Minutes
MSRR Board of Directors
20 February 2002 Teleconference
Background 

The MSRR Board of Directors held a teleconference on 20 February 2002 from 15:00 to 16:00.

Attendees 
DMSO, COL Ken Pieper

DMSO, LtCol Eileen Bjorkman

DMSO, Gary Misch

DMSO, Ellen Nayeri

AFAMS, Cathy Di Placido

AFAMS, Bob Rohlfing

AMSO, Wanda Wharton

MDA, Karen Smith

MDA, James Geyer

C4ISR DSC, Jaspal Chhabra

DIA, Charlotte Blair
NAVMSMO, John Moore

DMSO Knowledge Integration (ADS), Mike Hopkins

DMSO Knowledge Integration (ADS), Dave Kendrick

DMSO Integrated Natural Environment  (MEL), John Hughes

Item 1:  Current User Base.

Background:  Each node is requested to present a list of their customers/users, current usage rates, etc.
Discussion: 

LtCol Bjorkman:   The purpose is to determine who our customers are, the user rates, need to show what the user base is. Why are they using the MSRR? 

Gary Misch gave thumb nail of DMSO node collection of search arguments  to understand user base and needs.
Air Force:  AF node collects  hits via Web Trends; generally the node has approx. 100K hits per month.  AF also determines top 10 resources (as returned by user searches). 

Army:  Army currently has no specific requirements document. 

LtCol Bjorkman:  DMSO will take lead on list of proposed stats that might be collected  by each site in order to measure user needs, effectiveness, and base. Due 01 March.

Air Force:  AF does break down Web Stats into page views, most searched for, other specs.

Army:  Current user base is determined by accessing the admin login. Diverse information can be captured,, such as types of users, country of origin, etc. Biggest customer is .mil, second largest is. com. No current requirement document exists.

Air Force: Uses Web Trends to capture stats. As with the Army the .mil community is the largest user. A variety of information can be captured, for example, hours accessed, pages accessed. Air Force site is currently averaging 100,000 hits per month. No current requirements document exists for AFMSRR.

C4ISR DSC:  Does similar studies to DMSO, but includes top 10 items, etc. Will provide to Gary Misch.  (Misch note:  Item is posted on Special Interest Area (SIA))

Item 2.  Requirements Process.

Background:   LtCol Bjorkman: SEI level of effort that was identified as a source of expertise for an independent functional requirements review is no longer available

The review remains an unfunded requirement in this year’s DMSO budget. Do we still want to do requirements review?

Discussion:

LtCol Bjorkman: We can look for an alternative method of doing requirements review (possibly do it internally), or drop the review and go on with independent systems.
Even if we maintain separate software packages, current requirements are about 6 yrs old; doing a requirements review would be good idea

Navy:  Doing a review each year is a good idea for defending a program
Air Force:  Needs to be ongoing process – we hold users group meeting twice a year. Independent review seems like a moot point.  AF has a (software development) contract in place, and is going to move forward with unique AF requirements (this FY).

Army:  Would like to echo AF, though Army has no funding for upcoming year. Not sure funding independent requirements is good idea – if we had funds, might be best used for something else.  Three services have worked on requirements in past, though not in last year.  None of requirements gathered have effected overall system requirements.  Looking at requirements at the DoD level might be a good idea.

LtCol Bjorkman:  Can we get you all to post your requirements, so that we can discuss them later in the year?
Air Force:  If we posted something, it would only follow along with activities planned for each software build. Is this going to help us all get to some core requirements?
LtCol Bjorkman:  Yes, that’s the idea, as we tried to start about a year ago.

Air Force: What is the advantage of our all putting our requirements out there; we will all have our own core requirements. Only aim is to ensure we don’t hurt other players.

COL Pieper:  Interoperability is one thing. From Dr. Sega's point of view, there are others, including duplication of effort, etc.  We need to ensure we are solving problems the right way. There is no intent to try to take over other programs, but to leverage each other.

Navy:  May see that one’s requirements are also applicable to others. This has happened in the Tri-Service Group.  That would be an advantage in doing top-level requirements
COL Pieper:  No one of us has all the good ideas.
Navy:  Where would these be posted?

LtCol Bjorkman:  MSRR SIA.
Navy:  Would instructions and directives be valid  (ex:  A SECNAVINST tells NAVMSMO to maintain a repository)?

LtCol Bjorkman:  We have an underlying requirement to establish an MSRR (DoD Modeling and Simulation Master Plan).  The functional requirements are what we talking about. Also, security, as specified by DoD, drives some requirements.  Can we get all to send requirements, even if incomplete, NLT 15 March, to Gary Misch (for posting on the SIA).

Item 3:  Incorporation of Authoritative Data Sources (ADS) Working Group (WG) into the MSRR Board of Directors (Mike Hopkins, assisted by Dave Kendrick)

Background:

 Purpose is to recommend incorporation of ADS WG into BoD.

Briefing, including background provided, WRT the ADS program and WG mission, membership, etc.

960 data sources were updated in the last year.

Discussion:

LtCol Bjorkman:  How many members would need to be added to the BoD?

Mr. Hopkins:  Possibly just one or two.

LtCol Bjorkman:  How often did/does the ADS WG meet?

Mr. Hopkins:  Initially, once a quarter. During the past two years, once every six months, or as required, to discuss important issues. 
COL Pieper:  Can you describe the last thing you decided (besides this recommendation)?

Mr. Hopkins:  There was a requirement to help Joint Strike Fighter identify ADS, and get them into their database.

Mr. Hopkins:  Other recent activities were transfer of ADS to the services, and determining designation of a source.

Air Force:  We approve of what Mike has done, but not sure that we should extend membership to ADS

LtCol Bjorkman:  The charter could be re-written so that ADS is a non-voting member.

Mr. Hopkins:  No need for a separate ADS web site, etc.

Air Force:  AFMSRR has an ADS resource type, but AF BoD rep is not the person working ADS issues for the AF

Mr. Hopkins:  Catherine Rowe was the AF rep.

Army:   The Army has no objection.

LtCol Bjorkman:  Seems like next meeting we should talk about content. BoD has spent time working on infrastructure. Perhaps we should devote a series of meetings to discussing content.

Air Force:  I understand what Mr. Hopkins is trying to do, but we are opening up the board to more functionality. Suppose other groups come to the BoD to settle issues. Wouldn’t mind if the BoD discussed issues, though.

LtCol Bjorkman:  The issue requires more discussion. We will work the issue, and prep for further discussion.

COL Pieper:  this is part of Capt. Lilienthal's focus. What do we do with initiatives that mature?

Air Force:  I think ADS has done this. They have transitioned to services, which now must see where things should go such as ADS.

Mr. Hopkins:  there will always be some issues with programs such as ADS that require some type of resolution at this level.

Navy: Who is Navy rep?  (Dave Taurus, now that Frank Valenzuela has retired)
Item 4: Assistant SECDEF Memo dtd 28 December 2001 – Removal of Personally Identifying Information of DoD Personnel from Unclassified Web Sites

Background:  The memo mandates removal of all personal information, such as point of contact data listing identifying DoD personnel by name (vice billet).
Discussion:

MDA (Mr. Geyer) noted the memo’s release, and MDA’s compliance on their MSRR node.

Navy:  Memo is based on an expired DoD memo. Not yet sure about level of compliance required.

MDA:  Should we all be standardizing?

COL Pieper:  We won’t tell you what to do, but DMSO will follow AT&L guidance, which is being developed at this time.
LtCol Bjorkman:  There will be an issue in the case of remote searches of sites that don’t restrict person data.

Air Force:  Whatever decision comes out of AT&L, please keep BoD advised.

Action Items

	Item Nr.
	Action
	Action by:
	Due Date

	1
	Post draft minutes of 20 Feb BoD
	DMSO
	Complete

	2
	Post user base stats from DMSO node
	DMSO
	01 Mar 02

	3
	Provide requirements definitions (however preliminary) to DMSO for posting
	All
	15 Mar 02

	4
	Study ADS WG incorporation issue; re-brief at next meeting
	DMSO
	02 Apr 02


Next Meeting:  The next MSRR BoD Teleconference is tentatively scheduled for Tuesday, April 2, 2002.

