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Background
The Advanced Technologies and Oceanic Procedures (ATOP) program has completed various stages of testing preparing for the anticipated first system being installed in Oakland.  The initial operational capability date cited in various program and planning documents was April 2003.  Testing activities and schedules for meeting this date led the Technical Center testing staff to conduct a self-assessment of the program in October 2002.  This effort found that several situations had developed and caused changes in the test approaches and interim schedules, creating risks to successful completion of the test effort and timely completion of the project’s milestones.  Internal program plans to address these situations were identified in the self-assessment final report.

Status of fielding ATOP and its importance to modernizing FAA facilities for managing large segments of airspace over the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans attracted the Office of Inspector General (OIG) attention.  The OIG issued notice of its audit of the ATOP program in 

December 2002.  The audit objective was to evaluate the program management with respect to cost, schedule, and performance.  Most interested parties were concerned about the impact the “for certain” schedule delays would cause on the scope and approach of the testing.  For example, would an approach that involved condensing or otherwise modifying testing activities be used to counter the “for certain” schedule delays.

Purpose
This audit was conducted to follow-up and status actions identified by the program’s self-assessment regarding (1) the overall effectiveness of the test program,  (2) the timeliness of performing scheduled activities,  (3) the general status for installation and operation at the initial site, (4) progress made in eliminating or minimizing identified risks, and (5) obtain information regarding the scope and preliminary findings for the ongoing OIG audit.

Scope and Methodology

The scope of this audit focused on obtaining the status of findings and recommendations identified in the ATOP self-assessment report and determining whether the testing activities followed the Agency standard test process.  Data reviewed and analyzed reflected program status as of March 14, 2003. Two auditors from the Office of Enterprise Performance planned and completed the data collection, analysis, and reporting by obtaining status data from the ATOP Program Manager and Test Director, and reviewing various test plans, test results, and contractual documents.  Documents reviewed included, but were not limited to:
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ATOP Test Approach Briefing [*]

Statement of Work (SOW)

System Test Plans

Project Task and Skills Analysis Report

Program Trouble Report (PTR) Log and Fix Data [*]

Test Schedules, Procedures, and Results [*]

System Fixes Data [*]

Various Program Briefings [*]

Regression Testing Strategy-Build 1 Government Acceptance [*]

Factory Acceptance Test (FAT) Test Activity Schedules [*]

Deployment Plans

Requirements Matrix Mapped to Critical Operations Issues (COIs).

{ NOTE: [*] indicates source documents for data contained in this report.}

Data was also obtained by attending the OIG Staff interview sessions conducted during the week of March 10-14, 2003. 

Findings

The Program Manager and Test Director have and maintain test documents, including test schedules and plans that comply with Agency standards for test activities.  These documents, especially plans and schedules, were developed such that their implementation would contribute to achievement of the test objectives.  The level of detail in the plans provided a tool and information for the Test Director to effectively manage daily test activities, including resource assignments and adjustments, and scheduling within the assigned scope of responsibility and in accordance with test results.  This addresses some of the test program and schedule issues identified in the self-assessment.

Current schedule data was not available for activities strictly performed by the contractor.  Both the Program Manager/Test Director and OIG auditors provided evidence that the contractor has not met program schedules nor provided rescheduling information, resulting in some outstanding issues and risks.  The program office in headquarters is responsible for administering the contract and therefore is responsible for addressing this and other contract related matters.  These issues limit the ability to determine the general status for installation and operation at the initial site but confirms the original plan for an April 2003 installation cannot be accomplished.

The review of formal test progress metrics as of mid-March reflected a 96.1% collective pass rate for requirements included in this review, while the cumulative pass rate (including the “not reviewed” requirements) was 84.0% (974 of 1159).  These results meet or exceed the minimum defined in test documents.  The results were based on 70% (42 of 60) test runs completed.  

The PTR data revealed that a significant majority is associated with operational software and support software.  The net trend indicates that the number of PTR’s is steadily declining at an estimated rate of more than 100 per week.  
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Other data sources show the significant increase in the software development and releases associated with the ATOP program.  At contract award, the anticipated level of software development for the “commercial off-the-shelf” (COTS) system was estimated to be 39,000 lines of code with an 11,000 lines of code contingency, roughly 50,000 total.  As of the mid-March timeframe, the contractor had produced more than 92,000 lines of new or modified code with an expected continuing increase.  These lines of code accounted for 30 versions of software for the COTS system.  The software is a major factor in performing test objectives related to ensuring that the system can be properly integrated into the National Airspace System (NAS) at oceanic facilities.

Current and complete test results data was available and used.  Evidence of identifying and tracking corrective actions was observed in planning documents and test activities.  However, the concurrent testing, using data to satisfy requirements for multiple phases of testing, does not provide the verification of PTR and other corrective action normally provided by regression testing.  The Program Manager/Test Director considered this an unresolved risk.

As of the mid-March time period, a regression test strategy and system test status report was available.  These addressed issues raised in the self-assessment.  Some definitional issues in the contract regarding what constitutes FAT (factory acceptance testing) and GA (government acceptance), and what the level of regression testing will be still remain unresolved, but are under the auspice of the headquarters program office and contract administrator.  This was cited as an issue of concern for the OIG auditors.

The delay in fielding ATOP will impact the six legacy systems associated with functions that are either to be replaced by (5) or integrated with (1) this new system.  Here lies the potential risk of  “indirect cost increases” for continued maintenance and operation of legacy systems as a result of the delay since contractor delivery is not a factor on the “firm fixed price” contract.

Other long-term impacts from the delay could be experienced in the Build II effort.  The program office in headquarters must also address this matter.  The OIG auditors stated that this issue is a candidate for inclusion in their draft report.  The expected schedule for the draft report is in the June-July 2003 timeframe.

Conclusion

Test activities under the responsibility and control of ACT staff have been effectively planned and conducted, minimizing identified risks, within the constraints imposed by the contractor’s missed schedules for deliverables.  
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