[bookmark: _Toc444158898][bookmark: _Toc445889729]Module 3.0 - Basic Agile Concepts (when and where to apply it) (Kevin, Sabina)	Comment by Joe Cooke: Look like it’s moving along. Still a lot to do for topics 2-6. Would like to have other SMEs review for quality of content.

I’m a little worried about the “recent guidance section” I’d hate to see this CLE having to be updated every year with new guidance. 
[bookmark: _Toc444158899][bookmark: _Toc445889730]Overview
[bookmark: _Toc444158900]ELOs
ELO 3.1 - Recognize conditions in the DoD environment that make it appropriate (or inappropriate) to consider Agile
ELO 3.2 - Recognize what a program office would see in an Agile program vs a traditional one 
[bookmark: _Toc444158901]Assessments
MT3.1.1 – Although not explicitly called out yet in DoD acquisition policy, there are many more enablers to using Agile in DoD today than there were 5 years ago (ELO 1)
MT3.1.2 – Contractors are regularly proposing Agile as a solution approach regardless of government systems engineering methodology (ELO 1)
MT3.2.1 – Agile projects increase visibility of actual project completion instead of waiting for a missed transition or software lifecycle event (ELO 2)
MT 3.2.2 Programs with Agile projects work in small batch sizes rather than the larger batch sizes of traditional programs, so requirements and other documentation is delivered incrementally and iteratively.
[bookmark: _Toc444158902][bookmark: _Toc445889731]Topic 3.1: Recent DoD Guidance related to Agile (ELO 1)	Comment by Heather Smoot: Build out summary/relevance for each guidance.  
[bookmark: _Toc444158903][bookmark: _Toc445889732]3.1.1: In the past few years DoD has provided guidance on the introduction and use of Agile methods. Below are a few examples of agencies and their use of Agile.US Digital Services Agency – Digital Playbook	Comment by Joe Cooke: Talking points summarizing each of these documents
3.1.1: The US Digital Services Agency 
The US Digital realized that if the government followed a checklist of activities and addressed thought provoking questions each time a digital project was performed the rate of success would be higher than previous attempts. Based on this realization they The American people expect to interact with government through digital channels such as websites, email, and mobile applications. By building digital services that meet their needs, the U.S. Government can make the development of policy and delivery of programs more effective.
To increase the success rate of government IT projects, the U.S. Government needs a new approach. The US Digital Services Agency created a playbook of 13 key “plays” drawn from successful practices from the private sector and government that, if followed together, will help government build effective digital services. The plays are based on Agile methods and are proven to lead to more successful outcomes.
Digital Service Plays
1. Understand what people need
2. Address the whole experience, from start to finish
3. Make it simple and intuitive
4. Build the service using agile and iterative practices
5. Structure budgets and contracts to support delivery
6. Assign one leader and hold that person accountable
7. Bring in experienced teams
8. Choose a modern technology stack
9. Deploy in a flexible hosting environment
10. Automate testing and deployments
11. Manage security and privacy through reusable processes
12. Use data to drive decisions
13. Default to open
Source: https://playbook.cio.gov/#plays_index_anchor
[bookmark: _Toc444158904][bookmark: _Toc445889733]3.1.2: GSA – 18F Digital Services

GSA – 18F Digital Services is a civic consultancy for the government, inside the government, enabling agencies to rapidly deploy tools and services that are easy to operate, cost efficient, and reusable. The 18F team of designers and developers work to transform government services by building world-class software products and raising standards of software development throughout the government.
Source: https://18f.gsa.gov/
[bookmark: _Toc444158905][bookmark: _Toc445889734]3.1.3: DoDI 5000.02 Aacquisition lifecycle Lifecycle models

The Department of Defense instruction (DoDI) 5000.02 provides the policies and principles that govern the defense acquisition system and forms the foundation for all DoD programs that include weapon systems, services, and Automated Information Systems (AIS). It establishes a Management Framework for translating user needs and technology opportunities into stable, affordable and well-managed acquisition programs. The instruction also identifies the specific statutory and regulatory reports and other information requirements for each Milestone and Decision Point and includes four Defense Acquisition Program Models. The instruction is published by the Under Secretary of Defense (USD) for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics (AT&L).
The Defense Acquisition Program Models established by DoDI 5000.02 describe four basic models and two hybrid models that serve as examples of defense program structures tailored to the type of product being acquired or to the need for accelerated acquisition. A few of tTwo additional hybrid models combine the features of multiple basic models. Each basic model is tailored to the dominant characteristics of the product being acquired (e.g., hardware intensive products such as most weapons systems). The hybrids are described because many products will require combining models, such as a weapons systems development that includes significant software development. Acquisition programs should use these models as a starting point in structuring a program to acquire a specific product.hese models are significant because they provide a framework for use of Agile methodologies in programs that have a requirement for software development.  

Specifically, Model 2: Defense Unique Software Intensive Program is a model of a program that is dominated by the need to develop a complex, usually defense unique, software program that will not be fully deployed until several software builds have been completed. The central feature of this model is the planned software builds – a series of testable, integrated subsets of the overall capability – which together with clearly defined decision criteria, ensure adequate progress is being made before fully committing to subsequent builds. 
Several software builds are typically necessary to achieve a deployable capability. Each build has allocated requirements, resources, and scheduled testing to align dependencies with subsequent builds and to produce testable functionality to ensure that progress is being achieved. The build sequencing should be logically structured to flow the workforce from effort to effort smoothly and efficiently, while reducing overall cost and schedule risk for the program.

Source: http://www.acqnotes.com/acqnote/acquisitions/dodi-5000 and DoD Instruction 5000.02 “Operation of the Defense Acquisition System” – 7 Jan 2015
[bookmark: _Toc444158906][bookmark: _Toc445889735]
3.1.4: CJSCI 3170.01I Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS) manual / IT Box Model

The Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS) manual recently introduced the IT Box model which calls for fewer iterations of validating capability requirement documents through the JCIDS process by describing the overall Information System (IS) program, and delegating validation of detailed follow on requirement and solution oversight to a flag-level organization other than the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC) or Joint Capabilities Board (JCB). Capability Development Documents (CDDs) and Capability Production Documents (CPDs) are generally not required as successor documents to an Information System (IS) – Initial Capabilities Document (ICD), and the delegated oversight authority may prescribe alternative document formats most appropriate to the follow-on efforts.

(a) (a) The IT Box model uses initial minimum values in place of initial objective values so that the baseline capability is clearly specified, and the delegated oversight body has flexibility to further develop capabilities without revalidation of the capability requirement document.

(b) (b) Successor documents used, whether in regular JCIDS or alternate formats, must be provided to the KM/DS system for information purposes and visibility in the capability requirement portfolios. 

(c) (c) An example of Sponsor documents used for managing follow-on efforts is provided later in this section, but is not intended to limit potential flexibilities provided by the IS-ICD.

Source: JCIDS Manual, 12 February 2015, D-31 Enclosure D

[bookmark: _Toc444158907][bookmark: _Toc445889736]3.1.5: Better Buying Power 3.0 tenets

Better Buying Power (BBP) is the implementation of best practices to strengthen the Defense Department's buying power, improve industry productivity, and provide an affordable, value-added military capability to the Warfighter.  BBP 3.0 focuses attention on the overriding concern that our nation’s technological superiority is at risk. Our technological superiority is dependent on the effectiveness of our research and development efforts that span science and technology, component development, early prototyping, full-scale development, and technology insertion into fielded products. These tenants enable organizations to pursue innovative ways to address concerns/issues that are present in programs currently and on the horizon. DoD’s research and development efforts are conducted by government laboratories, non-profit research institutions, and defense companies. Innovation originates from all of these sources, but increasingly, it also comes from the commercial sector and from overseas. 
(a) [bookmark: _Toc444158908][bookmark: _Toc445889737]Achieve Affordable Programs
(b) Control Costs Throughout the Product Lifecycle
(c) Incentivize Productivity and Innovation in Industry and Government
(d) Eliminate Unproductive Processes and Bureaucracy
(e) Promote Effective Competition
(f) Improve Tradecraft in Acquisition of Services
(g) Improve the Professionalize of the Total Acquisition Workforce

Topic 3.2: Defense contracting trends in the use of Agile (ELO 1)	Comment by Heather Smoot: Continue to build out.
[bookmark: _Toc444158909][bookmark: _Toc445889738]3.2.1: System integrators supporting DoD

Systems Integration is the process of assembling the constituent parts of a system in a logical, cost-effective way, comprehensively checking system execution (all nominal & exceptional paths), and including a full functional check-out. 
Systems integrators supporting DoD contracts in an agile environment must understand the government, whether desired or not, assumes the role of overarching systems integrator.   
(a) Deciding who is responsible for systems integration will determine whether the government can pursue services versus a completion or product-delivery contracts.

(b) Government team must work with systems integrators to establish the appropriate level of integration required and how the release frequency will support such levels.

(c) On Agile development contracts, milestone deliveries of critical elements for integration may or may not differ from waterfall development contracts.

[bookmark: _Toc444158910][bookmark: _Toc445889739]3.2.3: Agile is often used within the context of a traditional systems engineering / acquisition lifecycle, especially when introduced mid-contract	Comment by Kevin McKenna: Not sure what the point is here. Might need help to expand.
[bookmark: _Toc444158911][bookmark: _Toc445889740]3.2.4: Sometimes use of Agile principles begins in a covert way due to perception of organizational resistance	Comment by Kevin McKenna: Will continue to expand this subtopic

There can be instances when a project needs to shift from a waterfall to an Agile methodology to ensure that it is addressed properly and completed in a timely manner. Agile can help to condense the timeline to meet tight deadlines,
(a) Schedule – A condensed timeline would not allow Waterfall Approach to be successful
(b) Customer  Engagement - Customers may request to be heavily involved to ensure the quality of the tool meets their needs
(c) Requirements – There may too many requirements or no clear path to finalize the requirements
It is important to remember that many executives, stakeholders and customers are steeped in traditional project reporting methods and can feel unconnected or uninformed during the migration to agile techniques. Customer-focused agile PMs work closely with their clients and sponsors to develop reporting mechanisms that tell clients what they need to know and inspire confidence in the team through transparency and communication.

[bookmark: _Toc444158912][bookmark: _Toc445889741]3.2.5: Agile projects and teams use metrics to manage efficient delivery

Strong ties between health of metrics and definition of done
Metrics support system integrator ability to produce Earned Value Management data 

There are a wide range of metrics from which to choose that show different types of progress at the iteration and release levels of agile projects. A deeper understanding of the variety of metrics for agile will enable PMs to determine how and when to use them most effectively to communicate progress to project stakeholders. Best practices for progress reporting includes a detailed examination of how and when to use the methods available, including daily meetings, iteration delta tables, release and iteration burn-down charts, progress reports, running tested features (RTFs) and earned value management.	Comment by Kevin McKenna: As long as the system integrator is the contractor, this is especially when producing the Format 5 IPMR

With iteration status charts, burn-down charts and daily stand-up meetings being effective progress reporting tools, sometimes these can be obscure to the uninitiated and do not answer stakeholder questions about value delivered, costs and resources consumed or future expectations. While agile theory believes that customers should be so intimately involved in agile development efforts that they know as well as the actual developers where the project stands at all times, in practical terms this is rarely the case. 

In traditional project approaches, it is assumed that the scope is fixed, any changes will be managed through rigorous change control and the project will proceed in a predictable manner in which past performance is indicative of future progress. EVM calculations are made based on a detailed WBS and PMs focus on areas out of compliance to keep the project on track. 

In agile projects, many of the underlying assumptions are not applicable. Project scope is assumed to be defined broadly, and only the current iteration is planned and estimated in detail. Changes are expected as the product is refined and optimized, making it difficult to baseline a project.

To apply measurement techniques like EVM to agile project management, PMs should focus on the expected outcome rather than the method. The use of burn-down charts as a measurement and reporting tool provides many of the benefits of EVM, but in a different form. If the burn-down charts are kept scrupulously current and analyzed prudently, PMs can use them as a key indicator of project progress, problems and risks.


Source: Metrics for Agile Projects: Finding the Right Tools for the Job https://www.projectsmart.co.uk/white-papers/metrics-for-agile-projects.pdf
[bookmark: _Toc444158913][bookmark: _Toc445889742]3.2.6: Industry partners are using established frameworks that scale Agile tenets to larger projects typical in Defense	Comment by Kevin McKenna: Will expand this with some of the benefits of SAFe
[bookmark: _Toc444158914][bookmark: _Toc445889743]Topic 3.3: Differences Comparison between traditional development and Agile development (ELO 2)
[bookmark: _Toc444158915][bookmark: _Toc445889744]3.3.1: Waterfall Traditional and Agile Development Methods have Risks	Comment by Kevin McKenna: This seems more like a similarity than a difference. Might consider moving to 3.3.3
[bookmark: _GoBack]
The Agile approach provides functionality in iterations differs in several ways from traditional waterfall software development, which produces a full software product at the end of a sequence of phases. For example, the two approaches differ in (1) the timing and scope of software development and delivery, (2) the timing and scope of project planning, (3) project status evaluation, and (4) collaboration. Table XX provides details on the comparison between the two approaches. In addition, the Graphic XX depicts the steps of each method and how they differ throughout each method.







	
	Steps
	Agile
	Traditional Waterfall

	(1)
	Timing and scope of software development and delivery
	Working software is produced in iterations of typically one to eight weeks in duration, each of which provides a segment of functionality
	Sequential phases of no consistent, fixed duration occur to produce a complete system. Such full system development efforts can take several years

	(2)
	Timing and scope of project planning
	Initial planning regarding cost, scope, and timing is conducted at a high level and are supplemented by more specific plans for each iteration and the overall plans can be revised to reflect experience from completed iterations
	Analysis is documented in detail at the beginning of the project for the entire scope of work. For example, significant effort may be devoted to documenting strategies, project plans, cost and schedule estimates, and requirements for a full system

	(3)
	Project status evaluation
	Evaluation based on software demonstrations. Iterations typically end with a demo for customers and stakeholders of the working software produced during that iteration. The demo can reveal requirements that were not fully addressed during the iteration or the discovery of new requirements. These incomplete or newly-identified requirements are queued for possible inclusion in later iterations
	Progress is assessed based on a review of data and documents at predetermined milestones and checkpoints which can occur at the end of a phase, such as the end of requirements definition, or at scheduled intervals. The reviews typically include status reports on work done to date and a comparison of the project’s actual cost and schedule to baseline projections.

	(4)
	Collaboration
	Agile development emphasizes collaboration, during iterations many disciplines work frequently and closely with each other. Teams are often self-directed, meaning tasks and due dates are done within the team and coordinated with project sponsors and stakeholders as needed to complete the tasks
	Customer and technical staff typically work separately, and project tasks are prescribed and monitored by a project manager, who reports to entities such as a program management office


Source: GAO – “SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT - Effective Practices and Federal Challenges in Applying Agile Methods (July 2012; GAO-12-681)
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[bookmark: _Toc444158916][bookmark: _Toc445889745]3.3.2: The Traditional approach is hardware centric
[bookmark: _Toc444158917]Classic Engineering V (Assuming a Hardware-centric system)
[bookmark: _Toc444158918]Difference between Model 1 and Model 2 of DOD5000
[bookmark: _Toc445889746][bookmark: _Toc444158919]3.3.3: Commonalities of Agile and Traditional approaches 
Waterfall and Agile both use the same development basic building blocks – Analyze, design, build, test, and deploy. 	Comment by Heather Smoot: 2.1.1 (not built out yet) also has these topics – be sure this is an elaboration not repeating
Step through how waterfall and agile processes these differently – waterfall, incremental, agile
Agile adopts a continuous integration approach vice waterfall, which adopts the “V” model approach	Comment by Maya Jackson: I need to rework the wording of the section to focus on commonalities vs differences more. Or this may need to be excluded from this section?	Comment by Kevin McKenna: …or put into 3.3.1
In the V-shaped model, requirements synthesis, allocation, and development are carried out in a top-down fashion.
Agile continuous integration model decomposes functionality segments and incremental changes which are subjected to the “V” model concept on an iterative basis.  
[bookmark: _Toc444158920][bookmark: _Toc445889747]3.3.4: Describe the Agile Approach
[bookmark: _Toc444158921]Scrum Example (Key elements, framework, terms, artifacts, ceremonies)

[image: ]	Comment by Kevin McKenna: This graphic isn’t always accurate for MDAPs with an EV requirement. Will need to make a note explaining the source of this graphic and its validity in a DoD program
[bookmark: _Toc444158922][bookmark: _Toc445889748]3.3.5: There are times when Agile does not apply	Comment by Joe Cooke: Recommend rolling 3.3.6 up into 3.3.5
[bookmark: _Toc444158923]Traditional approach situations
[bookmark: _Toc444158924]Agile approach works well situations
[bookmark: _Toc444158925]Show where the best of Agile counters the worst of traditional
[bookmark: _Toc444158926][bookmark: _Toc445889749]3.3.6: When should it not be considered?

[bookmark: _Toc444158927]Sufficient user/stakeholder involvement is key (move to module 3)
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