OSIP Project Plan for Warning by Polygon – 05-080                                                             

1.  Last Gate:  
	Disposition: 
  Disposition at Gate 1 was “Conditionally Approved” subject to making few minor recommended changes.



2.  Solution Description:

	Warning By Polygon (WBP) geographically-based warnings are essential to improve the accuracy of warnings for severe weather on land and over marine areas and for flash floods.  Polygon warnings show a more specific meteorological threat area and are not restricted to county boundaries.  By focusing on the true threat area, polygon warnings will help improve NWS warning accuracy, and  quality.  A measure of NWS warning accuracy is the “Warning False Alarm Area.”  A decrease in the geographic area falsely alarmed by the deployment of polygon warnings (i.e., compared with county-based warnings) will reduce the Warning False Alarm Area.  From the results of one WFO’s study in 2004 and 22 WFOs that participated in the Polygon Evaluation test from March 1 until September 30, 2005, it is estimated that the use of the polygon warnings (rather than the county-based warnings) will reduce Warning False Alarm Area nationally by at least 50 percent, and possibly by more than 70 percent.
Short-duration warnings are already disseminated with WarnGen-based latitude and longitude coordinates, however these coordinates are not fully exploited by our downstream dissemination systems.  Furthermore, WarnGen still allows the selection of full-county areas for defining warning areas.  Moreover, the warning-preparation software is not used uniformly at each site. The preferred solution will involve a “polygon-centric” approach to warnings generation (i.e., human/forecaster behavior modification through training).  Furthermore, the preferred solution involves a set of system changes that will be proposed to aid in the generation and dissemination of polygon warnings.  The proposed solution will emphasize dissemination based on the specific threat (polygon) area.  Polygon warnings will further promote improved graphical warning displays and, in partnership with the private sector, support a wider warning distribution through cell phone alerts, pagers, web-enabled Personal Data Assistants (PDA), etc.  
To provide the polygon warning capabilities on AWIPS, the existing short-duration, warning generation application, warnGen, will be modified.  The operational requirements for the modification of warnGen in AWIPS Build 8 are identified with “SREC” after their Identification Number in Table 1 of the Concept of Operations and Operational Requirements document.  A second set of operational requirements for the modification of warnGen in AWIPS Build 8, to be implemented only if the resources are available for their development, is identified with “*SREC only if easy implement” in Table 1 of the Concept of Operations and Operational Requirements document.  The remaining requirements in Table 1 of the Concept of Operations and Operational Requirements document are for additional capabilities to be provided in the future.  
The status quo alternative will result in the continued inaccurate depiction of the severe weather threat area which will result in a number of people unnecessarily warned.  Also, the status quo will result in the limited distribution of short-duration warnings.




3.  Planned Activities:
	During Next Stage (i.e., stage 3 activities):
There are a number of activities, such as those described below, that are anticipated for stage 3:
1. Facilitation of the development and implementation of the straightforward requirements - The IWT has prepared the Concept of Operations and Operational Requirements for this need.  Due to the scope and nature of the proposed solution, the IWT believes that two categories of requirements are in a position to advance to development, in the AWIPS OB8 time frame:

a) Requirements labeled “SREC” after their ID numbers in the ORD, Table 1, and, 
b) Requirements labeled “SREC only if easy to implement” after their ID numbers in the ORD, Table 1.
Therefore, WBP requirements have been added to the OB8 SREC Strategic list, and at this writing (June 2006) they are ranked in priority at approximately 5th out of 25, or so, items.  The IWT feels the necessary information for these requirements is sufficiently complete for development to begin.  That is, the IWT feels that Stage 3 products such as the Applied Research Evaluation, Technical Requirements Document, Business Case Document, and Operational Development Plan will not be needed in order to begin development, testing, and deployment based on those requirements.  Nevertheless, the IWT will be available to work on the refinement of these requirements and— to the best of its ability— in assisting in the clarification of the technical requirements as needed to make appropriate changes to WarnGen and other affected AWIPS software.  IWT members will also be available to assist in the testing of the changes to be implemented in warnGen.  As these requirements are implemented, they will be included in the next available AWIPS release (e.g., OB8.1).  It is very unlikely that all of these requirements will be implemented in a single release.  It is more likely that they will be gradually introduced into a series of releases. 
2. Elaboration of the more complex WBP requirements – This project’s more straightforward requirements will be implemented as mentioned under item 1, above.   However, as indicated above, the development/implementation of some of those requirements will take place only if they are “easy to implement,” (i.e., as labeled in Table 1 of the ORD).  Those requirements which turn out to be difficult to implement (i.e., any un-implemented requirements from activity #1), plus other requirements from the CONOPS/ORD which need further analysis and development, will be further elaborated, clarified and documented under this activity, during stage 3.  The results of this requirements analysis and development activity will be documented, as appropriate, in this project’s CONOPS/ORD,  Business Case, and/or Technical Requirements Document.  Moreover, this Project Plan will be amended to include information concerning resources needed for Stages 4 and beyond.   For example, the definition of a polygon probably needs clarification in aspects such as:  the maximum number of vertices a polygon should possess, the range of optimal polygon sizes (and what is too large or too small), guidelines or considerations about when to split one large potential threat area into smaller specific- or sequential-threat areas, and handling CWA and land/marine boundaries. The WBP project will be considered within the context of the evolving NWS operations concept.  It is likely that additional WBP requirements will originate from the new concept of operations. 
3. Specification of Warning By Polygon Storage and Dissemination Outputs – Activities #1 and #2, above, respectively focus on the implementation of straightforward requirements and clarification of the other requirements.  Related to those two activities is a third— this one focused on the set of product formats that will be used for the storage and dissemination of polygon warnings.  The emphasis of this activity extends beyond AWIPS to the downstream dissemination systems, with the goal being a clarification of the format or formats supported by each system as well as the formats supported across major system interfaces.

It is fully anticipated that there will continue to be text-format polygon warning products.  Although it is likely that the text-format products will be very similar to the current text warnings, the specific format of the future text polygon products must be defined (e.g., from activity #2, above, what is the number of vertices that a polygon could—or should— have?).  These text products will likely meet at least the near-term dissemination requirements of the current and near-future SBN/NOAAPort, NWR, and NWWS.  The text products will likely be stored in one or more databases both for near-term access (e.g., a site-local database for purposes such as the warning follow-up capability) and for longer-term access (e.g., an off-site database for verification applications or retrospective analyses).  
Other formatting considerations relate to the need to disseminate the polygon warnings via the replacement NWR/NWWS, the Internet and to remote devices (e.g., cell phones, PDAs, etc.) either directly or through NWS partners.  These considerations could lead to generation and/or dissemination of GIS-formatted warnings, Common Alerting Protocol (CAP)-formatted warnings, or grid-format warnings— any and all of whose dissemination could be instead of or in addition to text based products.  Since it is quite possible that part of the next generation NWR/NWWS system (i.e., WRIP) will include a satellite-dissemination subsystem, it is possible that one format will eventually meet the needs of what currently is two distinct systems (i.e., NWR and NWWS).
With respect to NWR, there may be additional specific-transmitter-activation issues (i.e., how should each polygon warning be translated into a set of transmitters that will disseminate the alert?).
With respect to the “Internet” reference, above: this is actually an abstract reference to what could be several distinct interfaces, including (for example) http, ftp, and map services.  In one potential implementation, the http server would host graphical (e.g., jpg or png files), the ftp server would host (for example) shape files, and the map server would host one or more Open Geospatial Consortium, Inc. (OGC)-supported formats.
For these reasons, the WBP IWT— during Stage 3— will meet with the appropriate representatives (including other OSIP IWTs [e.g., 04-006 (National Dissemination Network), 04-008 (Next Generation Warning Tool), and 05-071 (Higher Resolution Background Map Shape Files for AWIPS)], dissemination experts, external partners, and others) to identify and document the major WBP formats that will be supported.  In addition, it should be agreed upon which systems (AWIPS, WRIP, EMWIN and D-EAS outlets, NWS Internet pages, etc.) will support which formats and what the major system interface formats shall be.   Alternatives will be defined, described, and compared (probably in the Business Case Document).  The recommended decisions (formats and systems) should be captured in an Interface-Control-type description which will be part of this project’s technical requirements (see item 7, below).
An important theme in the dissemination requirements concerns the geographical representation of the WBP products.  The implementation of that theme will be somewhat different for the different transmission media (e.g., text, versus graphical, voice/audio, etc). 
4. Definition of Performance Measures for Polygon Warnings -  The WBP paradigm requires a new baseline for existing performance measures (e.g., GPRA), and a definition of new performance measures consistent with NOAA/NWS strategic plan, including the target NWS operations concept.  A baseline for performance measures is included in the current PPBES proposal for FY09-FY13. The values were calculated by comparing calculation of these values over the previous 3 years (2003-2005) to the performance of offices participating in the Polygon Warning Demonstration.  A steady improvement in the FY09-FY13 goals are set based on increasing forecaster understanding through training, in addition to scientific and technical advances.  
New metrics internal to NOAA/NWS are also in development. A measure of  false alarm area, as noted in passing in the solution description (section 2, above) is one of those measures.  Baseline values (e.g., for the current FY) and target values (for future FYs, e.g., 2008-2015) should be computed and identified for different types of severe weather events (i.e., severe thunderstorms, tornados, flash floods, and marine warnings).  Other measures to ensure customer satisfaction with the new system are also recommended. 

Accompanying (or, implicit in) the definition/specification of performance measures should be requirements for data collection, dissemination and  storage.  System performance metrics, including impacts on workstation performance will meet acceptable values.  

5. Development of Verification Requirements – Passing references are made to verification in activities 1-4, above.  However, the topic of verification will be given explicit treatment— both in the stage 3 analyses and in the documents that flow from them.  It is anticipated that the polygon warnings will require some corresponding changes to the verification system.  This could include, for example, computation of warning lead times based on the times of the storms’ entry into and exit from polygons.  Both functional and technical verification requirements will be developed, documented, and planned for.
6. Coordination with the Next Generation Warning Tool (NGWT) project (OSIP # 04-008) – Coordination with the NGWT will extend beyond the data formatting issues described principally under item 3, above.  The WBP IWT will ensure polygon warning requirements (including software and product generation requirements) are communicated to, and understood and accepted by the NGWT IWT.  This assumes that the NGWT IWT will be actively functioning during WBP phase 3, a risk. 
7. Specification of Technical Requirements – Based on the high-level functional requirements in the CONOPS/ORD, specify technical requirements— describing with increased specificity the software that much change, how it should change, including levels-of-effort estimates (e.g., labor hours, total duration and, possibly, cost).  These technical requirements will be captured in a technical requirements document and reflected in the revised project plan.  These requirements, and the associated document, will cover AWIPS and other affected NWS systems.  Some system changes (e.g., NWR/WRIP) may be accepted for inclusion into other OSIP projects that address those systems, through coordination between the WBP and other OSIP IWTs.
8. Coordination and Communications - Publicize and synchronize software changes with directive changes and appropriate public notices (e.g., PNSs or TINs).  This will include internal-to-NWS and external coordination.  This will be necessary for several WBP subtasks.  In the near term that will include potential OB8 items which will likely be underway while this project advances through OSIP stage 3. 
9. Additional Regional or Field Testing – This optional activity may involve Regional or WFO activities such as testing or evaluation that might be planned or executed in the OSIP stage 3 time frame.  Testing and evaluation under this activity could take several forms.  For example, there may be forecaster operations concepts that need further definition or evaluation, such as the exercise of guidelines for creating the optimum polygon (in terms of size and shape).  Another example of work under this activity might be to devise and document recommendations for handling the CWA boundary and land/marine interface— and then evaluating those recommendations in practice.  As a third example, field evaluations of proposed software changes might be conducted. 
10. Development of Training Requirements – Although the training materials need not be completed during this phase, the development of training requirements should be completed and the development of training materials should be well underway by the conclusion of stage 3. 
11. Prepare required documentation
a. Project Plan (Updated from Stage 2),

b. Business Case
c. Technical Requirements

d. Applied Research and Development Results (Not sure this is necessary)
e. Operational Development Plan (Not sure this is necessary)
f. Revised ORD. (Not sure this is necessary)


	Beyond Next Stage (i.e., stage 4 and beyond activities):  
Stage 4 (operational development) will entail a number of activities performed on a number of subsystems (e.g., AWIPS, NWR/WRIP and verification), that may be carried out by several different groups (e.g., the Raytheon/Keane support contractor and the WRIP software support team).  Some of the key activities are briefly described below

1. Conduct design (and other developmental) reviews,
2. Actual development (e.g., software coding), 
3. Plan and execute software and system testing (including developmental and integrated testing),

4. Preparation, presentation, and receipt of training materials, 
5. Internal and external communications (including clarification of coding issues, subsystem-interface issues, coordination and synchronization of development subtasks, ensuring service change notices are generated, facilitate or perform public outreach),

6. Conduct activation/deployment planning and documentation,

7. Ongoing maintenance. .


4.  Performance Measures and Success Criteria: [Describe performance measures and success criteria.  In table below, provide quantitative information]
	At End of Next Stage(3)

	Performance Measure
	Baseline (Current)
	Threshold for Success

	
	
	
	

	
	OB8.x-targeted requirements
	0% Implemented (checked in)
	Software changes associated with at least 50% of the OB8.x target requirements checked in. 

	
	OSIP Documents for Stage 3
	0% completed
	100% completed

	
	Training Plan
	0% completed
	Draft completed

	Beyond Next Stage
(Stages 4&5)
	
	
	

	
	WFO staff trained to use warning by polygon versus warning by county paradigm 
	
	Warning by Polygon training provided to forecasters prior to the implementation of the warning by polygon paradigm at the WFO.

	
	Warning False Alarm Area (square km per year)
	A baseline decrease in Warning False Alarm Area does not exist.  Entire counties are warned currently.
	50% reduction in the Warning False Alarm Area estimated by forecasters by using polygon warning, rather than, county-based warnings.



5.  Organizational Roles and Responsibilities: 
	During Next Stage
(Stage 3)
	Organization
	Lead
	Role
	Responsibility

	
	OS22
	John T. Ferree
	IWT/Project Lead
	Coordinate and oversee activities such as those described under section 3, above, including preparation of OSIP documentation and presentation to of materials to OSIP gate committees. 

	
	CR
	Mike Looney
	Warning by Polygon Lead
	User requirements development; coordination of any field evaluations (e.g., section 3, activity #9); develop and review OSIP documentation 

	
	OPS21
	Ashley Kells
	IWT Member
	User and technical requirements development; Operations, maintenance, and support focal point.  

	
	OS11
	Salvatore Romano
	IWT Member
	Develop and review OSIP documentation, OSIP focal point.

	
	OS51
	Herb White
	IWT Member
	Dissemination issues; develop and review OSIP documentation

	
	OST12
	Dan Melendez
	IWT Member
	Develop and review OSIP documentation

	
	OST31
	Brian Gockel
	IWT Member
	Analysis and specification of technical requirements; AWIPS software development planning develop and review OSIP documentation

	
	OST31
	Stowell Davison
	IWT Member
	Analysis and specification of technical requirements; AWIPS software development planning;  develop and review OSIP documentation

	
	OST32
	Robert Rood
	IWT Member
	Analysis and specification of technical requirements; AWIPS software development planning;  develop and review OSIP documentation

	
	CIO
	Bob Bunge
	IWT Member
	TOC issues, especially web dissemination issues. Review/comment on OSIP docs.

	
	CIO
	Thomas Sandman
	IWT Member
	TOC issues; Review/comment on OSIP docs.

	
	OS22
	Jannie Ferrell
	Program Manager
	Secondary OSIP documentation

	
	OS52
	Brent MacAloney
	Technical assistance   
	Verification requirements; review and provide input to OSIP documentation

	
	OS63
	Shannon White
	Technical assistance   
	Training requirements; review and provide input to OSIP documentation

	
	AR
	Aimee Fish
	Technical assistance
	User requirements development; coordination of any field evaluations (e.g., section 3, activity #9); review and provide input to OSIP documentation

	
	CR
	Noreen Schwein
	Technical assistance   
	User requirements development; coordination of any field evaluations (e.g., section 3, activity #9); review and provide input to OSIP documentation

	
	PR
	Ken Waters
	Technical assistance   
	User requirements development; coordination of any field evaluations (e.g., section 3, activity #9); review and provide input to OSIP documentation

	
	WR
	Jeff Lorens
	Technical assistance   
	User requirements development; coordination of any field evaluations (e.g., section 3, activity #9); review and provide input to OSIP documentation

	
	NP7
	Joe Schaefer
	Technical assistance   
	User requirements development; conduct of any field evaluations (e.g., section 3, activity #9); review and provide input to OSIP documentation

	
	WFO JAX
	Pete Wolf
	Technical assistance   
	User requirements development; conduct of any field evaluations (e.g., section 3, activity #9); review and provide input to OSIP documentation

	
	WFO CAE
	Steve Naglic
	Technical assistance   
	User requirements development; conduct of any field evaluations (e.g., section 3, activity #9); review and provide input to OSIP documentation

	
	WFO HUN
	Mike Coyne
	Technical assistance   
	User requirements development; conduct of any field evaluations (e.g., section 3, activity #9); review and provide input to OSIP documentation

	
	WFO MEG
	Richard Okulski
	Technical assistance   
	User requirements development; conduct of any field evaluations (e.g., section 3, activity #9); review and provide input to OSIP documentation

	
	
	
	
	

	Beyond Next Stage
(Stages 4&5)
	 TBD
	 TBD
	 TBD
	  During stage 3, will need to clarify implementation (development) focal points.  Responsibilities in the requirements areas will be substantially reduced in these later phases.  In stage 4, emphasis will shift to support and coordination of development and testing (not just AWIPS, but downstream dissemination systems too).  There may be pre-deployment evaluations.  Coordination with support contractors. 

	
	
	
	
	


6.  Milestones and Schedule:
	DuringNext Stage
(Stage 3)
	Milestones
	 Date (Qtr/FY)
	Lead Organization(s)

	
	IWT to work with software developers to further define and verify technical changes (e.g., to WarnGen), as mentioned in section 2, activity 1, in the AWIPS OB8 time frame. 
	4Q/FY06

1Q/FY07
	OS22

	
	IWT members will also be available for testing the changes to be implemented to warnGen for AWIPS Build 8
	1Q/FY07

2Q/FY07
	OS22/OPS21/OST31/Regions

	
	Complete Development of Functional Requirements
	2Q/FY07
	OS22/OS5/OS63/Regions

	
	Complete Draft of Business Case 
	3Q/FY07
	OS22 

	
	Complete Development of User and Technical Requirements
	4Q/FY07
	OS22/OS5/OS63/Regions/OST31/OPS21

	
	Develop Draft of Training Plan (i.e., the technical requirements for the training plan, including items such as early drafts of the basic simulations and basic Warning by Polygon distance learning module) and teletraining for the AWIPS Build 8 capabilities associated with Warning by Polygon.
	

4Q/FY07
	OS6

	
	
	



	

	
	Project Plan Update
	4Q/FY07
	OS22

	Beyond Next Stage
(Stages 4&5)
	. Maintain the developed Training Plan (i.e., simulations and basic Warning by Polygon distance learning module) and add any necessary teletraining for the post AWIPS Build 8 capabilities associated with Warning by Polygon.
	TBD
	OS6

	
	The IWT will be available to work with software developers to further define and verify technical changes in warnGen for post AWIPS Build 8.   IWT members will also be available for testing the changes to be implemented to warnGen for post AWIPS Build 8
	TBD
	IWT Lead

	
	AWIPS Testing (e.g., OB9?) 
	TBD
	OS22/OPS21 (including RAYTHEON/KEANE)

	
	Integration Testing (AWIPS/NOAAPort/NWR/NWWS)
	TBD
	OPS21 (including RAYTHEON/KEANE)

	
	WBP deployment
	TBD
	OPS21

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


7a.   Resource Requirements by Organization: 
	During

Next Stage (Stage 3)
	Organization
	Labor (Hours)
	Non-Labor ($K)

	
	
	Required
	Delta
	Required
	Delta
	Source

	
	OS22 Warning by Polygon members
	240 hours
	0
	
	
	

	
	OS1 Warning by Polygon member
	40 hours
	0
	
	
	

	
	Regional/Field Warning by Polygon members
	160 hours
	0
	
	
	

	
	OS6 (Training) and field representatives
	100 hours
	NA
	
	
	

	
	OS5 (Dissemination)
	120 hours
	0
	
	
	

	
	OST31 Warning by Polygon members
	280 hours
	0
	
	
	

	
	OPS21 
	120 hours
	0
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(moved to section 7b, below)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	BeyondNext Stage (Stages 4&5)

	SEC as IWT Leader
	TBD
	NA
	
	
	

	
	OS22 Warning by Polygon members
	TBD
	NA
	
	
	

	
	OS1 Warning Polygon member
	TBD
	NA
	
	
	

	
	Regional/Field Warning by Polygon members
	TBD
	NA
	
	
	

	
	OS6 and field representatives
	1300 hours 
	NA
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	(moved to section 7b, below)


7b.   Resource Requirements by Activity and FY: 
	 
	FY 2006
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Cost to
	Cost at
	

	($ in Millions)
	& Prior
	FY 2007
	FY 2008
	FY 2009
	FY 2010
	FY 2011
	Complete
	Completion
	

	One-time Investments

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	GSD/Raytheon/Keane
	 .036
	        0.0361
	 0.0592
	0.0592
	 
	 
	 
	               -   
	

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	               -   
	

	OSIP Stages 1 & 2
	 TBD

	1. FY 2006 and FY 2007 correspond to 320 hours and $115.38/hr labor rate .
2. FY 2008 & 2009 corresponds to 1040 + 1040 hours and $57.69/hr labor rate.
 

 
	 
	               -   
	

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	
	 Steady State Recurring Costs 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	
	 
	

	Sub-total, One-time Costs
	            -   0
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	               -   
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Recurring Costs
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	GSD/Raytheon/Keane
	 0
	 0
	0
	0.0021
	 0.0021
	0.0021
	 
	               -   
	 

	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	               -   
	 

	
	 
	 

 Note: Recurring costs correspond to 40 hours annual of routine maintenance at a rate of $57.69/hr.
 
 
	 
	               -   
	 

	
	 
	
	 
	               -   
	 

	Operating Cost Item …
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Operating Cost Item …
	 
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	               -   
	 

	Sub-total, Recurring
	            -   0
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	               -   
	               -   

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	TOTAL
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	               -   
	

	FY06 Current Program Total
	 0
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Difference/Program Adjustment
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	            -   
	               -   
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	All Units
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Component 1 (i.e. FTEs)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Component 2 (i.e. Contractors)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Component 3 (i.e. widget A)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	Component 4 (i.e. widget B)
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


8.  Acquisition Strategy:  
	During Next Stage
	Item
	Strategy

	
	Contractor Support

	Contractors already under contract with NWS

	Beyond Next Stage
	C

	

	
	Contractor Support
	Contractors already under contract with NWS, or are being sought in conjunction with other related OSIP projects (e.g., WRIP, 04-006).

	
	
	


9.  Assumptions and Constraints
	During

Next Stage
	Assumption/Constraint
	Description

	
	Resources available for development of warnGen changes identified as “SREC” in Table 1 of ConOps/ORD.
	Assumption that warnGen changes, identified as “SREC” in Table 1 of ConOps/ORD, will be developed in time to be implemented in AWIPS Build 8.1.

	
	Coordination with OSIP project 04-008 (Next Generation Warning Tool) is assumed.
	During stage 3, the WBP and NGWT IWTs will work toward a consensus on a mutual understanding of the requirements that lie within both projects.  Goals are to ensure all requirements are covered and to ensure consistency between these two projects.  

	
	
	

	Beyond Next Stage
	National Dissemination Network (NDN) Program Weather Radio Improvement Program (WRIP) OSIP project (OSIP # 04-006) will be developed and will provide the necessary broadcast capabilities based on the outline of the polygon.
	Broadcast of polygon-based warnings must be limited (as closely as possible) to the geographical area(s) defined by the coordinates of the warning polygon. This is in contrast to current alert broadcasts, which are county-based. The current broadcast method often includes significant amounts of area outside the actual (polygon-based) warning area, and so unnecessarily alarming certain populations..

	
	The Higher Resolution Background Map Shapefiles for AWIPS OSIP project (OSIP # 05-071) will be developed and provide increased AWIPS shapefile resolution from 1:2,000,000 to 1:100,000.
	The AWIPS shapefile resolution needs to be increased in order to ensure that only the delineated polygon area, and not additional undesired areas, be included in the warning.

	
	Performance Metrics are consistent with the polygon warning pardigm.
	Both GPRA metrics and internal NWS performance metrics need to reflect best estimates of polygon warning values at implementation. 

	
	Resources available for development of the remaining requirements (i.e., those not identified as “SREC” and those not identified as “*SREC only if easy to implement,” which are easy to implement, in Table 1 of the Concept of Operations/Operational Requirements document).
	An assumption is that resources will be available to develop remaining requirements in the future.  However, a constraint may be the AWIPS software maintenance transition risk and the GSD FY07 funding profile since these may disrupt GSD OB8 software development.


10.  Risk Assessment and Mitigation:
	
	Type
	Description
	Probability
	Impact
	Mitigation Strategy

	During Next Stage
	Business
	NWS Concept of Operations Shift
	High
	Medium
	Stage 3 activities should still be underway as the concept of operations is more clearly defined.  Thus, requirements development and documentation should reflect the new concept.  If the new concept is incompletely defined, the WBP requirements should be flexible in areas apt to change. 

	
	Technical
	 AWIPS/NWR interface for correct mapping of polygon warnings to appropriate set of NWR transmitters.

	Medium
	Medium
	Stage 3 activities should investigate and compare alternatives for UUGC and partial-county alerting.  Clarify AWIPS/CRS interface through collaboration with OSIP 06-006 (WRIP) and OS52 (dissemination services). 

	
	Schedule
	Completion of “SREC” reqs development fo“SREC”AWIPS 8.1


	Low
	Medium
	IWT available to work with developers

	
	
	Software maintenance transition
	Medium
	Medium
	IWT available to work with developers; incorporate slack in the development schedule

	
	Resources
	 Limited availability of senior-level developers with WBP-relevant experience (i.e., difficulty in deriving accurate development LOE estimates).

	High
	High
	incorporate slack in the development schedule; plan for additional testing; emphasize importance of GSD-to-Raytheon “tech transfer”.

	
	
	Inadequate coordination between WBP IWT and OSIP 04-008 (Next Generation Warning Tool) IWT.
	Low
	Medium
	If coordination can not take place (e.g., if NGWT IWT remains on hiatus) then the WBP stage 3 documents will clearly indicate its expectations of the NGWT.

	
	Cost
	CRS near end of life, funding needed.
	Medium
	High
	Accepted risk, not specific to this task.  OSIP 04-006 is working on addressing this risk with NWS management (funding being sought). 

	
	Cost
	Funding for Weather Event Simulator (WES) DVDs

	TBD
	TBD
	TBD

	Beyond Next Stage
	Business
	NWS Concept of Operations Shift
	High
	Medium
	Stage 4 activities may be underway before the new concept of operations is fully defined.  Implementation should be flexible to accommodate the range of expected concept outcomes. 

	
	Technical
	Polygon warning dissemination via NWR
	Medium 
	Medium
	Ensure OSIP Project # 04-006 proceeds& includes requirements for dissemination of polygon warnings. 

	
	
	Geographically accurate polygons
	Low
	High
	Ensure OSIP Project # 05-071 proceeds and provides increased shapefile resolution. 

	
	
	Compatibility with AWIPS II
	Low
	Medium
	WBP IWT to initiate cross check with AWIPS II team, by start of stage IV, to ensure compatibility.

	
	Schedule
	Develop remaining requirements
	Low
	Medium
	IWT available to work with developers

	
	
	Software maintenance transition
	Medium
	Medium
	IWT available to work with developers

	
	Resources
	Availability of senior-level developers with WBP-relevant experience.

	High
	High
	Write detailed tech requirements in stage 3 (for easier implementation in stage 4).   Build slack into development schedule.  Plan for adequate GSD-to-Raytheon “tech transfer”.   Plan for GSD consult time in stage 4 time frame.

	
	Cost
	
	
	
	


�SEC (Davison & Gockel) think this may be too high an estimate for training (stage 3).   We're wondering if this 7.5 month estimate should cover training for stages 3-5(?).


�John, please provide an estimate here of the OSIP stage 1 and 2 costs (they ask for this in units of millions of dollars). 
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