accredited are properly annotated in the catalog. A prospective customer can make contact with the Model Proponent to obtain access to the VV&A documentation (web access or paper or soft copy). Alternatively, an interested user could approach NAVMSMO for access to the VV&A documentation. The documentation will not be maintained online for downloading until resources permit, but access to the documentation can be approved and arranged. 

Changes recommended for the SECNAVINST:

---Figure 1 of SECNAVINST 5200.40, Enclosure 1 needs to be edited so that the phrase, “Certified Data” is replaced with “Accredited Data.”

---Figure 2 of SECNAVINST 5200.40, Enclosure 1 needs to be edited so that the V&V Process box lists “Conceptual Validation, Functional Verification, Systems Verification, and Results Validation,” instead of, “Conceptual Validation, Functional Verification, Code Verification, and Results Validation.”

Questions: 

a. “If an M&S is used, is it de-facto accredited?”

Answer: Per both DoD and SECNAV policy, only accredited M&S will be used. HOWEVER, if the M&S is used without having been through an appropriate VV&A process, the Accrediting Authority will be completely out on a limb with no backup documentation for making his or her decisions. The ramifications of using a model or simulation, which has not been shown suitable, can vary from minor to severe, depending on the use of the model to support decisions that affect money or lives. Misuse would be a violation of policy and the using command will suffer from poor decisions (at best) and liability (at worst). 
b.  “[It seems like a] user could spend all their time accrediting and never get any work done.”

Answer: Once a body of evidence is established and assuming the M&S is under configuration management, accreditation for new uses should be minor modifications of the existing body of evidence. Only the difference between “uses” should need significant re-examination and V&V. Most re-accreditations should thus require much less time/effort than the initial accreditation.

(2) Briefings

JSIMS-M. In the afternoon, several Navy program representatives presented M&S VV&A processes and issues affecting their programs. JSIMS-M described how the use of a requirements tracing tool allows them to isolate functional requirements and tie them to the specific M&S modules that support them. It also allows them to trace V&V activities applied to each functional requirement. The JSIMS-M program has implemented a process that makes inspection against any set of requirements much easier. Tools support requirements traceability. Subject Matter Experts (SME’s) can review documented Model Expositions. JSIMS-M has implemented good programming, documentation and configuration management practices since the beginning, so costs for VV&A will be supportable. Programs which were developed without good documentation and traceability will be much more expensive to “accredit” if code must be re-engineered and traceability established after the fact.

The DD 21 Program faces many M&S VV&A challenges. M&S figures heavily in the successful outcome of this program. Accreditation of M&S used in a competitive contract situation may involve accreditation for interim uses within program milestones. The accreditation issue is complicated because the use of M&S will differ within the competing contractors and because a suite of model components may support many users and uses during and post-development. The DD 21 program management is clearly dedicated to the concept of employing VV&A for risk mitigation. Steve Butrimas, speaking for Sarah Fidd, presented a set of templates that help them determine which model components present the greatest risk and what V&V activities should be applied to mitigate those risks.

COTF: Brian Hall, the M&S manager at COMOPTEVFOR (COTF), presented an overview of their VV&A policy and issues facing them in this area. He stressed the importance of bringing COTF into the program early and specifying M&S VV&A activities within the Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP). Brian also indicated that funding VV&A is a major issue with COTF. While COTF is the accreditation authority for M&S used to support OT&E decisions, COTF does not perform the V&V. The programs with systems under test should include COTF early, should plan V&V tasks to meet COTF’s projected requirements and should be prepared to describe how their selected M&S will be used in the test. Furthermore, program managers need to be sure to set aside resources and schedule to adequately perform the necessary V&V activities when targeting a COTF accreditation. A separate accreditation plan format (template) will be designed for COTF to ensure that V&V planners understand that when COTF is the accreditor, the COTF role is limited to identification of test requirements and acceptability criteria. Pamela Mayne will take this action item.

IV&V: Nancy Pasquan of SPARTA noted that the SECNAV instruction provides for Independent Verification and Validation (IV&V) as an option. The term “VV&A” is unique to DoD, but the V&V part can be either “independent” or not, with “independence” meaning that the person(s) doing V&V would not work for the developer. In some cases, the Model Proponent may contract development of an M&S to one firm, while contracting V&V to another firm. This is one form of independence. Even more “independence” would be achieved if the V&V agent(s) responded to the Accreditation Authority rather than to the Model Proponent. Independent V&V is deemed necessary in some cases where the M&S represents considerable cost or where schedule pressures might conflict with V&V goals. There is no equivalent to DoD’s “Accreditation” except that the commercial users of M&S may choose not to buy systems that are not credible to them. An IEEE standard for VV&A was updated in 1998 to include some differentiation of "validation” from “verification.” The use of simulation in the commercial arena is growing quickly and validation becomes more important as simulations are being used to support medical training, architecture, city planning, and telecommunications systems, among others. 

The main concepts advanced by Mr. Dilley for tailoring V&V activities were performing in-depth risk assessments to uncover those aspects of the M&S that most affect the user and the development of comprehensive and detailed VV&A plans. He commented that the M&S VV&A Plan should include all that needs to be done, not just what can be funded.

VV&A Turbo Tool: Pamela Mayne described a NAVMSMO product (in design phase) called the VV&A Turbo Tool. This product will help the model Proponent and the V&V agent to design tailored V&V plans and reports. It will also eliminate redundant entries while still supporting stand-alone plan and report documents. A relational database stores information entered in response to a questionnaire, and like many tax programs, the program will populate the appropriate fields in the required forms. The templates currently being reviewed by members of the TWG will provide the baseline for developing this tool, so your comments will influence the design.
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Enclosure 2. DON VV&A TWG Workshop 1 Agenda

	Time
	Agenda Item
	Presenter

	08:30
	Coffee and Sign-in
	

	09:00
	Welcoming Remarks
	Candace Conwell

	09:30
	Review DoDI 5000.61, 10 February 2000 draft
	Candace Conwell

	10:30
	Review SECNAVINST 5200.40
	Candace Conwell

	
	
	

	11:45
	Break
	

	
	
	

	12:15
	M&S in U.S. Navy OT&E
	Brian Hall

	14:00
	Proposed Accreditation Plan for PMS500 and Phase II Implementation Plans
	Steve Butrimas

	15:00
	JSIMS Maritime Development and Support to V&V
	Ralph Nebiker

	15:30
	Tailoring V&V
	Dave Dilley

	16:00
	Quick Comparison of VV&A to Traditional IV&V
	Nancy Pasquan

	16:30
	Navy M&S VV&A Documentation Templates
	Pamela Mayne

	17:00
	Adjourn
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