DRAFT


Program Success – A Different Way to Assess It

By

John Higbee, Professor, Program Management, DSMC-SPM, and

LTC Robert Ordonio, United States Army

Occasionally, stepping back and considering the “bigger picture” provides useful insights…in this article, the leaders of a DAU/Army team charged with improving program management metrics discuss the results of such a consideration – resulting in a program management metrics initiative that the Army is currently implementing across Army acquisition programs. 


Program Management and program metrics are inseparably linked – the importance of program success to the client and the contractor, and the amount of money at stake in most program efforts, make that inevitable.  But, as any program manager can attest, there can be a wide gap between having a metrics system and having a useful metrics system.  Poor selection of metrics, or poor execution of well-selected metrics, can lead to the same result – expenditure of precious program team effort to produce misleading information on program status.


This article chronicles an effort, initiated by the Army Acquisition Executive, to determine a comprehensive, yet flexible, way to assess the probability of success (P(S)) for Army major acquisition programs (Acquisition Category (ACAT) I and II).  The result of this effort, a robust metrics process (paired with a concise briefing format), is being implemented across Army acquisition. This process is also being used by multiple government and industry major program managers across defense acquisition, and is being considered for use as the standard program reporting mechanism by several defense agencies.


After laying out the background behind the effort, and the thought process resulting in the metrics for the article will discuss the model/process and P(S) current status and future plans.

BACKGROUND – An Issue with Metrics…


Early 2002 – Washington, DC.  The Honorable Claude Bolton is the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Acquisition, Logistics, and Technology).  A warfighter and experienced acquirer, he knows the value of good metrics and the information they provide.  In discussions with the Honorable Les Brownlee, the Under Secretary of the Army, he has identified the need to identify a program’s health assessment with a single number, and with a minimum set of supporting charts. With this information, he would be able to more succinctly and accurately represent the status of Army programs to senior leaders and decision makers.  


Mr. Bolton takes a two-pronged approach to implementing this requirement:

· He directs his staff to create a more pragmatic metrics system as an interim step towards improving program information – this system, called the Point Estimate method, was created by Major General Armbruster. This method looked at the program’s technical, schedule and funding factors and used a predefined algorithim to calculate the probability of success.

· He contacts Frank Anderson (President, Defense Acquisition University) to request that Mr. Anderson create a team to look at the issue of program metrics / program success from a “clean sheet of paper” perspective – and advise him on their findings (to include a briefing methodology for whatever system was proposed)


Mr. Anderson assigned staff to this effort from the DAU Research Group, and served major program managers on the faculty of the School of Program Managers (DSMC-SPM) and the Curriculum Development Support Center (CDSC).  The Research Group gathered extensive data from industry and academic sources as to what meaningful metrics and best practices they have used in the past.  The served major program managers begin a series of meetings in the May-June 2002 aimed at filling in the “clean sheet of paper” presented to them by Mr. Bolton.


As is the case in many similar efforts, the PM team went through a “brainstorming” period as the initial phase of the effort.  Believing in the Covey axiom, “Begin with the end in mind”, the team first established a definition of program success. They defined success as: 


Program Success:  the delivery of agreed-upon warfighting capability within established resource (e.g. funding, schedule, facilities) constraints.


Having defined the end, the team proceeded to the analysis of historical and current programs against the above definition. This analysis was based on the personal experience of the team members and the information obtained from discussions with multiple major program managers during executive class (PMT402/403) sessions. The object of this analysis was:

· to identify common factors among these programs that could be translated into potential metrics, and 

· to determine relationships between these factors that could be used in developing an overall assessment of program success probability


Beginning with the common metrics of cost, schedule and (warfighting) performance, the team’s analyses of programs led eventually to a startling conclusion:  Program success could not be determined by an analysis of just program cost, schedule and performance.  The team found multiple examples of programs performing excellently  in regards to cost, schedule and performance, but failing to meet the criterion of program success – in that they lost money and priority crucial to delivering their capability to the warfighter.  The team also found multiple examples of poorly performing programs that not only held, but gained, money and priority.  Clearly, factors other than cost, schedule and performance were at work – factors that were not included in current program management metric systems.


After several days of vigorous discussion, the team determined that:

· In addition to cost, schedule and performance, additional factors needed to be analyzed to get a complete evaluation of program success probability

· These additional factors were determined to be 

· Fit in the Capability Vision (of the lead service and the Joint Staff):  How well the system meets the overarching warfighting vision of the service, and the larger joint warfighting picture, and 

· Advocacy: How the system is viewed by the individual stakeholders and decision makers that play in the initial allocation of resources, and the continuous assessment that determines if the system holds onto those resources

· The five factors, Requirements, Resources, Program Execution, Fit in the Vision, and Advocacy,  play in all programs across all phases of the Acquisition Life Cycle

· The degree to which each of these factors play will vary depending on the phase of the life cycle the program is operating in

· Any concise briefing methodology for this model needed to meet the following requirements:

· Don’t “bury the viewer” in unnecessary data

· Brief information by exception (things the PEO or the Army Acquisition Staff need to know at their level, to seize opportunities or avert problems)

· Brief the minimum number of viewgraphs possible 

· Rely on graphical depictions and color codes, vice dense word and number slides

· Automate the model/briefing on the Army Acquisition Information Management (AIM) System for easy use by the workforce


The preliminary findings of tbe program manager team were discussed with the industry and Research participants in the early summer of 2002.  Following incorporation of selected recommendations, the team then briefed Mr. Bolton and his senior staff members (along with selected OSD staff members) twice during the summer of 2002.  At the second briefing, Mr. Bolton concurred with the work of the team, and expressed his desire to pilot the P(S) process on several Army programs as soon as practical.  Once additional maturing and detailing of the process had been completed, the pilot commenced in January 2003, on two PEO Intelligence Electronic Warfare and Systems (IEW&S) programs.

DISCUSSION - The P(S) Process: “Lighting the Other Half of the Playing Field…”


The process arrived at by the P(S) team comprehensively combines the traditional internal program factors, articulated as Requirements, Resources, and Execution,  and the non-traditional external factors, defined as Fit in the Vision and Advocacy,  in a single analysis methodology / briefing format.  As one of the early users of the process remarked:


“On the program management ‘playing field’, what you call the internal factors have been a brightly lit area of high attention, while the external factors side of the playing field has been dark – your process lights that ‘other half’ of the playing field and allows a full assessment of program status”


It’s worthwhile to discuss the issues playing in the selection of a briefing format at this point.  The central objective was to provide Mr. Bolton and the rest of the Army and acquisition leadership the information that they needed in a concise, readily understandable format. It’s important to remember that this initiative was never intended to provide all of the available information on the program. 


To that end, the team decided to use a Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) type format for the summary. The summary chart, nicknamed the “windshield” chart, provides an overall view of the program.  Using this format, Program Success was established at Level 0; the five factors at Level 1; and metrics selected to “roll up” into each factor rating at Level 2.


Additionally, the team decided that the information conveyed by the selected metrics should be represented with colors and symbols, rather than by dense word/number charts.  Although the initial Army automation of the process used some word/number charts (due to the limited time available to automate the process), subsequent builds will further implement the “graphical” model shown here.

Finally, the team strove to achieve a concise presentation of the results.  The word “concise” is very important here…since the acquisition leadership does not have the time to routinely receive integrated program reviews on all ACAT I and II programs.  This requirement led to the objective of providing this information in 10 slides or less…as is discussed later.
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The summary chart is shown below:

This is the key chart in the presentation and will be discussed in some detail.  The WBS structure of the factors (Level 1) and the selected metrics (Level 2) is evident, with internal factors grouped on the left, and external factors on the right.  The selected metrics for this example are for a large program in Phase B of the acquisition life cycle.  The intention is to allow the PM and PEO to tailor metrics for each factor and get them approved at the MDA level as part of the milestone process.

The Level 0, 1, 2 entries are coded both with a color (green, yellow or red) and a symbol (up arrow, number, or down arrow) to provide the PM’s evaluation of current condition and trend.  Each of the metrics entries under the three internal factors has its own chart; the two external factors are each presented with all their subordinate metrics on one chart for each factor. Criteria for assigning the color and the trend for each factor are spelled out in the Operations Guide. The Operations Guide is available on the Acquisition Information Management (AIM) website, and the DAU Acquisition Community Connection (ACC) website).

After approving the P(S) concept, Mr. Bolton requested that a numerical factor be developed to allow trend analysis of the probability of success for a program.  The P(S) team decided, after much discussion, to use a decision analysis approach where the factors and the metrics are weighted according to the “preferences” of how important each of the factors are to the decision maker.  For the initial version of the model, the initial weighting was assigned for a large program in Phase B of the acquisition life cycle.  The five Level 1 factors were weighted on a one hundred point scale as follows:

Requirements:  20 points

Resources:        20 points

Execution:        20 points

Fit in Vision:    15 points

Advocacy:        25 points 

As can be seen by these totals, the team felt that in a comprehensive assessment of program success, the three internal factors were more important, but not much more important (to use source selection terminology) than the two external factors. It is also important to note that there are actions underway to modify the factor weighting and selection of Level 2 metrics based on the lifecycle of the program and the type of program. The process will always use the same five Level 1 factors, but the weighting of these factors will be based on the lifecycle phase and type of program.

Allocation of points for the Level 2 metrics for each factor was done within the points allocated to their Level 1 factor.   Mr. Bolton approved the metrics assignments (with the single addition of a Sustainability Risk Assessment metric under the Execution Factor), and the point allocations, in August 2002.

Under this process, the normal state of a program would show a mix of greens and yellows, (with an occasional red).  Recommended use of this presentation for leadership was that the summary chart, the closing chart (where the PM/PEO are provided the opportunity to recap/make key points), and only those factor/metrics charts that showed a yellow with a down arrow, or a red, be reviewed routinely.  In the case of the summary chart shown earlier, this would result in a total of three charts (summary, closing, and advocacy) being reviewed.  The Army has taken this one step farther, and has developed a summary where the history (over time) of the top tier (Level 0 and 1) of the summary chart for all ACAT I and II programs is displayed  in a three to four page summary report.

Detailed discussions and guidance for creating the metrics evaluations, and how to compile the metrics evaluations into the final P(S) evaluation, is contained in the Operations Guide. Several examples of metrics will be provided for illustration:

Program Parameter Status Metric (under Requirements Factor):
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This metric is designed to evaluate the program status in meeting the performance levels mandated by the warfighters for specific program parameters.  A series of vernier bars is provided, with threshold and objective levels indicated by lines across the verniers.  A colored diamond is placed on the vernier at the point in the threshold-objective “trade space” that represents the current state of that performance parameter:

Red if below threshold; yellow if on threshold; green if above threshold; blue if at or above the objective

The position is set by latest test results; or, if no test results are available, latest  modeling/simulation results in the area

Performance and program parameters to be shown are selectable at the discretion of the Program Manager.  The metric could include key performance parameters (KPP) (and non-KPPs if the PM believes it important to include them).  Whatever parameters are selected should be displayed on one chart. Uncolored diamonds (labeled with month/year of assessment) can be included to provide a trend history for each parameter.  Whatever parameters are selected should be displayed on one chart.

One display convention common to all metrics charts are the two “bulls-eyes” at the bottom of each chart.  The left hand “bulls-eye” (labeled “historical”) displays the same information as shown for the metric on the Summary chart.  The right hand “bulls-eye,” labeled “predictive,” is the PM’s best estimate of the state of the metric at the next report.

Budget Metric (under the Resources Factor):
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The budget metric is designed to show the degree of program risk inherent in the current state of the budget, both current execution, and the approved President’s Budget / Future Years Defense Plan.  It is similar in most respects to typical budget status charts used in program reviews in that it includes a section for funds “current for obligation and expenditure”, as well as the program FYDP contained in the latest President’s Budget.  

Where this metric departs from the typical budget chart is in the inclusion and evaluation of budget sufficiency for each program appropriation.  Sufficiency is defined as the degree to which the amount and phasing of each appropriation for a program retires programmatic risk.  High sufficiency equates to low budgetary risk, and vice versa.  

This evaluation is represented by a color code behind each budget number in the table. The color code for green represents high sufficiency; yellow for moderate sufficiency; and red for low sufficiency. A column for each appropriation’s overall sufficiency value is provided on the left hand side of the chart.  This allows the PEO / acquisition leadership to rapidly identify and focus on the program budget “hot spots”. 

Contractor Health Metric (under the Resources Factor):
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In order to effectively partner with industry, the program manager has to understand the full scope of what is important to his industry partner beyond the shared goal of delivering the contracted warfighting capability.  The metric contractor health provides an evaluation of the state of the contractor’s business and his team, to the PM , PEO,  and the Acquisition Executive.  

The metric is broken into two areas.  The first, corporate indicators, identifies some of the more important metrics (price to earnings ratio; history of dividends) the commercial world uses to evaluate contractor health.  Others, like backlog, could be substituted at the PM’s discretion.  Additionally, the company’s status in the defense industrial base for the particular program area, and any significant events with company-wide impact, are discussed. 

The second, program indicators,  speaks specifically to the assigned program/project team.  This portion of the metric provides an evaluation of how well the contractor has set up the program team executing the program, along with any significant issues and challenges faced by the program team.  

Data for this chart should be developed in conjunction with the contractor and the assigned DCMA representative. The government PM has the responsibility to provide  the final evaluation and color rating.  

Data for prime and key subcontractors should be provided.  Overall rating should reflect the aggregate state of the contractor/subcontractor team

Earned Value (EV) Metric (under the Execution Metric):
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 This metric depicts cost-plus contract performance from an earned value perspective.  It departs from typical depictions of program EV data to create a “bulls-eye view” of program EV performance around a desired EV operations point.  A contract performance chart should be constructed for each of the major developmental contracts supervised by the program office.

The chart is centered at an EV value (SPI/CPI) of (1.0, 1.0).  Additionally, an “operations box” been established (SPI and CPI within a range of 0.95 to 1.1); if the program EV operating point is within the ops box, program EV state is considered to be satisfactory by the Acquisition Executive.   

Contract EV operating points for the history of the contract are plotted by (SPI/CPI).  The last five ops points and the current ops point are bolded and joined by arrows to show the “direction of motion” of contract EV.  If the current program EV op point plots outside the “ops box”, the reason should be summarized in a text callout box linked to the op point.

Schedule and budget expenditures should be plotted in the appropriate margin bars outside the main SPI/CPI graph.  Other significant contract/EV data (e.g. EAC, BAC, BCWG should be provided around the perimeter of the “bulls-eye” chart.

Technical Maturity Metric (under the Execution Factor):
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The final level 2 metric in the execution factor is technical maturity.  Analyses of multiple major programs have shown that the level of technical maturity possessed by a program at key stages of program conception, development and production is an excellent predictor of whether or not the program will meet established cost and schedule goals.  The GAO has done an extensive study of best practices in acquisition programs and has further defined metrics in support of this principle (critical technical maturity issues at key program “flow points”) :

Early in the program: (from concept exploration to program initiation (milestone B)), a match must be achieved between the user’s needs and the developer’s technical resources:

Metric:   the set of critical technologies (ct) has been (a) identified; and (b) what percentage of this set is at technology readiness level 6 or above

During the design/early production phase: (from program initiation to critical design review for the program), the goal is achieving product design stability:

Metric:  the program manager has the option of using either:

What percentage of the total number of required program engineering drawings have been approved and released for use; or, 

The percentage of program integration factors/program production factors which are at an Integration Readiness Level /Production Readiness Level of 8 or higher (if these are used, use the TRL chart format to display) 
During rate production:  (at milestone C (or at stable low rate production)), the product has demonstrated that it can be produced within cost, schedule and quality targets:

Metric:  the key production processes have been (a) identified and (b) what percentage of them are under statistical process control 

Fit in the Vision Factor (with associated metrics):
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The first of the two external Level 1 Factors is Fit within the Capability Vision.  How well a program is supported in the larger service and DoD arenas is in large part determined by how well its product supports the specific capability vision(s) it is designed to meet.  Note that both the service and the DoD visions are addressed in this factor… since DoD has strongly asserted its prerogatives in this area (to include program truncation/termination for programs which ignored the DoD vision in favor of concentrating on the service vision).

Level 2 metrics that support the Level 1 factor include: 

Within the DoD vision:

Transformation: the extent to which the program possesses the transformational attributes (e.g. precision, lethality, streamlined/common logistics, etc) specified by DoD leadership

Interoperability:  the extent to which the program complies with/has embedded within it the architectural /engineering characteristics (e.g. compliance with the Global Information Grid (GIG)/Information Dissemination Management (IDM) CRDs, DII, Joint Architecture protocols) which would allow it to interoperate across services (joint forces) and within coalitions

Jointness: the extent to which the program is usable by other services, joint operations, and coalitions without unique support arrangements being made by those users

Within the ARMY vision:

Is the program a part of the Current, or Future force (or more than one of those forces)?  

If Current force, is it scheduled for near term/mid term phaseout?

If initial or full operational capability dates are established, will the program meet those dates (and if not, what are the reasons?)

Advocacy Factor (with associated metrics):
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The final Level 1 factor is Advocacy.  Advocacy is defined as actual, tangible support for a program on the part of a senior advocate in a position to affect the priority of the level of resources received by a program.  (An advocate is defined as an elected or appointed governmental official; a Flag officer; or a career SES in a leadership position within an advocacy group). 

Advocates/advocacy groups include, but are not limited to, the following:

DOD: Flag/SES level decision makers in DOD organizations (e.g. USD(AT&L); ASD(C3I); Director, PA&E; Director, DOT&E; ASD (Comptroller); USecAF (for space programs))

Joint Staff : Flag/SES level in joint staff, (particularly FCB, JCB and JROC processes)

Warfighter: Flag/SES level in service and joint warfighting commands, CSA staff

Army secretariat: SES/Flag incumbents at DASA level and above

Congressional: Senators/Members of Congress/professional staff of the four committees (HASC/SASC/HAC/SAC) 

Industry:  senior executives of involved corporations
International: (as applicable): senior governmental decision makers / executives of foreign industry partners

The Path Ahead…

The Army piloted this initiative with PEO (IEW&S) from January to June 2003. The pilot validated and verified the worth of the process.  While successful, the pilot emphasized the need to automate the P(S) method to reduce the burden of creating graphics-intensive charts on program offices.  In late July 2003, the ASA(ALT) staff provided Mr. Bolton with a decision brief to determine if the Point Estimate or the DAU generated Probability of Success initiative would be selected. Mr. Bolton selected the DAU Probability of Success method, and directed that it be implemented. During the late fall of 2003, Program Manager for Acquisition, Logistics and Technology Enterprise Systems and Services (PM, ALTESS) automated the process. ASA(ALT) piloted the automated process with PEO Aviation and C3T in January 2004  The initial version of the P(S) application was fielded in March 2004, and the first segment of ACAT ID programs began reporting under this process in May 2004.  Further implementation across the balance of Army major acquisition programs will take place during the remainder of 2004.

During development of the P(S) process, it was presented as a “work in process” to multiple sessions of the Executive Program Management Course and the Program Manager’s Skills Courses.  Government and contractor executive-level students made many valuable suggestions that were incorporated in the process. Additionally, many of these program managers took the P(S) process with them to use as a personal management tool when they returned to their programs.

Variations of the original tool are in development for use on a “basket PM office” with multiple non-major programs under one PM. Original work in this area was conducted by COL Steve Rust, USA,  PM, ITTS in the Army PEO, STRI, in conjunction with DAU. Additionally, a variation for use with a DRPM-level group of major programs under one senior manager is currently being worked. .

Along with this, multiple acquisition staffs serving Navy, Air Force, USD(AT&L), NSA, MDA, DFAS and the Space Acquisition Executive have requested the P(S) product  and are reviewing /considering it for use. Interest in using / adapting the P(S) product has also been shown by both the UK National Audit Office (NAO), and the Australian Defence Material Office (DMO).

CONCLUSION.


The DAU/Army “Probability of Program Success” method provides both a robust process and a concise briefing methodology to accurately represent key programmatic information for the use of the PM and senior acquisition leadership.  It provides one of the first representations of program health based on consideration of the full spectrum of factors (both internal and external) that affect a program’s ability to succeed in today’s defense acquisition environment.  Strong “pull” from the user community for this process indicates the inherent value of this comprehensive method.

Further information on this process can be obtained from the Acquisition Information Management website, the DAU Rapid Deployment Training website, of the DAU Acquisition Community Connection website. 
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RESOURCES – CONTRACTOR HEALTH

		Corporate Indicators 

		Company/Group Metrics

		Current Stock P/E Ratio

		Last Stock Dividends Declared/Passed 

		Industrial Base Status (Only Player?  One of __ Viable Competitors?)

		Market Share in Program Area, and Trend (over last Five Years)

		Significant Events (Mergers/Acquisitions/ “Distractors”)

		Program Indicators 

		Program-Specific Metrics

		“Program Fit” in Company/Group

		Program ROI (if available)

		Key Players, Phone Numbers, and their Experience

		Program Manning/Issues

		Contractor Facilities/Issues

		Key Skills Certification Status (e.g. ISO 9000/CMM Level)

		PM Evaluation of Contractor Commitment to Program 

		High, Med, or Low





Program

Acronym

ACAT XX

Date of Review: dd mmm yy

COL, PM



PEO

XXX

Y

Predictive

Y(2)

Historical



IN ORDER TO EFFECTIVELY PARTNER WITH INDUSTRY, THE PROGRAM MANAGER HAS TO UNDERSTAND WHAT IS TRULY IMPORTANT TO HIS INDUSTRY PARTNER.  THIS METRIC (CONTRACTOR HEALTH) PROVIDES AN EVALUATION OF THE STATE OF THE CONTRACTOR’S BUSINESS, AND HIS TEAM, TO THE PM , THE PEO AND THE SAE.  

THE METRIC IS BROKEN INTO TWO AREAS.  THE FIRST, CORPORATE INDICATORS, IDENTIFIES SOME OF THE MORE IMPORTANT METRICS (PRICE TO EARNINGS RATIO; HISTORY OF DIVIDENDS) THE COMMERCIAL WORLD USES TO EVALUATE CONTRACTOR HEALTH.  OTHERS, LIKE BACKLOG, COULD BE SUBSTITUTED AT THE PM’S DISCRETION.  ADDITIONALLY, THE COMPANY’S STATUS IN THE DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL BASE FOR THE PARTICULAR PROGRAM AREA, AND ANY SIGNIFICANT EVENTS WITH COMPANY-WIDE IMPACT , ARE DISCUSSED. 

		FINANCIAL DATA FOR THE CONTRACTOR CAN BE FOUND ON THE SEC WEBSITE (START AT HTTP://WWW.SEC.GOV/EDGAR/SEARCHEDGAR/COMPANYSEARCH.HTML , AND SEARCH USING THE COMPANY’S NAME – ONCE THE REPORTS ARE CALLED UP, ACCESS THE COMPANY’S REPORT 10-K (PART II, SECTION 6) – THIS WILL PROVIDE THE P/E RATIO AND DIVIDEND DATA (AND A HOST OF OTHER USEFUL FINANCIAL METRICS))



THE SECOND, PROGRAM INDICATORS,  SPEAKS SPECIFICALLY TO THE ASSIGNED PROGRAM/PROJECT TEAM.  THIS PORTION OF THE METRIC PROVIDES AN EVALUATION OF HOW WELL THE CONTRACTOR HAS SET UP THE PROGRAM TEAM EXECUTING THE PROGRAM, ALONG WITH ANY SIGNIFICANT ISSUES AND CHALLENGES FACED BY THE CONTRACTOR.  

DATA FOR THIS CHART SHOULD BE DEVELOPED IN CONJUNCTION WITH THE CONTRACTOR AND THE ASSIGNED DCMA ORGANIZATION  – BUT PM HAS RESPONSIBILITY (AND FINAL SAY) ON THE EVALUATION COLOR AND TREND DIRECTION ASSIGNED.  

DATA FOR PRIME AND KEY SUBCONTRACTORS SHOULD BE PROVIDED.  OVERALL RATING SHOULD REFLECT THE AGGREGATE STATE OF THE CONTRACTOR/SUBCONTRACTOR TEAM

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Resources and Health - Contractor metric calculation (maximum value is 3 points)

Green  (2 to 3):      No significant corporate / group issues affecting program;  program is aligned with core business of business unit; program is properly staffed (team and key personnel); contractor facilities have no significant issues; corporate management demonstrates high commitment to program    

Yellow (1 to <2):      Some corporate / group issues affecting program;  program is peripheral to core business of business unit; program has some manning issues (team and/or  key personnel) which are affecting program execution; contractor facilities have some issues affecting program execution; corporate management demonstrates moderate commitment to program 

Red (<1):      Major corporate / group issues affecting program;  program is not aligned with core business of business unit; program has significant  manning issues (team and/or  key personnel) which impede program execution; contractor facilities have major issues which impede program execution; corporate management demonstrates low commitment to program 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Level 1 Resources Factor Calculation (max value 20 points) = value (Budget) + value (gov’t manning/qual) + value (Ktr health):  

Green  (16 to 20); Yellow (12 to <16); Red (<12 or “Killer Blow” in any Level 2 subfactor)



The three Level 2 factors are weighted as follows: Budget (max value 14); Gov’t manning and qual (max value 3);  Ktr health (max value 3)   
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Program Structure - Summary


Description:


Brief, low jargon description of the program and its purpose, i.e., “The ABC program will develop and deploy an airborne, synthetic aperture radar which can detect slowly moving, land military targets at ranges of 100-150 km in the presence of significant land clutter and commercial land traffic.”


 Fiscal  Year                            01                       02                        03                         04                         05                        06                        07	         08


Quarter                          I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV 


Milestones


R&D/Studies


Acq Strategy


Demos


Production


M/S A


M/S B


M/S C


LRIP


Development


Tech Demo 1


Tech Demo 2


Tech Demo 3


FSED


Budget


$ 29M


$ 52M


$ 76M


$ 82M


$ 76M


$ 29M


$ 29M


Program Manager/Office _________                                       Date of This Review________


                                                                                                   Program Start Date________


Key Performance Parameters





KPP 	 Objective   Threshold    Demo


Range                            150m                100km               125 nm


Prob Detection                0.95                 0.90                 .90


Prob False Positive         0.05                 0.10                  .10


Ground Clutter Reject     -20 db            -15 db               -15 db


Correlation time              3 mins            30 sec              1 min


Operating Cost/hr            $25                $30                   $30


MTBF                            20 hrs               10 hrs                15 hrs


etc.			


			Current Est.


R&D Cost	         500K	     550K	$490K	


Proc Cost                           2M                2.2M	$1.9M


Unit Cost                       100K                110K	$ 90K


 - APUC                             133K                   146K	$130K


 - PAUC                             166K                   182K	$160K


Acquisition Objectives


Quantity                           


IOC 	              


Target Price (unit)               


Contract Data





Program Description: This chart should describe the program in simple, jargon-free language.  It is not a sales chart. Do not feel compelled to list all the benefits of the system, it is already a program.  Just describe what it is and what it does.   List the major Key Performance Parameters in the center section and the procurement objectives in the right section.  The bottom section of the chart should contain the schedule of major milestones and funding by fiscal year.  For the purposes of this exhibit, only the major milestones should be depicted.  “Major” refers to the level of detail where there are 1-3 milestones every reporting period, six months.  Most milestones should be performance oriented (an experimental result or demonstration) not bureaucratically oriented (a report, a document, or a meeting.)  This chart should not change much from review to review except for updates to milestone accomplishment and budget.  If anything does change (KPP’s, deliverables, etc.) please highlight and discuss)
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				Contract Type				FPIF/FFP				CPAF				CPFF				Total



				Original Contract								$290.1				$55.0				$345.1



				Current Contract								$339.2				$55.0				$394.2



				Scope Growth								$49.1				$0.0				$49.1



				Cost Growth								$0.0				$0.0				$0.0



				Award/Sched Fee								$32.4								$32.4

















Resources - Budget


Program Manager/Office______________                                   Date of Review_________


                                                                    Programmed (%Obligated)


 Activity                               FY01  (%)      FY02   (%)    FY 03    FY 04    FY 05     FY 06      FY07   SUFF(Y/N)	


Display each significant task


G





RDT&E


Proj


Proj


Procurement


OMA





Budget: Show the entire budget for the program broken down in the way that you manage it, not the way you budget for it!  I am not looking for a replication of the DAES report.  Instead I am looking for a breakout of the functional distribution of spending.  For instance, a good program manager will have a management reserve built into the budget.  Please display it or be prepared to say why no reserve is necessary.  Please also break out SETA support and SYSCOM support as separate and explicit categories.  At a minimum, each separate contract should be displayed.  With large contracts, each significant task above $1M a year should be displayed.  For FY 1998 and 1999 please also show the current (as of the date of the report) percentage of obligation in each line.
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Resources - Manning/Qualification


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


and


and


 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Fully DAWIA Qualified


 : Billet is Unfilled


 : Incumbent Requires No DAWIA Qualification






































Total Billets            152                         151                         137                         136                         135                      135


G


 : CSS





Manning and Qualification: This chart is intended to show your personnel status in both filling billets and progressing towards DAWIA qualification for those billets that require it.  Civilian and military status is shown separately but on the same chart.  The current (rightmost) and previous five status bars should be kept and displayed.  All billets belonging to the Program Office should be accounted in one of the categories with totals displayed at the top.  The goal for both civilian and military billets is that 80% filled by qualified (or not requiring qualification).
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EXECUTION - Contract Performance for [give short contract title]
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Briefed: 


                     YYMMDD 


Axxxxx-YY-Cxxxx               


Contractor Name [Prime or Significant Sub]               


PEO and Program Manager


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Last Rebaselining:  JAN02


Number of Rebaselinings:   1


Date of Next Rebaselining:  MMM YY


KTR’s EAC:


104M


Date of Last Award Fee:  MMM YY


Date of Next Award Fee:  MMM YY
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CV = $2.0 M
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Ahead of Schedule and Underspent


Behind Schedule and Underspent


Ahead of Schedule and Overspent


Behind Schedule and Overspent


0.940   


0.960   


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


CPI


01/00


10/99


07/99


04/99


04/02


03/02


02/02


01/02





10/01


07/01


04/01


1/01


10/00


07/00


04/00


01/02


42% 


PM’s Projected 


Performance at Completion


for CPI and Duration.


Y




















Execution – Overall Risk Assessment


5


			 





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


Consequence


4


3


2


1


High


Medium


Low


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





Y


			A brief description of Issue # 5 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 1 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 3 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Manufacturing Challenges.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 2 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 6 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Technical Maturity








			Approach to remedy/mitigation











Risk Assessment: Each issue which might affect the success of the program (technical, schedule, fiscal, etc) needs to be identified and assessed as to likelihood and consequences (performance or financial) of occurrence.  The following is a rough key to scoring: 


Likelihood 	(1)Negligible - One can reasonably assume no occurrence (<10%)


	(2)Unlikely - Occurrence possible but less than likely (10-40%)


	(3)Likely - significant chance of occurrence (40-65%)


	(4)Highly Probable - Very high changes of occurrence (65-90%)


	(5)Near Certainty - Assume and anticipate occurrence (>90%)


Consequences	(1)Marginal - Remedy will cause disruption to the program


	(2)Significant -.Shorts an significant mission need


	(3)Serious - Shorts a critical mission need but expect no breech


	(4)Very Serious - Potentially fails a KPP or OPEVAL. 


	(5)Catastrophic - Jeopardizes an exit criterion of current Phase


If the assessment is done formally by a standing advisory board (good program management) then please list the members and their affiliations.  Each issue box should contain a brief statement of intended approach.  Presenter should be prepared for more detailed discussion on these issues and alternative courses of action.

















Execution - PARS/Award Fee Matrix


COL, Prog


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review:  





PEO


XXX





CPAR/IPAR/AF Chart Guidance





Prepare one chart for each contract addressed in the “Performance Overview”, or earned value, chart as applicable. 


Cover all CPARs and IPARs through the full period of performance for the contract.


Be prepared to address any disconnects between award fee and CPAR/IPAR ratings, e.g. an award fee of 90%, and a number of YELLOWs on CPAR/IPAR.














CPAR-IPAR-AR



				



												Contractor:				((Contractor Name))																												Contract Start Date:																				MMM YY



												Program:				((Program Name))																												Estimated Completion Date:																				MMM YY



												Contract Number:				N00000-00-C-0000



												Item: (CPAR, IPAR or AF)				AF				CPAR				AF				AF				IPAR				CPAR				IPAR				AF				IPAR				IPAR				AF				IPAR				CPAR				IPAR



												Period Ending: (Mmm YY)				Jan 99				Apr 99				Jul 99				Jan 00				Mar 00				Apr 00				Jun 00				Jul 00				Sep 00				Dec 00				Jan 01				Mar 01				Apr 01				Jun 01



												Months Covered: (NR)				6				12				6				6				3				12				3				6				3				3				6				3				12				3



												Areas to Evaluate



												a. Technical (Quality of Product)								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(1) Product Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(2) Systems Engineering								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												(3) Software Engineering								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(4) Logistics Support/Sustainment								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(5) Product Assurance								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(6) Other Technical Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												b. Schedule								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												c. Cost Control								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												d. Management								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(1) Management Responsiveness								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(2) SubContract Management								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(3) Program Mgmt and Other Mgmt								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												e. Other Areas								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(1) Communications								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(2) Support to Government Tests								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												Award Fee Percentage:				85%								70%				90%																84%

















Program Advocacy - Summary


       AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 	  TREND


			TSM     		     	      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Warfighter 		      	      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Secretariat			      G		   Impr


			(Major point)


			OSD				      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Joint Staff	      		      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Congressional	                                      R		   Decl


			(Major point)


			International Partners     	                      Y		   Steady


			(Major point)











			Overall			      R		   Decl





R











Program “Fit” in Capability Vision 


Summary


     AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 TREND


			Power Projection 		      G		  Steady


			(Major Point)


			Network-Centric 		      Y		   Decl


			Interoperability      	      	      G		  Steady


			JV2020			      R		   Decl


			Transformative		      Y		   Decl


			Operational Testing	      	      Y		   Decl











			Overall			      Y		   Decl





Y














FINDINGS/ACTIONS





Other Issues:  Describe other issues as appropriate.














BACK-UP SLIDES














Congressional Issues/Correspondence


Action


Due Date


Status


(During the Past Year)


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Letter from Rep Foghorn re: status of selection


9 Feb 99


Delayed awaiting chop from Nxx


Report to SAC re: alternative systems


15 Apr 99


Draft complete, in chop


Phoncon from Sen Potbelly re; constituent


15 Jan 99


Promise to furnish information, fax sent on 02 Feb 99


Visit from Mayor Bighouse


18 Dec 98


Returned Christmas turkey


Action completed


and on-time


Action completed


but not on-time


Action not completed


and due with 2 weeks


Action not completed


and overdue


Accompanied Rep Gotrocks to demo


01 Nov 98


No further action required





Congressional Issues: Any congressional contact with a program for the year previous to the review (both good and bad) should be recorded here.  Congressional correspondence, required reports, visits, demonstrations, should be shown together with a very brief (5-10 words) description of the interaction meant only to remind an already informed reader of the issue.  Please also conform to color-code for timeliness.  This chart will be addressed by the appropriate DASN.

















FY 99 Congressional Adds


Add Title


Appn/Add


Status/Actions Taken


Committee(s)/


   Member(s)


Hokum Processor


RDT&E/$ 5M


HAC/Smyth


OSD Hold / Release Requested


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Outyear Impact


Program accelerated


-$5M in FY 00 likely





Congressional Adds: This is the status of the release and execution of congressional plus-ups.  Identification of the specific interested member is very important.  Please work with OLA to make sure this information is complete.














Acquisition Reform


Initiatives Summary


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Lessons Learned (optional):





List the Acquisition Reform Initiatives undertaken (past or current) and planned.  A list of  initiatives is available on the Acquisition Reform Office (ARO) website“www.acq-ref.navy.mil”.  For each initiative provide an estimate of the Implementation Cost (dollar cost, time, personnel, or performance) and the Benefits Derived (dollar savings, time, personnel, or performance).  Identifying any significant Lessons Learned is optional.








Recommendations:  This form (with guidance) will be available at the ARO  website “www.acq-ref.navy.mil”.  If you are undertaking initiatives not identified in the Acquisition Reform Implementation Plan, please identify as such. Contact Mr. Bill Campbell in the Acquisition Reform Office (703) 602-5506 if you have questions or need assistance.
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Special Initiatives


(One each for TOC/Smart Work/RBA/SPS/A-76/etc)


Description:


What will the initiative do and how will it save money, e.g. “This initiative replaces the current CRT display with a commercial active matrix, liquid crystal unit.  Savings accrue from much reduced maintenance costs and avoidance of new system replacement.”


Key Technical Objectives





Feature            Objective


Size/wt                              xxxx


Pixel resolution                xxxxx


Brightness                        xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Persistence                       xxxxx


Shock Tolerance              xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Cost                                 xxxxx


Savings (per installation)


Retrofit Quantity                    150


First system replaced             9/03


Cost per retrofit                   $1500


Savings per installation         xxxx 


Contact Data


Contractor                  Behemoth Inc


Value/Type               $547M/CPFF


Start/Complete          6-98/10-01


Profit Rate                    0%


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


99           00           01          02          03          04            05         06           07          08           09          10          11           12          13


60





50





40





30





20





10





  0





-10





-20


Net Savings ($M)


$4M      $6M      $7M       $5M        $2M


Break Even


PDR


Design/Concept


Validation


CDR


Brassboard


 Demo


Begin Install


3X Return





Special Initiatives: Each special initiative (total operating cost reduction, reduced work, standard procurement system, paperwork reduction, etc) needs to be identified and discussed.  Certainly, any initiative that has external budget visibility (SPS, COSSI, TOC, etc) needs its own chart.  But also any initiative that is internal to the program and shows PM initiative needs to be displayed.  Top half is standard descriptive information.  Bottom half is the payback analysis.  The initiative itself is much of the investment phase and accounts for the initial negative net savings.  Real savings begin to accrue as the initiative ends.  One measure of merit is the payback time, i.e. when savings equal investment.  A second measure is the amount of time required for a three-fold yield.  Program management management is responsible for on-time, on-budget performance of the initiative as well a routine assessment and affirmation of the payback schedule.














Special Initiatives - TOC Summary


TOP 10 Cost Drivers


 1. Manpower


 2. Parts Obsolescence


 3.


 4.


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


TOP 10 TOC Initiatives


 1. Redesign Engine Module*


 2. Upgrade Radar*


 3. Develop New Support Equipment


 4. Redesign Wing


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


*Funded Initiatives - see separate chart for details.


Does this initiative change any of the KPPs?  If so, how?  (State parameter and objective changes.)


ROI


 1. $300M direct aircraft costs*


 2. Improve readiness levels by 40% 


     saving $200M*


 3. Field new COTS technology saving 


    $2M O&S costs


 4. Improve operational capability


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.

















Logistics Risk Assessment





Consequence


4


1


2


6


5


3


7


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


CAPT/COL, Prog





     :  Overall Assessment


1:  Training


2:  Support Equipment


3:  Publications


4:  Facilities


5:  Maintenance Concept


6:  Supply Support


7:  MTBF


Logistics Areas (examples)





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


5


4


3


2


1











Low Risk


Medium Risk


High Risk





PEO


XXX


RISK # 4 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK #5





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK # 6 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.











Logistics Risks


Indicate data points for the major logistics planning areas and provide a brief description/mitigation plan for those items in the RED and YELLOW blocks. Logistics planning areas include, but are not limited to:  supply support, training (including training equipment), support equipment (including test equipment), facilities and publications.   Indicate your overall logistics assessment with a triangle.  Consider system reliability (Mean Time Between Failures) and maintainability (Maintenance Man Hours per Operating Hour) in positioning the triangle.  If the system is not on track to achieve reliability and maintainability targets, especially reliability, logistics support will be negatively impacted. 


 


REMINDER: refer to Dr. Buchanan’s definitions WRT “likelihood” and “consequence” when constructing this chart - see below:





Likelihood 	


(1) Negligible - One can reasonably assume no occurrence (<10%)


(2) Unlikely - Occurrence possible but less than likely (10-40%)


(3) Likely - significant chance of occurrence (40-65%)


(4) Highly Probable - Very high chances of occurrence (65-90%)


(5) Near Certainty - Assume and anticipate occurrence (>90%)


Consequence


(1) Marginal - Remedy will cause disruption to the program


(2) Significant - Shorts a significant mission need


(3) Serious - Shorts a critical mission need but expect no breech


(4) Very Serious - Potentially fails a KPP or OPEVAL. 


(5) Catastrophic - Jeopardizes an exit criterion of current phase














Program “Success” Metrics 


Summary


     AREA				STATUS	 TREND


			Requirement 		      	     G	  	  Steady


			Resources 		      	     Y		   Decl


			Execution			      	     G		  Steady


			Advocacy			      	     R		   Decl


			“Fit” in Capability Vision	      	     Y		   Decl











			Mission Capability Delivery   	     Y		   Decl
















Initiative Implementation Cost Benefit Derived



1



2



3



4



5



6



7



8



9



10








Contract Type FPIF/FFP CPAF CPFF Total



Original Contract $290.1 $55.0 $345.1



Current Contract $339.2 $55.0 $394.2



Scope Growth $49.1 $0.0 $49.1



Cost Growth $0.0 $0.0 $0.0



Award/Sched Fee $32.4 $32.4



Contractor: 



Program: 



Contract Number: 



Item: (CPAR, IPAR or AF) AF CPAR AF AF IPAR CPAR IPAR AF IPAR IPAR AF IPAR CPAR IPAR



Period Ending: (Mmm YY) Jan 99 Apr 99 Jul 99 Jan 00 Mar 00 Apr 00 Jun 00 Jul 00 Sep 00 Dec 00 Jan 01 Mar 01 Apr 01 Jun 01



Months Covered: (NR) 6 12 6 6 3 12 3 6 3 3 6 3 12 3



Areas to Evaluate 



a. Technical (Quality of Product) EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (1) Product Performance VG VG VG VG



   (2) Systems Engineering SAT SAT SAT SAT



   (3) Software Engineering MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (4) Logistics Support/Sustainment UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (5) Product Assurance EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (6) Other Technical Performance VG VG VG VG



b. Schedule SAT SAT SAT SAT



c. Cost Control MARG MARG MARG MARG



d. Management UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (1) Management Responsiveness EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (2) SubContract Management VG VG VG VG



   (3) Program Mgmt and Other Mgmt SAT SAT SAT SAT



e. Other Areas MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (1) Communications UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (2) Support to Government Tests UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



Award Fee Percentage: 85% 70% 90% 84%



N00000-00-C-0000



Contract Start Date:



Estimated Completion Date:



MMM YY



MMM YY



((Contractor Name))



((Program Name))
















_1146473095.ppt


EXECUTION – TECHNICAL MATURITY

Date of Review: dd mmm yy

COL, PM

Program

Acronym

ACAT XX











Program Initiation

Milestone

C



PEO

XXX

CDR





Y

Predictive

Y(3)

Historical



THE FINAL LEVEL 2 METRIC IN THE EXECUTION FACTOR IS TECHNICAL MATURITY.  ANALYSES OF MULTIPLE MAJOR PROGRAMS HAVE SHOWN THAT THE LEVEL OF TECHNICAL MATURITY POSSESSED BY A PROGRAM AT KEY STAGES OF PROGRAM CONCEPTION, DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION IS AN EXCELLENT PREDICTOR OF WHETHER OR NOT THE PROGRAM WILL MEET ESTABLISHED COST AND SCHEDULE GOALS.  

THE GAO HAS DONE AN EXTENSIVE STUDY OF BEST PRACTICES IN ACQUISITION PROGRAMS AND HAS FURTHER DEFINED METRICS IN SUPPORT OF THIS PRINCIPLE (CRITICAL TECHNICAL MATURITY ISSUES AT KEY PROGRAM “FLOW POINTS”) :

		 EARLY IN THE PROGRAM: (From Concept Exploration to program initiation (Milestone B)), a match is achieved between the user’s needs and the developer’s technical resources:

		Metric:   the set of Critical Technologies (CT) has been (a) identified; and (b) what percentage of this set is at Technology Readiness Level  8 or above

		GREEN:  80 -100%;  YELLOW:  60 - <80%;  RED:  <60%

		-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

		 DURING THE DESIGN/EARLY PRODUCTION PHASE: (From Program Initiation to Critical Design Review for the Program), the goal is achieving product design stability:

		Metric:  The Program Manager has the option of using either:

		 what percentage of the total number of required program Engineering Drawings have been approved and released for use; or, 

		The percentage of program integration factors/program production factors which are at a Integration Readiness Level /Production Readiness Level of 8 or higher (If integration/production factors are the selected metric, use TRL chart format to display) 

		GREEN:  80 -100%;  YELLOW:  60 - <80%;  RED:  <60%

		-----------------------------------------------------------------------------

		 DURING RATE PRODUCTION:  At Milestone C (or at stable Low Rate Production), the product has demonstrated that it can be produced within cost, schedule and quality targets:

		Metric:  the key production processes have been (a) identified and (b) what percentage of them are under statistical process control, GREEN:  80 -100%;  YELLOW:  60 - <80%;  RED:  <60%

		------------------------------------------------------------------------------



Technical Maturity factor calculation (maximum value is 2 points)

Green  (2): Metric for current stage of program is GREEN 

Yellow (1): Metric for current stage of program is YELLOW 

Red (0): Metric for current stage of program is RED

(NOTE:  Subtract 1 point from above total for each previous stage metric (if applicable) that is not at a GREEN level)

-----------------------------------------------------------------

Level 1 Execution factor calculation (max value 20 points) = sum of all  7 advocacy metrics

Allocated Values:  Reqm’ts/Resources/Execution Risk Assessment metric (8 points max); the remaining six metrics are of equal value (each 2 points max)

 GREEN:  (16 to 20); YELLOW: (10 to <16); RED: (<10) 

----------------------------------------------------------------
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Program Structure - Summary


Description:


Brief, low jargon description of the program and its purpose, i.e., “The ABC program will develop and deploy an airborne, synthetic aperture radar which can detect slowly moving, land military targets at ranges of 100-150 km in the presence of significant land clutter and commercial land traffic.”


 Fiscal  Year                            01                       02                        03                         04                         05                        06                        07	         08


Quarter                          I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV 


Milestones


R&D/Studies


Acq Strategy


Demos


Production


M/S A


M/S B


M/S C


LRIP


Development


Tech Demo 1


Tech Demo 2


Tech Demo 3


FSED


Budget


$ 29M


$ 52M


$ 76M


$ 82M


$ 76M


$ 29M


$ 29M


Program Manager/Office _________                                       Date of This Review________


                                                                                                   Program Start Date________


Key Performance Parameters





KPP 	 Objective   Threshold    Demo


Range                            150m                100km               125 nm


Prob Detection                0.95                 0.90                 .90


Prob False Positive         0.05                 0.10                  .10


Ground Clutter Reject     -20 db            -15 db               -15 db


Correlation time              3 mins            30 sec              1 min


Operating Cost/hr            $25                $30                   $30


MTBF                            20 hrs               10 hrs                15 hrs


etc.			


			Current Est.


R&D Cost	         500K	     550K	$490K	


Proc Cost                           2M                2.2M	$1.9M


Unit Cost                       100K                110K	$ 90K


 - APUC                             133K                   146K	$130K


 - PAUC                             166K                   182K	$160K


Acquisition Objectives


Quantity                           


IOC 	              


Target Price (unit)               


Contract Data





Program Description: This chart should describe the program in simple, jargon-free language.  It is not a sales chart. Do not feel compelled to list all the benefits of the system, it is already a program.  Just describe what it is and what it does.   List the major Key Performance Parameters in the center section and the procurement objectives in the right section.  The bottom section of the chart should contain the schedule of major milestones and funding by fiscal year.  For the purposes of this exhibit, only the major milestones should be depicted.  “Major” refers to the level of detail where there are 1-3 milestones every reporting period, six months.  Most milestones should be performance oriented (an experimental result or demonstration) not bureaucratically oriented (a report, a document, or a meeting.)  This chart should not change much from review to review except for updates to milestone accomplishment and budget.  If anything does change (KPP’s, deliverables, etc.) please highlight and discuss)
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				Contract Type				FPIF/FFP				CPAF				CPFF				Total



				Original Contract								$290.1				$55.0				$345.1



				Current Contract								$339.2				$55.0				$394.2



				Scope Growth								$49.1				$0.0				$49.1



				Cost Growth								$0.0				$0.0				$0.0



				Award/Sched Fee								$32.4								$32.4

















Resources - Budget


Program Manager/Office______________                                   Date of Review_________


                                                                    Programmed (%Obligated)


 Activity                               FY01  (%)      FY02   (%)    FY 03    FY 04    FY 05     FY 06      FY07   SUFF(Y/N)	


Display each significant task


G





RDT&E


Proj


Proj


Procurement


OMA





Budget: Show the entire budget for the program broken down in the way that you manage it, not the way you budget for it!  I am not looking for a replication of the DAES report.  Instead I am looking for a breakout of the functional distribution of spending.  For instance, a good program manager will have a management reserve built into the budget.  Please display it or be prepared to say why no reserve is necessary.  Please also break out SETA support and SYSCOM support as separate and explicit categories.  At a minimum, each separate contract should be displayed.  With large contracts, each significant task above $1M a year should be displayed.  For FY 1998 and 1999 please also show the current (as of the date of the report) percentage of obligation in each line.

















 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Not DAWIA Qualified


9/00


3/01


10/01


2/02
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3/03


100





 90





 80





 70





 60





 50





 40





 30





 20





 10





   0


Military














Civilian


Downsized and Replaced Mil with Civ


Goal


Goal


Resources - Manning/Qualification


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


and


and


 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Fully DAWIA Qualified


 : Billet is Unfilled


 : Incumbent Requires No DAWIA Qualification






































Total Billets            152                         151                         137                         136                         135                      135


G


 : CSS





Manning and Qualification: This chart is intended to show your personnel status in both filling billets and progressing towards DAWIA qualification for those billets that require it.  Civilian and military status is shown separately but on the same chart.  The current (rightmost) and previous five status bars should be kept and displayed.  All billets belonging to the Program Office should be accounted in one of the categories with totals displayed at the top.  The goal for both civilian and military billets is that 80% filled by qualified (or not requiring qualification).

















Requirements 


ORD KPP Compliance Status 


Combat capability


Threshold


Objective


C4I Interoperability


	(Strategic, Theater, Force Coord., 	Force Control, Fire Control)


Endurance


Position diamond along bar to best show where KPP is in terms of threshold - objective range.


Cost


Manning


Sustained Speed


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


COL, Prog


(EXAMPLES)























- Status as of Last Brief


G


Y





PEO


XXX























EXECUTION - Contract Performance for [give short contract title]


$100


111%


56%


$50


100%


$90


122%


$110


0


0%


04/02


04/04


08/04


04/00





Briefed: 


                     YYMMDD 


Axxxxx-YY-Cxxxx               


Contractor Name [Prime or Significant Sub]               


PEO and Program Manager


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Last Rebaselining:  JAN02


Number of Rebaselinings:   1


Date of Next Rebaselining:  MMM YY


KTR’s EAC:


104M


Date of Last Award Fee:  MMM YY


Date of Next Award Fee:  MMM YY











1.18


PM’s EAC


Total Spent


Total Calendar Schedule 


$M


0 %


TAB


BAC


ACWP


EAC


EV % Spent


50% 


[TCPIEAC = 0.76]


CV = $2.0 M


SV = $2.9 M


100% 


108% 


01/02


SPI





1.18


1.18











Ahead of Schedule and Underspent


Behind Schedule and Underspent


Ahead of Schedule and Overspent


Behind Schedule and Overspent


0.940   


0.960   


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


CPI


01/00


10/99


07/99


04/99


04/02


03/02


02/02


01/02





10/01


07/01


04/01


1/01


10/00


07/00


04/00


01/02


42% 


PM’s Projected 


Performance at Completion


for CPI and Duration.


Y




















Execution – Overall Risk Assessment


5


			 





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


Consequence


4


3


2


1


High


Medium


Low


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





Y


			A brief description of Issue # 5 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 1 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 3 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Manufacturing Challenges.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 2 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 6 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Technical Maturity








			Approach to remedy/mitigation











Risk Assessment: Each issue which might affect the success of the program (technical, schedule, fiscal, etc) needs to be identified and assessed as to likelihood and consequences (performance or financial) of occurrence.  The following is a rough key to scoring: 


Likelihood 	(1)Negligible - One can reasonably assume no occurrence (<10%)


	(2)Unlikely - Occurrence possible but less than likely (10-40%)


	(3)Likely - significant chance of occurrence (40-65%)


	(4)Highly Probable - Very high changes of occurrence (65-90%)


	(5)Near Certainty - Assume and anticipate occurrence (>90%)


Consequences	(1)Marginal - Remedy will cause disruption to the program


	(2)Significant -.Shorts an significant mission need


	(3)Serious - Shorts a critical mission need but expect no breech


	(4)Very Serious - Potentially fails a KPP or OPEVAL. 


	(5)Catastrophic - Jeopardizes an exit criterion of current Phase


If the assessment is done formally by a standing advisory board (good program management) then please list the members and their affiliations.  Each issue box should contain a brief statement of intended approach.  Presenter should be prepared for more detailed discussion on these issues and alternative courses of action.

















Execution - PARS/Award Fee Matrix


COL, Prog


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review:  





PEO


XXX





CPAR/IPAR/AF Chart Guidance





Prepare one chart for each contract addressed in the “Performance Overview”, or earned value, chart as applicable. 


Cover all CPARs and IPARs through the full period of performance for the contract.


Be prepared to address any disconnects between award fee and CPAR/IPAR ratings, e.g. an award fee of 90%, and a number of YELLOWs on CPAR/IPAR.














CPAR-IPAR-AR



				



												Contractor:				((Contractor Name))																												Contract Start Date:																				MMM YY



												Program:				((Program Name))																												Estimated Completion Date:																				MMM YY



												Contract Number:				N00000-00-C-0000



												Item: (CPAR, IPAR or AF)				AF				CPAR				AF				AF				IPAR				CPAR				IPAR				AF				IPAR				IPAR				AF				IPAR				CPAR				IPAR



												Period Ending: (Mmm YY)				Jan 99				Apr 99				Jul 99				Jan 00				Mar 00				Apr 00				Jun 00				Jul 00				Sep 00				Dec 00				Jan 01				Mar 01				Apr 01				Jun 01



												Months Covered: (NR)				6				12				6				6				3				12				3				6				3				3				6				3				12				3



												Areas to Evaluate



												a. Technical (Quality of Product)								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(1) Product Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(2) Systems Engineering								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												(3) Software Engineering								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(4) Logistics Support/Sustainment								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(5) Product Assurance								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(6) Other Technical Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												b. Schedule								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												c. Cost Control								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												d. Management								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(1) Management Responsiveness								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(2) SubContract Management								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(3) Program Mgmt and Other Mgmt								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												e. Other Areas								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(1) Communications								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(2) Support to Government Tests								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												Award Fee Percentage:				85%								70%				90%																84%

















Program Advocacy - Summary


       AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 	  TREND


			TSM     		     	      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Warfighter 		      	      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Secretariat			      G		   Impr


			(Major point)


			OSD				      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Joint Staff	      		      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Congressional	                                      R		   Decl


			(Major point)


			International Partners     	                      Y		   Steady


			(Major point)











			Overall			      R		   Decl





R











Program “Fit” in Capability Vision 


Summary


     AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 TREND


			Power Projection 		      G		  Steady


			(Major Point)


			Network-Centric 		      Y		   Decl


			Interoperability      	      	      G		  Steady


			JV2020			      R		   Decl


			Transformative		      Y		   Decl


			Operational Testing	      	      Y		   Decl











			Overall			      Y		   Decl





Y














FINDINGS/ACTIONS





Other Issues:  Describe other issues as appropriate.














BACK-UP SLIDES














Congressional Issues/Correspondence


Action


Due Date


Status


(During the Past Year)


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Letter from Rep Foghorn re: status of selection


9 Feb 99


Delayed awaiting chop from Nxx


Report to SAC re: alternative systems


15 Apr 99


Draft complete, in chop


Phoncon from Sen Potbelly re; constituent


15 Jan 99


Promise to furnish information, fax sent on 02 Feb 99


Visit from Mayor Bighouse


18 Dec 98


Returned Christmas turkey


Action completed


and on-time


Action completed


but not on-time


Action not completed


and due with 2 weeks


Action not completed


and overdue


Accompanied Rep Gotrocks to demo


01 Nov 98


No further action required





Congressional Issues: Any congressional contact with a program for the year previous to the review (both good and bad) should be recorded here.  Congressional correspondence, required reports, visits, demonstrations, should be shown together with a very brief (5-10 words) description of the interaction meant only to remind an already informed reader of the issue.  Please also conform to color-code for timeliness.  This chart will be addressed by the appropriate DASN.

















FY 99 Congressional Adds


Add Title


Appn/Add


Status/Actions Taken


Committee(s)/


   Member(s)


Hokum Processor


RDT&E/$ 5M


HAC/Smyth


OSD Hold / Release Requested


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Outyear Impact


Program accelerated


-$5M in FY 00 likely





Congressional Adds: This is the status of the release and execution of congressional plus-ups.  Identification of the specific interested member is very important.  Please work with OLA to make sure this information is complete.














Acquisition Reform


Initiatives Summary


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Lessons Learned (optional):





List the Acquisition Reform Initiatives undertaken (past or current) and planned.  A list of  initiatives is available on the Acquisition Reform Office (ARO) website“www.acq-ref.navy.mil”.  For each initiative provide an estimate of the Implementation Cost (dollar cost, time, personnel, or performance) and the Benefits Derived (dollar savings, time, personnel, or performance).  Identifying any significant Lessons Learned is optional.








Recommendations:  This form (with guidance) will be available at the ARO  website “www.acq-ref.navy.mil”.  If you are undertaking initiatives not identified in the Acquisition Reform Implementation Plan, please identify as such. Contact Mr. Bill Campbell in the Acquisition Reform Office (703) 602-5506 if you have questions or need assistance.
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								Initiative				Implementation Cost				Benefit Derived
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Special Initiatives


(One each for TOC/Smart Work/RBA/SPS/A-76/etc)


Description:


What will the initiative do and how will it save money, e.g. “This initiative replaces the current CRT display with a commercial active matrix, liquid crystal unit.  Savings accrue from much reduced maintenance costs and avoidance of new system replacement.”


Key Technical Objectives





Feature            Objective


Size/wt                              xxxx


Pixel resolution                xxxxx


Brightness                        xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Persistence                       xxxxx


Shock Tolerance              xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Cost                                 xxxxx


Savings (per installation)


Retrofit Quantity                    150


First system replaced             9/03


Cost per retrofit                   $1500


Savings per installation         xxxx 


Contact Data


Contractor                  Behemoth Inc


Value/Type               $547M/CPFF


Start/Complete          6-98/10-01


Profit Rate                    0%


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


99           00           01          02          03          04            05         06           07          08           09          10          11           12          13


60





50





40





30





20





10





  0





-10





-20


Net Savings ($M)


$4M      $6M      $7M       $5M        $2M


Break Even


PDR


Design/Concept


Validation


CDR


Brassboard


 Demo


Begin Install


3X Return





Special Initiatives: Each special initiative (total operating cost reduction, reduced work, standard procurement system, paperwork reduction, etc) needs to be identified and discussed.  Certainly, any initiative that has external budget visibility (SPS, COSSI, TOC, etc) needs its own chart.  But also any initiative that is internal to the program and shows PM initiative needs to be displayed.  Top half is standard descriptive information.  Bottom half is the payback analysis.  The initiative itself is much of the investment phase and accounts for the initial negative net savings.  Real savings begin to accrue as the initiative ends.  One measure of merit is the payback time, i.e. when savings equal investment.  A second measure is the amount of time required for a three-fold yield.  Program management management is responsible for on-time, on-budget performance of the initiative as well a routine assessment and affirmation of the payback schedule.














Special Initiatives - TOC Summary


TOP 10 Cost Drivers


 1. Manpower


 2. Parts Obsolescence


 3.


 4.


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


TOP 10 TOC Initiatives


 1. Redesign Engine Module*


 2. Upgrade Radar*


 3. Develop New Support Equipment


 4. Redesign Wing


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


*Funded Initiatives - see separate chart for details.


Does this initiative change any of the KPPs?  If so, how?  (State parameter and objective changes.)


ROI


 1. $300M direct aircraft costs*


 2. Improve readiness levels by 40% 


     saving $200M*


 3. Field new COTS technology saving 


    $2M O&S costs


 4. Improve operational capability


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.

















Logistics Risk Assessment





Consequence


4


1


2


6


5


3


7


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


CAPT/COL, Prog





     :  Overall Assessment


1:  Training


2:  Support Equipment


3:  Publications


4:  Facilities


5:  Maintenance Concept


6:  Supply Support


7:  MTBF


Logistics Areas (examples)





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


5


4


3


2


1











Low Risk


Medium Risk


High Risk





PEO


XXX


RISK # 4 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK #5





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK # 6 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.











Logistics Risks


Indicate data points for the major logistics planning areas and provide a brief description/mitigation plan for those items in the RED and YELLOW blocks. Logistics planning areas include, but are not limited to:  supply support, training (including training equipment), support equipment (including test equipment), facilities and publications.   Indicate your overall logistics assessment with a triangle.  Consider system reliability (Mean Time Between Failures) and maintainability (Maintenance Man Hours per Operating Hour) in positioning the triangle.  If the system is not on track to achieve reliability and maintainability targets, especially reliability, logistics support will be negatively impacted. 


 


REMINDER: refer to Dr. Buchanan’s definitions WRT “likelihood” and “consequence” when constructing this chart - see below:





Likelihood 	


(1) Negligible - One can reasonably assume no occurrence (<10%)


(2) Unlikely - Occurrence possible but less than likely (10-40%)


(3) Likely - significant chance of occurrence (40-65%)


(4) Highly Probable - Very high chances of occurrence (65-90%)


(5) Near Certainty - Assume and anticipate occurrence (>90%)


Consequence


(1) Marginal - Remedy will cause disruption to the program


(2) Significant - Shorts a significant mission need


(3) Serious - Shorts a critical mission need but expect no breech


(4) Very Serious - Potentially fails a KPP or OPEVAL. 


(5) Catastrophic - Jeopardizes an exit criterion of current phase














Program “Success” Metrics 


Summary


     AREA				STATUS	 TREND


			Requirement 		      	     G	  	  Steady


			Resources 		      	     Y		   Decl


			Execution			      	     G		  Steady


			Advocacy			      	     R		   Decl


			“Fit” in Capability Vision	      	     Y		   Decl











			Mission Capability Delivery   	     Y		   Decl
















Initiative Implementation Cost Benefit Derived



1



2



3



4



5



6



7



8



9



10








Contract Type FPIF/FFP CPAF CPFF Total



Original Contract $290.1 $55.0 $345.1



Current Contract $339.2 $55.0 $394.2



Scope Growth $49.1 $0.0 $49.1



Cost Growth $0.0 $0.0 $0.0



Award/Sched Fee $32.4 $32.4



Contractor: 



Program: 



Contract Number: 



Item: (CPAR, IPAR or AF) AF CPAR AF AF IPAR CPAR IPAR AF IPAR IPAR AF IPAR CPAR IPAR



Period Ending: (Mmm YY) Jan 99 Apr 99 Jul 99 Jan 00 Mar 00 Apr 00 Jun 00 Jul 00 Sep 00 Dec 00 Jan 01 Mar 01 Apr 01 Jun 01



Months Covered: (NR) 6 12 6 6 3 12 3 6 3 3 6 3 12 3



Areas to Evaluate 



a. Technical (Quality of Product) EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (1) Product Performance VG VG VG VG



   (2) Systems Engineering SAT SAT SAT SAT



   (3) Software Engineering MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (4) Logistics Support/Sustainment UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (5) Product Assurance EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (6) Other Technical Performance VG VG VG VG



b. Schedule SAT SAT SAT SAT



c. Cost Control MARG MARG MARG MARG



d. Management UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (1) Management Responsiveness EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (2) SubContract Management VG VG VG VG



   (3) Program Mgmt and Other Mgmt SAT SAT SAT SAT



e. Other Areas MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (1) Communications UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (2) Support to Government Tests UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



Award Fee Percentage: 85% 70% 90% 84%



N00000-00-C-0000



Contract Start Date:



Estimated Completion Date:



MMM YY



MMM YY



((Contractor Name))



((Program Name))
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PROGRAM “FIT” IN CAPABILITY VISION

     AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 TREND

DoD Vision			      G		  (2)

		Transformation 		      G		  (2)

		Interoperability	 	      Y		  (3)

		Joint	      	      		      G		  (3)



Army Vision			      Y		  (4)

		Current Force		      Y		  (4)

		Future Force	      	  	  (N/A)  		  (N/A)

		Other			  (N/A)		  (N/A)







		Overall			      Y		  (2)



Program

Acronym

ACAT XX

Date of Review: dd mmm yy

COL, PM



PEO

XXX

Y

Predictive

Y(2)

Historical



THE FIRST OF THE TWO EXTERNAL LEVEL 1 FACTORS IS FIT WITHIN THE CAPABILITY VISION.  HOW WELL A PROGRAM IS SUPPORTED IN THE LARGER SERVICE AND OSD ARENAS IS IN LARGE PART DETERMINED BY HOW WELL ITS PRODUCT SUPPORTS THE SPECIFIC CAPABILITY VISION(S) IT IS DESIGNED TO MEET. 

NOTE THAT BOTH THE SERVICE AND THE OSD VISIONS ARE ADDRESSED IN THIS FACTOR… SINCE OSD HAS STRONGLY ASSERTED ITS PREROGATIVES IN THIS AREA (TO INCLUDE PROGRAM TRUNCATION/TERMINATION FOR PROGRAMS WHICH IGNORED THE OSD VISION IN FAVOR OF CONCENTRATING ON THE SERVICE VISION).

LEVEL 2 METRICS THAT SUPPORT THE LEVEL 1 FACTOR INCLUDE: 

WITHIN THE DOD VISION:

		TRANSFORMATION: THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE PROGRAM POSSESSES THE TRANSFORMATIONAL ATTRIBUTES (E.G. PRECISION, LETHALITY, STREAMLINED/COMMON LOGISTICS, ETC) SPECIFIED BY OSD LEADERSHIP

		INTEROPERABILITY:  THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE PROGRAM COMPLIES WITH/HAS EMBEDDED WITHIN IT THE ARCHITECTURAL /ENGINEERING CHARACTERISTICS (E.G. COMPLIANCE WITH THE GLOBAL INFORMATION GRID (GIG)/INFORMATION DISSEMINATION MANAGEMENT (IDM) CRDS, DII, OPEN ARCHITECTURE PROTOCOLS) WHICH WOULD ALLOW IT TO INTEROPERATE ACROSS SERVICES (JOINT FORCES)/WITHIN COALITIONS

		JOINTNESS: THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE PROGRAM IS USABLE BY OTHER SERVICES, JOINT OPERATIONS, AND COALITIONS WITHOUT UNIQUE SUPPORT ARRANGEMENTS BEING MADE BY THOSE USERS



---------------------------------

WITHIN THE HQDA VISION:

		IS THE PROGRAM A PART OF THE CURRENT, STRYKER, OR FUTURE FORCE (OR MORE THAN ONE OF THOSE FORCES)?  

		IF CURRENT OR STRYKER FORCE, IS IT SCHEDULED FOR NEAR TERM OR MID TERM PHASEOUT?

		IF INITIAL OR FULL OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY DATES ARE ESTABLISHED, WILL THE PROGRAM MEET THOSE DATES (AND IF NOT, WHAT ARE THE REASONS)



-----------------------------------------------------

DoD Vision (7.5 points max):  Transformation, Interoperability and Jointness metrics are equally weighted (2.5 points apiece):

GREEN (5 to 7.5):  program is transformational, compliant with DoD interoperability guidance/standards, and interoperable by other services, joint forces, and coalitions on a “come s you are” basis

YELLOW (3 to <5):  Significant deficiencies in at least one of the three above areas

RED (<3): Significant deficiencies in at least two of the three above areas 

TREND:  Appropriate arrow, or, if unchanged, indicated # of reporting periods unchanged 

------------------------------------------------------

HQDA Vision (7.5 points max):  Points assigned by how well program supports the Force(s) it plays within:

GREEN (5 to 7.5):  program is a planned key/core supporter of its Force(s) and is on track to provide planned capability on schedule

YELLOW (3 to <5): program is a secondary/peripheral supporter of its Force(s) or is a key/core supporter and is encountering problems impacting its ability to provide planned capability on schedule 

RED (<3): Killer blow; OR program is encountering problems which will prevent it from providing planned capability on schedule 

 TREND: Appropriate arrow, or, if unchanged, indicated # of reporting periods unchanged

-----------------------------------------------------

Level 1 “Fit in the Vision” factor calculation = value (DoD vision) +  value (Army vision) = 15 points max

GREEN: (10 to 15);  YELLOW: (6 to <10); RED: “Killer Blow”, or <6 points
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Program Success - Summary
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JV 2020
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Program Structure - Summary


Description:


Brief, low jargon description of the program and its purpose, i.e., “The ABC program will develop and deploy an airborne, synthetic aperture radar which can detect slowly moving, land military targets at ranges of 100-150 km in the presence of significant land clutter and commercial land traffic.”


 Fiscal  Year                            01                       02                        03                         04                         05                        06                        07	         08


Quarter                          I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV 


Milestones


R&D/Studies


Acq Strategy


Demos


Production


M/S A


M/S B


M/S C


LRIP


Development


Tech Demo 1


Tech Demo 2


Tech Demo 3


FSED


Budget


$ 29M


$ 52M


$ 76M


$ 82M


$ 76M


$ 29M


$ 29M


Program Manager/Office _________                                       Date of This Review________


                                                                                                   Program Start Date________


Key Performance Parameters





KPP 	 Objective   Threshold    Demo


Range                            150m                100km               125 nm


Prob Detection                0.95                 0.90                 .90


Prob False Positive         0.05                 0.10                  .10


Ground Clutter Reject     -20 db            -15 db               -15 db


Correlation time              3 mins            30 sec              1 min


Operating Cost/hr            $25                $30                   $30


MTBF                            20 hrs               10 hrs                15 hrs


etc.			


			Current Est.


R&D Cost	         500K	     550K	$490K	


Proc Cost                           2M                2.2M	$1.9M


Unit Cost                       100K                110K	$ 90K


 - APUC                             133K                   146K	$130K


 - PAUC                             166K                   182K	$160K


Acquisition Objectives


Quantity                           


IOC 	              


Target Price (unit)               


Contract Data





Program Description: This chart should describe the program in simple, jargon-free language.  It is not a sales chart. Do not feel compelled to list all the benefits of the system, it is already a program.  Just describe what it is and what it does.   List the major Key Performance Parameters in the center section and the procurement objectives in the right section.  The bottom section of the chart should contain the schedule of major milestones and funding by fiscal year.  For the purposes of this exhibit, only the major milestones should be depicted.  “Major” refers to the level of detail where there are 1-3 milestones every reporting period, six months.  Most milestones should be performance oriented (an experimental result or demonstration) not bureaucratically oriented (a report, a document, or a meeting.)  This chart should not change much from review to review except for updates to milestone accomplishment and budget.  If anything does change (KPP’s, deliverables, etc.) please highlight and discuss)











Sheet1



				Contract Type				FPIF/FFP				CPAF				CPFF				Total



				Original Contract								$290.1				$55.0				$345.1



				Current Contract								$339.2				$55.0				$394.2



				Scope Growth								$49.1				$0.0				$49.1



				Cost Growth								$0.0				$0.0				$0.0



				Award/Sched Fee								$32.4								$32.4

















Resources - Budget


Program Manager/Office______________                                   Date of Review_________


                                                                    Programmed (%Obligated)


 Activity                               FY01  (%)      FY02   (%)    FY 03    FY 04    FY 05     FY 06      FY07   SUFF(Y/N)	


Display each significant task


G





RDT&E


Proj


Proj


Procurement


OMA





Budget: Show the entire budget for the program broken down in the way that you manage it, not the way you budget for it!  I am not looking for a replication of the DAES report.  Instead I am looking for a breakout of the functional distribution of spending.  For instance, a good program manager will have a management reserve built into the budget.  Please display it or be prepared to say why no reserve is necessary.  Please also break out SETA support and SYSCOM support as separate and explicit categories.  At a minimum, each separate contract should be displayed.  With large contracts, each significant task above $1M a year should be displayed.  For FY 1998 and 1999 please also show the current (as of the date of the report) percentage of obligation in each line.

















 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Not DAWIA Qualified


9/00


3/01


10/01


2/02


9/02


3/03


100





 90





 80





 70





 60





 50





 40





 30
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 10





   0


Military














Civilian


Downsized and Replaced Mil with Civ


Goal


Goal


Resources - Manning/Qualification


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


and


and


 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Fully DAWIA Qualified


 : Billet is Unfilled


 : Incumbent Requires No DAWIA Qualification






































Total Billets            152                         151                         137                         136                         135                      135


G


 : CSS





Manning and Qualification: This chart is intended to show your personnel status in both filling billets and progressing towards DAWIA qualification for those billets that require it.  Civilian and military status is shown separately but on the same chart.  The current (rightmost) and previous five status bars should be kept and displayed.  All billets belonging to the Program Office should be accounted in one of the categories with totals displayed at the top.  The goal for both civilian and military billets is that 80% filled by qualified (or not requiring qualification).

















Requirements 


ORD KPP Compliance Status 


Combat capability


Threshold


Objective


C4I Interoperability


	(Strategic, Theater, Force Coord., 	Force Control, Fire Control)


Endurance


Position diamond along bar to best show where KPP is in terms of threshold - objective range.


Cost


Manning


Sustained Speed


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


COL, Prog


(EXAMPLES)























- Status as of Last Brief


G


Y





PEO


XXX























EXECUTION - Contract Performance for [give short contract title]


$100


111%


56%


$50


100%


$90


122%


$110


0


0%


04/02


04/04


08/04


04/00





Briefed: 


                     YYMMDD 


Axxxxx-YY-Cxxxx               


Contractor Name [Prime or Significant Sub]               


PEO and Program Manager


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Last Rebaselining:  JAN02


Number of Rebaselinings:   1


Date of Next Rebaselining:  MMM YY


KTR’s EAC:


104M


Date of Last Award Fee:  MMM YY


Date of Next Award Fee:  MMM YY











1.18


PM’s EAC


Total Spent


Total Calendar Schedule 


$M


0 %


TAB


BAC


ACWP


EAC


EV % Spent


50% 


[TCPIEAC = 0.76]


CV = $2.0 M


SV = $2.9 M


100% 


108% 


01/02


SPI





1.18


1.18











Ahead of Schedule and Underspent


Behind Schedule and Underspent


Ahead of Schedule and Overspent


Behind Schedule and Overspent


0.940   


0.960   


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


CPI


01/00


10/99


07/99


04/99


04/02


03/02


02/02


01/02





10/01


07/01


04/01


1/01


10/00


07/00


04/00


01/02


42% 


PM’s Projected 


Performance at Completion


for CPI and Duration.


Y




















Execution – Overall Risk Assessment


5


			 





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


Consequence


4


3


2


1


High


Medium


Low


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





Y


			A brief description of Issue # 5 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 1 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 3 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Manufacturing Challenges.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 2 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 6 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Technical Maturity








			Approach to remedy/mitigation











Risk Assessment: Each issue which might affect the success of the program (technical, schedule, fiscal, etc) needs to be identified and assessed as to likelihood and consequences (performance or financial) of occurrence.  The following is a rough key to scoring: 


Likelihood 	(1)Negligible - One can reasonably assume no occurrence (<10%)


	(2)Unlikely - Occurrence possible but less than likely (10-40%)


	(3)Likely - significant chance of occurrence (40-65%)


	(4)Highly Probable - Very high changes of occurrence (65-90%)


	(5)Near Certainty - Assume and anticipate occurrence (>90%)


Consequences	(1)Marginal - Remedy will cause disruption to the program


	(2)Significant -.Shorts an significant mission need


	(3)Serious - Shorts a critical mission need but expect no breech


	(4)Very Serious - Potentially fails a KPP or OPEVAL. 


	(5)Catastrophic - Jeopardizes an exit criterion of current Phase


If the assessment is done formally by a standing advisory board (good program management) then please list the members and their affiliations.  Each issue box should contain a brief statement of intended approach.  Presenter should be prepared for more detailed discussion on these issues and alternative courses of action.

















Execution - PARS/Award Fee Matrix


COL, Prog


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review:  





PEO


XXX





CPAR/IPAR/AF Chart Guidance





Prepare one chart for each contract addressed in the “Performance Overview”, or earned value, chart as applicable. 


Cover all CPARs and IPARs through the full period of performance for the contract.


Be prepared to address any disconnects between award fee and CPAR/IPAR ratings, e.g. an award fee of 90%, and a number of YELLOWs on CPAR/IPAR.














CPAR-IPAR-AR



				



												Contractor:				((Contractor Name))																												Contract Start Date:																				MMM YY



												Program:				((Program Name))																												Estimated Completion Date:																				MMM YY



												Contract Number:				N00000-00-C-0000



												Item: (CPAR, IPAR or AF)				AF				CPAR				AF				AF				IPAR				CPAR				IPAR				AF				IPAR				IPAR				AF				IPAR				CPAR				IPAR



												Period Ending: (Mmm YY)				Jan 99				Apr 99				Jul 99				Jan 00				Mar 00				Apr 00				Jun 00				Jul 00				Sep 00				Dec 00				Jan 01				Mar 01				Apr 01				Jun 01



												Months Covered: (NR)				6				12				6				6				3				12				3				6				3				3				6				3				12				3



												Areas to Evaluate



												a. Technical (Quality of Product)								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(1) Product Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(2) Systems Engineering								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												(3) Software Engineering								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(4) Logistics Support/Sustainment								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(5) Product Assurance								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(6) Other Technical Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												b. Schedule								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												c. Cost Control								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												d. Management								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(1) Management Responsiveness								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(2) SubContract Management								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(3) Program Mgmt and Other Mgmt								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												e. Other Areas								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(1) Communications								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(2) Support to Government Tests								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												Award Fee Percentage:				85%								70%				90%																84%

















Program Advocacy - Summary


       AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 	  TREND


			TSM     		     	      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Warfighter 		      	      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Secretariat			      G		   Impr


			(Major point)


			OSD				      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Joint Staff	      		      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Congressional	                                      R		   Decl


			(Major point)


			International Partners     	                      Y		   Steady


			(Major point)











			Overall			      R		   Decl





R











Program “Fit” in Capability Vision 


Summary


     AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 TREND


			Power Projection 		      G		  Steady


			(Major Point)


			Network-Centric 		      Y		   Decl


			Interoperability      	      	      G		  Steady


			JV2020			      R		   Decl


			Transformative		      Y		   Decl


			Operational Testing	      	      Y		   Decl











			Overall			      Y		   Decl





Y














FINDINGS/ACTIONS





Other Issues:  Describe other issues as appropriate.














BACK-UP SLIDES














Congressional Issues/Correspondence


Action


Due Date


Status


(During the Past Year)


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Letter from Rep Foghorn re: status of selection


9 Feb 99


Delayed awaiting chop from Nxx


Report to SAC re: alternative systems


15 Apr 99


Draft complete, in chop


Phoncon from Sen Potbelly re; constituent


15 Jan 99


Promise to furnish information, fax sent on 02 Feb 99


Visit from Mayor Bighouse


18 Dec 98


Returned Christmas turkey


Action completed


and on-time


Action completed


but not on-time


Action not completed


and due with 2 weeks


Action not completed


and overdue


Accompanied Rep Gotrocks to demo


01 Nov 98


No further action required





Congressional Issues: Any congressional contact with a program for the year previous to the review (both good and bad) should be recorded here.  Congressional correspondence, required reports, visits, demonstrations, should be shown together with a very brief (5-10 words) description of the interaction meant only to remind an already informed reader of the issue.  Please also conform to color-code for timeliness.  This chart will be addressed by the appropriate DASN.

















FY 99 Congressional Adds


Add Title


Appn/Add


Status/Actions Taken


Committee(s)/


   Member(s)


Hokum Processor


RDT&E/$ 5M


HAC/Smyth


OSD Hold / Release Requested


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Outyear Impact


Program accelerated


-$5M in FY 00 likely





Congressional Adds: This is the status of the release and execution of congressional plus-ups.  Identification of the specific interested member is very important.  Please work with OLA to make sure this information is complete.














Acquisition Reform


Initiatives Summary


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Lessons Learned (optional):





List the Acquisition Reform Initiatives undertaken (past or current) and planned.  A list of  initiatives is available on the Acquisition Reform Office (ARO) website“www.acq-ref.navy.mil”.  For each initiative provide an estimate of the Implementation Cost (dollar cost, time, personnel, or performance) and the Benefits Derived (dollar savings, time, personnel, or performance).  Identifying any significant Lessons Learned is optional.








Recommendations:  This form (with guidance) will be available at the ARO  website “www.acq-ref.navy.mil”.  If you are undertaking initiatives not identified in the Acquisition Reform Implementation Plan, please identify as such. Contact Mr. Bill Campbell in the Acquisition Reform Office (703) 602-5506 if you have questions or need assistance.
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								Initiative				Implementation Cost				Benefit Derived
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Special Initiatives


(One each for TOC/Smart Work/RBA/SPS/A-76/etc)


Description:


What will the initiative do and how will it save money, e.g. “This initiative replaces the current CRT display with a commercial active matrix, liquid crystal unit.  Savings accrue from much reduced maintenance costs and avoidance of new system replacement.”


Key Technical Objectives





Feature            Objective


Size/wt                              xxxx


Pixel resolution                xxxxx


Brightness                        xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Persistence                       xxxxx


Shock Tolerance              xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Cost                                 xxxxx


Savings (per installation)


Retrofit Quantity                    150


First system replaced             9/03


Cost per retrofit                   $1500


Savings per installation         xxxx 


Contact Data


Contractor                  Behemoth Inc


Value/Type               $547M/CPFF


Start/Complete          6-98/10-01


Profit Rate                    0%


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


99           00           01          02          03          04            05         06           07          08           09          10          11           12          13


60





50





40





30





20





10





  0





-10





-20


Net Savings ($M)


$4M      $6M      $7M       $5M        $2M


Break Even


PDR


Design/Concept


Validation


CDR


Brassboard


 Demo


Begin Install


3X Return





Special Initiatives: Each special initiative (total operating cost reduction, reduced work, standard procurement system, paperwork reduction, etc) needs to be identified and discussed.  Certainly, any initiative that has external budget visibility (SPS, COSSI, TOC, etc) needs its own chart.  But also any initiative that is internal to the program and shows PM initiative needs to be displayed.  Top half is standard descriptive information.  Bottom half is the payback analysis.  The initiative itself is much of the investment phase and accounts for the initial negative net savings.  Real savings begin to accrue as the initiative ends.  One measure of merit is the payback time, i.e. when savings equal investment.  A second measure is the amount of time required for a three-fold yield.  Program management management is responsible for on-time, on-budget performance of the initiative as well a routine assessment and affirmation of the payback schedule.














Special Initiatives - TOC Summary


TOP 10 Cost Drivers


 1. Manpower


 2. Parts Obsolescence


 3.


 4.


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


TOP 10 TOC Initiatives


 1. Redesign Engine Module*


 2. Upgrade Radar*


 3. Develop New Support Equipment


 4. Redesign Wing


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


*Funded Initiatives - see separate chart for details.


Does this initiative change any of the KPPs?  If so, how?  (State parameter and objective changes.)


ROI


 1. $300M direct aircraft costs*


 2. Improve readiness levels by 40% 


     saving $200M*


 3. Field new COTS technology saving 


    $2M O&S costs


 4. Improve operational capability


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.

















Logistics Risk Assessment





Consequence


4


1


2


6


5


3


7


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


CAPT/COL, Prog





     :  Overall Assessment


1:  Training


2:  Support Equipment


3:  Publications


4:  Facilities


5:  Maintenance Concept


6:  Supply Support


7:  MTBF


Logistics Areas (examples)





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


5


4


3


2


1











Low Risk


Medium Risk


High Risk





PEO


XXX


RISK # 4 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK #5





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK # 6 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.











Logistics Risks


Indicate data points for the major logistics planning areas and provide a brief description/mitigation plan for those items in the RED and YELLOW blocks. Logistics planning areas include, but are not limited to:  supply support, training (including training equipment), support equipment (including test equipment), facilities and publications.   Indicate your overall logistics assessment with a triangle.  Consider system reliability (Mean Time Between Failures) and maintainability (Maintenance Man Hours per Operating Hour) in positioning the triangle.  If the system is not on track to achieve reliability and maintainability targets, especially reliability, logistics support will be negatively impacted. 


 


REMINDER: refer to Dr. Buchanan’s definitions WRT “likelihood” and “consequence” when constructing this chart - see below:





Likelihood 	


(1) Negligible - One can reasonably assume no occurrence (<10%)


(2) Unlikely - Occurrence possible but less than likely (10-40%)


(3) Likely - significant chance of occurrence (40-65%)


(4) Highly Probable - Very high chances of occurrence (65-90%)


(5) Near Certainty - Assume and anticipate occurrence (>90%)


Consequence


(1) Marginal - Remedy will cause disruption to the program


(2) Significant - Shorts a significant mission need


(3) Serious - Shorts a critical mission need but expect no breech


(4) Very Serious - Potentially fails a KPP or OPEVAL. 


(5) Catastrophic - Jeopardizes an exit criterion of current phase














Program “Success” Metrics 


Summary


     AREA				STATUS	 TREND


			Requirement 		      	     G	  	  Steady


			Resources 		      	     Y		   Decl


			Execution			      	     G		  Steady


			Advocacy			      	     R		   Decl


			“Fit” in Capability Vision	      	     Y		   Decl











			Mission Capability Delivery   	     Y		   Decl
















Initiative Implementation Cost Benefit Derived



1



2



3



4



5



6



7



8



9



10








Contract Type FPIF/FFP CPAF CPFF Total



Original Contract $290.1 $55.0 $345.1



Current Contract $339.2 $55.0 $394.2



Scope Growth $49.1 $0.0 $49.1



Cost Growth $0.0 $0.0 $0.0



Award/Sched Fee $32.4 $32.4



Contractor: 



Program: 



Contract Number: 



Item: (CPAR, IPAR or AF) AF CPAR AF AF IPAR CPAR IPAR AF IPAR IPAR AF IPAR CPAR IPAR



Period Ending: (Mmm YY) Jan 99 Apr 99 Jul 99 Jan 00 Mar 00 Apr 00 Jun 00 Jul 00 Sep 00 Dec 00 Jan 01 Mar 01 Apr 01 Jun 01



Months Covered: (NR) 6 12 6 6 3 12 3 6 3 3 6 3 12 3



Areas to Evaluate 



a. Technical (Quality of Product) EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (1) Product Performance VG VG VG VG



   (2) Systems Engineering SAT SAT SAT SAT



   (3) Software Engineering MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (4) Logistics Support/Sustainment UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (5) Product Assurance EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (6) Other Technical Performance VG VG VG VG



b. Schedule SAT SAT SAT SAT



c. Cost Control MARG MARG MARG MARG



d. Management UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (1) Management Responsiveness EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (2) SubContract Management VG VG VG VG



   (3) Program Mgmt and Other Mgmt SAT SAT SAT SAT



e. Other Areas MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (1) Communications UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (2) Support to Government Tests UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



Award Fee Percentage: 85% 70% 90% 84%



N00000-00-C-0000



Contract Start Date:



Estimated Completion Date:



MMM YY



MMM YY



((Contractor Name))



((Program Name))
















_1146474329.ppt


PROGRAM ADVOCACY 

       AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 		TREND

		OSD     		     	      Y		   	(2)

		(Major point)

		Joint Staff 		      	      Y		   	(2)

		(Major point)

		War Fighter			      Y		   	(4)

		(Major point)

		Army Secretariat		      G		   	   

		(Major point)

		Congressional                                 	      Y		   	

		(Major point)

		Industry			      G		    	(3)

		(Major Point)

		International			      G		    	(3)

		(Major Point)

		Overall			      Y		   	   



Date of Review: dd mmm yy

COL, PM

Program

Acronym

ACAT XX



PEO

XXX

Y 

Historical



Y

Predictive



THE FINAL LEVEL 1 FACTOR IS ADVOCACY.  ADVOCACY IS DEFINED AS ACTUAL, TANGIBLE SUPPORT FOR A PROGRAM ON THE PART OF A SENIOR ADVOCATE IN A POSITION TO AFFECT THE PRIORITY OF THE LEVEL OF RESOURCES RECEIVED BY A PROGRAM.  (AN ADVOCATE IS DEFINED AS AN ELECTED OR APPOINTED GOVERNMENTAL OFFICIAL; A FLAG OFFICER; OR A CAREER SES IN A LEADERSHIP POSITION WITHIN AN ADVOCACY GROUP). 

ADVOCATES/ADVOCACY GROUPS INCLUDE, BUT ARE NOT LIMITED TO, THE FOLLOWING:

OSD: FLAG/SES LEVEL DECISION MAKERS IN OSD ORGANIZATIONS (E.G. USD(AT&L); ASD (C3I); DIRECTOR, PA&E; DIRECTOR, DOT&E; ASD (COMPTROLLER); USECAF (FOR SPACE PROGRAMS))

JOINT STAFF : FLAG/SES LEVEL IN JOINT STAFF, (PARTICULARLY JRB, JRP AND JROC PROCESSES)

WARFIGHTER: FLAG/SES LEVEL IN SERVICE AND JOINT WARFIGHTING COMMANDS, CSA STAFF

ARMY SECRETARIAT: SES/FLAG INCUMBENTS AT DASA LEVEL AND ABOVE

CONGRESSIONAL: SENATORS/MEMBERS OF CONGRESS/PROFESSIONAL STAFF OF THE FOUR COMMITTEES (HASC/SASC/ HAC/SAC) 

INDUSTRY:  SENIOR EXECUTIVES OF INVOLVED CORPORATIONS

INTERNATIONAL: (AS APPLICABLE): SENIOR GOVERNMENTAL DECISION MAKERS / EXECUTIVES OF FOREIGN INDUSTRY PARTNERS

WEIGHTING OF THESE METRICS ARE AS FOLLOWS:  WARFIGHTER ADVOCACY IS MOST IMPORTANT.  ADVOCACY AT THE CONGRESSIONAL/JOINT STAFF LEVEL IS AT THE NEXT LOWER LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE; ALL OTHER ADVOCACIES ARE LESS IMPORTANT THAN CONGRESSIONAL/JOINT STAFF ADVOCACIES  

TWO IMPORTANT POINTS:  (1) PER ASA(ALT) DIRECTION: THIS SLIDE IS THE PEO’S SLIDE – INPUTS WILL BE PROVIDED BY THE PM, BUT THE FINAL EVALUATION IS THE PEO’S POSITION.  (2)  R/Y/G EVALUATIONS SHOULD BE BASED ON STATEMENTS/DOCUMENTS/ DECISIONS THAT ARE “MATTERS OF RECORD” (VOICE OVER BY PEO WHILE BRIEFING CAN PROVIDE AMPLIFYING/SUPPORTING DATA THAT DOES NOT MEET THAT CRITERION

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

GREEN(0.8 – 1.0 of allocated point value):  Strong support for program demonstrated (e.g. plus up or protection of program budget; acceleration of program; public statements specifically identifying program in favorable light)

YELLOW:  (0.6 -0.79 of allocated point value): No position on program taken;  no actions (positive or negative) taken on program budget 

RED: (below 0.6 of allocated point value): Killer blow by any advocacy party; Negative support for program demonstrated (e.g. program repeatedly used as a “bill payer” for other, higher priority efforts; program “stringout” (length of buy increased while yearly quantities dropped)); negative statement/decisions/actions on program by decision makers

TREND:  Appropriate arrow, or if unchanged, indicated # of reporting periods 

----------------------------------------------------------------

Level 1 Advocacy factor calculation (max value 25 points) = sum of all  level 2 Advocacy metrics

Allocated Values:  Warfighter (9 points max); Congressional/Joint Staff (each 5 points); all others are 2 points each (unless an international program, in which case international and industry together are 2 points)

GREEN:  (20 to 25); YELLOW: (15 to <20); RED: (<15)  







UNKNOWN-0.ppt




Program Success - Summary































































































Program 


Success


Program 


Requirements


Program 


Execution


Contractor Performance


Program Fit in


 Capability Vision


KPP Status 


JV 2020


Jointness


Interoperability


Legacy


Interim


Objective


Other Issues


Program Risk 


Assessment


Contract EVM


O & O


SysDescription


Program 


Structure


Program 


Resources


Budget/Oblig/Suffic.


Other


Corporate Metrics


Manning/Qual.


Fielding


Program 


Advocacy


OSD


Joint Staff


War Fighter


Army Secretariat


Congressional


User


Media











Program Structure - Summary


Description:


Brief, low jargon description of the program and its purpose, i.e., “The ABC program will develop and deploy an airborne, synthetic aperture radar which can detect slowly moving, land military targets at ranges of 100-150 km in the presence of significant land clutter and commercial land traffic.”


 Fiscal  Year                            01                       02                        03                         04                         05                        06                        07	         08


Quarter                          I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV 


Milestones


R&D/Studies


Acq Strategy


Demos


Production


M/S A


M/S B


M/S C


LRIP


Development


Tech Demo 1


Tech Demo 2


Tech Demo 3


FSED


Budget


$ 29M


$ 52M


$ 76M


$ 82M


$ 76M


$ 29M


$ 29M


Program Manager/Office _________                                       Date of This Review________


                                                                                                   Program Start Date________


Key Performance Parameters





KPP 	 Objective   Threshold    Demo


Range                            150m                100km               125 nm


Prob Detection                0.95                 0.90                 .90


Prob False Positive         0.05                 0.10                  .10


Ground Clutter Reject     -20 db            -15 db               -15 db


Correlation time              3 mins            30 sec              1 min


Operating Cost/hr            $25                $30                   $30


MTBF                            20 hrs               10 hrs                15 hrs


etc.			


			Current Est.


R&D Cost	         500K	     550K	$490K	


Proc Cost                           2M                2.2M	$1.9M


Unit Cost                       100K                110K	$ 90K


 - APUC                             133K                   146K	$130K


 - PAUC                             166K                   182K	$160K


Acquisition Objectives


Quantity                           


IOC 	              


Target Price (unit)               


Contract Data





Program Description: This chart should describe the program in simple, jargon-free language.  It is not a sales chart. Do not feel compelled to list all the benefits of the system, it is already a program.  Just describe what it is and what it does.   List the major Key Performance Parameters in the center section and the procurement objectives in the right section.  The bottom section of the chart should contain the schedule of major milestones and funding by fiscal year.  For the purposes of this exhibit, only the major milestones should be depicted.  “Major” refers to the level of detail where there are 1-3 milestones every reporting period, six months.  Most milestones should be performance oriented (an experimental result or demonstration) not bureaucratically oriented (a report, a document, or a meeting.)  This chart should not change much from review to review except for updates to milestone accomplishment and budget.  If anything does change (KPP’s, deliverables, etc.) please highlight and discuss)
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				Contract Type				FPIF/FFP				CPAF				CPFF				Total



				Original Contract								$290.1				$55.0				$345.1



				Current Contract								$339.2				$55.0				$394.2



				Scope Growth								$49.1				$0.0				$49.1



				Cost Growth								$0.0				$0.0				$0.0



				Award/Sched Fee								$32.4								$32.4

















Resources - Budget


Program Manager/Office______________                                   Date of Review_________


                                                                    Programmed (%Obligated)


 Activity                               FY01  (%)      FY02   (%)    FY 03    FY 04    FY 05     FY 06      FY07   SUFF(Y/N)	


Display each significant task


G





RDT&E


Proj


Proj


Procurement


OMA





Budget: Show the entire budget for the program broken down in the way that you manage it, not the way you budget for it!  I am not looking for a replication of the DAES report.  Instead I am looking for a breakout of the functional distribution of spending.  For instance, a good program manager will have a management reserve built into the budget.  Please display it or be prepared to say why no reserve is necessary.  Please also break out SETA support and SYSCOM support as separate and explicit categories.  At a minimum, each separate contract should be displayed.  With large contracts, each significant task above $1M a year should be displayed.  For FY 1998 and 1999 please also show the current (as of the date of the report) percentage of obligation in each line.

















 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Not DAWIA Qualified


9/00


3/01


10/01


2/02


9/02


3/03


100





 90





 80





 70





 60





 50





 40





 30





 20





 10





   0


Military














Civilian


Downsized and Replaced Mil with Civ


Goal


Goal


Resources - Manning/Qualification


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


and


and


 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Fully DAWIA Qualified


 : Billet is Unfilled


 : Incumbent Requires No DAWIA Qualification






































Total Billets            152                         151                         137                         136                         135                      135


G


 : CSS





Manning and Qualification: This chart is intended to show your personnel status in both filling billets and progressing towards DAWIA qualification for those billets that require it.  Civilian and military status is shown separately but on the same chart.  The current (rightmost) and previous five status bars should be kept and displayed.  All billets belonging to the Program Office should be accounted in one of the categories with totals displayed at the top.  The goal for both civilian and military billets is that 80% filled by qualified (or not requiring qualification).

















Requirements 


ORD KPP Compliance Status 


Combat capability


Threshold


Objective


C4I Interoperability


	(Strategic, Theater, Force Coord., 	Force Control, Fire Control)


Endurance


Position diamond along bar to best show where KPP is in terms of threshold - objective range.


Cost


Manning


Sustained Speed


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


COL, Prog


(EXAMPLES)























- Status as of Last Brief


G


Y





PEO


XXX























EXECUTION - Contract Performance for [give short contract title]


$100


111%


56%


$50


100%


$90


122%


$110


0


0%


04/02


04/04


08/04


04/00





Briefed: 


                     YYMMDD 


Axxxxx-YY-Cxxxx               


Contractor Name [Prime or Significant Sub]               


PEO and Program Manager


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Last Rebaselining:  JAN02


Number of Rebaselinings:   1


Date of Next Rebaselining:  MMM YY


KTR’s EAC:


104M


Date of Last Award Fee:  MMM YY


Date of Next Award Fee:  MMM YY











1.18


PM’s EAC


Total Spent


Total Calendar Schedule 


$M


0 %


TAB


BAC


ACWP


EAC


EV % Spent


50% 


[TCPIEAC = 0.76]


CV = $2.0 M


SV = $2.9 M


100% 


108% 


01/02


SPI





1.18


1.18











Ahead of Schedule and Underspent


Behind Schedule and Underspent


Ahead of Schedule and Overspent


Behind Schedule and Overspent


0.940   


0.960   


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


CPI


01/00


10/99


07/99


04/99


04/02


03/02


02/02


01/02





10/01


07/01


04/01


1/01


10/00


07/00


04/00


01/02


42% 


PM’s Projected 


Performance at Completion


for CPI and Duration.


Y




















Execution – Overall Risk Assessment


5


			 





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


Consequence


4


3


2


1


High


Medium


Low


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





Y


			A brief description of Issue # 5 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 1 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 3 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Manufacturing Challenges.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 2 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 6 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Technical Maturity








			Approach to remedy/mitigation











Risk Assessment: Each issue which might affect the success of the program (technical, schedule, fiscal, etc) needs to be identified and assessed as to likelihood and consequences (performance or financial) of occurrence.  The following is a rough key to scoring: 


Likelihood 	(1)Negligible - One can reasonably assume no occurrence (<10%)


	(2)Unlikely - Occurrence possible but less than likely (10-40%)


	(3)Likely - significant chance of occurrence (40-65%)


	(4)Highly Probable - Very high changes of occurrence (65-90%)


	(5)Near Certainty - Assume and anticipate occurrence (>90%)


Consequences	(1)Marginal - Remedy will cause disruption to the program


	(2)Significant -.Shorts an significant mission need


	(3)Serious - Shorts a critical mission need but expect no breech


	(4)Very Serious - Potentially fails a KPP or OPEVAL. 


	(5)Catastrophic - Jeopardizes an exit criterion of current Phase


If the assessment is done formally by a standing advisory board (good program management) then please list the members and their affiliations.  Each issue box should contain a brief statement of intended approach.  Presenter should be prepared for more detailed discussion on these issues and alternative courses of action.

















Execution - PARS/Award Fee Matrix


COL, Prog


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review:  





PEO


XXX





CPAR/IPAR/AF Chart Guidance





Prepare one chart for each contract addressed in the “Performance Overview”, or earned value, chart as applicable. 


Cover all CPARs and IPARs through the full period of performance for the contract.


Be prepared to address any disconnects between award fee and CPAR/IPAR ratings, e.g. an award fee of 90%, and a number of YELLOWs on CPAR/IPAR.














CPAR-IPAR-AR



				



												Contractor:				((Contractor Name))																												Contract Start Date:																				MMM YY



												Program:				((Program Name))																												Estimated Completion Date:																				MMM YY



												Contract Number:				N00000-00-C-0000



												Item: (CPAR, IPAR or AF)				AF				CPAR				AF				AF				IPAR				CPAR				IPAR				AF				IPAR				IPAR				AF				IPAR				CPAR				IPAR



												Period Ending: (Mmm YY)				Jan 99				Apr 99				Jul 99				Jan 00				Mar 00				Apr 00				Jun 00				Jul 00				Sep 00				Dec 00				Jan 01				Mar 01				Apr 01				Jun 01



												Months Covered: (NR)				6				12				6				6				3				12				3				6				3				3				6				3				12				3



												Areas to Evaluate



												a. Technical (Quality of Product)								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(1) Product Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(2) Systems Engineering								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												(3) Software Engineering								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(4) Logistics Support/Sustainment								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(5) Product Assurance								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(6) Other Technical Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												b. Schedule								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												c. Cost Control								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												d. Management								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(1) Management Responsiveness								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(2) SubContract Management								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(3) Program Mgmt and Other Mgmt								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												e. Other Areas								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(1) Communications								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(2) Support to Government Tests								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												Award Fee Percentage:				85%								70%				90%																84%

















Program Advocacy - Summary


       AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 	  TREND


			TSM     		     	      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Warfighter 		      	      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Secretariat			      G		   Impr


			(Major point)


			OSD				      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Joint Staff	      		      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Congressional	                                      R		   Decl


			(Major point)


			International Partners     	                      Y		   Steady


			(Major point)











			Overall			      R		   Decl





R











Program “Fit” in Capability Vision 


Summary


     AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 TREND


			Power Projection 		      G		  Steady


			(Major Point)


			Network-Centric 		      Y		   Decl


			Interoperability      	      	      G		  Steady


			JV2020			      R		   Decl


			Transformative		      Y		   Decl


			Operational Testing	      	      Y		   Decl











			Overall			      Y		   Decl





Y














FINDINGS/ACTIONS





Other Issues:  Describe other issues as appropriate.














BACK-UP SLIDES














Congressional Issues/Correspondence


Action


Due Date


Status


(During the Past Year)


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Letter from Rep Foghorn re: status of selection


9 Feb 99


Delayed awaiting chop from Nxx


Report to SAC re: alternative systems


15 Apr 99


Draft complete, in chop


Phoncon from Sen Potbelly re; constituent


15 Jan 99


Promise to furnish information, fax sent on 02 Feb 99


Visit from Mayor Bighouse


18 Dec 98


Returned Christmas turkey


Action completed


and on-time


Action completed


but not on-time


Action not completed


and due with 2 weeks


Action not completed


and overdue


Accompanied Rep Gotrocks to demo


01 Nov 98


No further action required





Congressional Issues: Any congressional contact with a program for the year previous to the review (both good and bad) should be recorded here.  Congressional correspondence, required reports, visits, demonstrations, should be shown together with a very brief (5-10 words) description of the interaction meant only to remind an already informed reader of the issue.  Please also conform to color-code for timeliness.  This chart will be addressed by the appropriate DASN.

















FY 99 Congressional Adds


Add Title


Appn/Add


Status/Actions Taken


Committee(s)/


   Member(s)


Hokum Processor


RDT&E/$ 5M


HAC/Smyth


OSD Hold / Release Requested


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Outyear Impact


Program accelerated


-$5M in FY 00 likely





Congressional Adds: This is the status of the release and execution of congressional plus-ups.  Identification of the specific interested member is very important.  Please work with OLA to make sure this information is complete.














Acquisition Reform


Initiatives Summary


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Lessons Learned (optional):





List the Acquisition Reform Initiatives undertaken (past or current) and planned.  A list of  initiatives is available on the Acquisition Reform Office (ARO) website“www.acq-ref.navy.mil”.  For each initiative provide an estimate of the Implementation Cost (dollar cost, time, personnel, or performance) and the Benefits Derived (dollar savings, time, personnel, or performance).  Identifying any significant Lessons Learned is optional.








Recommendations:  This form (with guidance) will be available at the ARO  website “www.acq-ref.navy.mil”.  If you are undertaking initiatives not identified in the Acquisition Reform Implementation Plan, please identify as such. Contact Mr. Bill Campbell in the Acquisition Reform Office (703) 602-5506 if you have questions or need assistance.
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Special Initiatives


(One each for TOC/Smart Work/RBA/SPS/A-76/etc)


Description:


What will the initiative do and how will it save money, e.g. “This initiative replaces the current CRT display with a commercial active matrix, liquid crystal unit.  Savings accrue from much reduced maintenance costs and avoidance of new system replacement.”


Key Technical Objectives





Feature            Objective


Size/wt                              xxxx


Pixel resolution                xxxxx


Brightness                        xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Persistence                       xxxxx


Shock Tolerance              xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Cost                                 xxxxx


Savings (per installation)


Retrofit Quantity                    150


First system replaced             9/03


Cost per retrofit                   $1500


Savings per installation         xxxx 


Contact Data


Contractor                  Behemoth Inc


Value/Type               $547M/CPFF


Start/Complete          6-98/10-01


Profit Rate                    0%


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


99           00           01          02          03          04            05         06           07          08           09          10          11           12          13


60





50





40





30





20





10





  0





-10





-20


Net Savings ($M)


$4M      $6M      $7M       $5M        $2M


Break Even


PDR


Design/Concept


Validation


CDR


Brassboard


 Demo


Begin Install


3X Return





Special Initiatives: Each special initiative (total operating cost reduction, reduced work, standard procurement system, paperwork reduction, etc) needs to be identified and discussed.  Certainly, any initiative that has external budget visibility (SPS, COSSI, TOC, etc) needs its own chart.  But also any initiative that is internal to the program and shows PM initiative needs to be displayed.  Top half is standard descriptive information.  Bottom half is the payback analysis.  The initiative itself is much of the investment phase and accounts for the initial negative net savings.  Real savings begin to accrue as the initiative ends.  One measure of merit is the payback time, i.e. when savings equal investment.  A second measure is the amount of time required for a three-fold yield.  Program management management is responsible for on-time, on-budget performance of the initiative as well a routine assessment and affirmation of the payback schedule.














Special Initiatives - TOC Summary


TOP 10 Cost Drivers


 1. Manpower


 2. Parts Obsolescence


 3.


 4.


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


TOP 10 TOC Initiatives


 1. Redesign Engine Module*


 2. Upgrade Radar*


 3. Develop New Support Equipment


 4. Redesign Wing


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


*Funded Initiatives - see separate chart for details.


Does this initiative change any of the KPPs?  If so, how?  (State parameter and objective changes.)


ROI


 1. $300M direct aircraft costs*


 2. Improve readiness levels by 40% 


     saving $200M*


 3. Field new COTS technology saving 


    $2M O&S costs


 4. Improve operational capability


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.

















Logistics Risk Assessment





Consequence


4


1


2


6


5


3


7


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


CAPT/COL, Prog





     :  Overall Assessment


1:  Training


2:  Support Equipment


3:  Publications


4:  Facilities


5:  Maintenance Concept


6:  Supply Support


7:  MTBF


Logistics Areas (examples)





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


5


4


3


2


1











Low Risk


Medium Risk


High Risk





PEO


XXX


RISK # 4 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK #5





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK # 6 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.











Logistics Risks


Indicate data points for the major logistics planning areas and provide a brief description/mitigation plan for those items in the RED and YELLOW blocks. Logistics planning areas include, but are not limited to:  supply support, training (including training equipment), support equipment (including test equipment), facilities and publications.   Indicate your overall logistics assessment with a triangle.  Consider system reliability (Mean Time Between Failures) and maintainability (Maintenance Man Hours per Operating Hour) in positioning the triangle.  If the system is not on track to achieve reliability and maintainability targets, especially reliability, logistics support will be negatively impacted. 


 


REMINDER: refer to Dr. Buchanan’s definitions WRT “likelihood” and “consequence” when constructing this chart - see below:





Likelihood 	


(1) Negligible - One can reasonably assume no occurrence (<10%)


(2) Unlikely - Occurrence possible but less than likely (10-40%)


(3) Likely - significant chance of occurrence (40-65%)


(4) Highly Probable - Very high chances of occurrence (65-90%)


(5) Near Certainty - Assume and anticipate occurrence (>90%)


Consequence


(1) Marginal - Remedy will cause disruption to the program


(2) Significant - Shorts a significant mission need


(3) Serious - Shorts a critical mission need but expect no breech


(4) Very Serious - Potentially fails a KPP or OPEVAL. 


(5) Catastrophic - Jeopardizes an exit criterion of current phase














Program “Success” Metrics 


Summary


     AREA				STATUS	 TREND


			Requirement 		      	     G	  	  Steady


			Resources 		      	     Y		   Decl


			Execution			      	     G		  Steady


			Advocacy			      	     R		   Decl


			“Fit” in Capability Vision	      	     Y		   Decl











			Mission Capability Delivery   	     Y		   Decl
















Initiative Implementation Cost Benefit Derived



1



2



3



4



5



6



7



8



9



10








Contract Type FPIF/FFP CPAF CPFF Total



Original Contract $290.1 $55.0 $345.1



Current Contract $339.2 $55.0 $394.2



Scope Growth $49.1 $0.0 $49.1



Cost Growth $0.0 $0.0 $0.0



Award/Sched Fee $32.4 $32.4



Contractor: 



Program: 



Contract Number: 



Item: (CPAR, IPAR or AF) AF CPAR AF AF IPAR CPAR IPAR AF IPAR IPAR AF IPAR CPAR IPAR



Period Ending: (Mmm YY) Jan 99 Apr 99 Jul 99 Jan 00 Mar 00 Apr 00 Jun 00 Jul 00 Sep 00 Dec 00 Jan 01 Mar 01 Apr 01 Jun 01



Months Covered: (NR) 6 12 6 6 3 12 3 6 3 3 6 3 12 3



Areas to Evaluate 



a. Technical (Quality of Product) EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (1) Product Performance VG VG VG VG



   (2) Systems Engineering SAT SAT SAT SAT



   (3) Software Engineering MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (4) Logistics Support/Sustainment UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (5) Product Assurance EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (6) Other Technical Performance VG VG VG VG



b. Schedule SAT SAT SAT SAT



c. Cost Control MARG MARG MARG MARG



d. Management UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (1) Management Responsiveness EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (2) SubContract Management VG VG VG VG



   (3) Program Mgmt and Other Mgmt SAT SAT SAT SAT



e. Other Areas MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (1) Communications UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (2) Support to Government Tests UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



Award Fee Percentage: 85% 70% 90% 84%



N00000-00-C-0000



Contract Start Date:



Estimated Completion Date:



MMM YY



MMM YY



((Contractor Name))



((Program Name))
















_1146472581.ppt




EXECUTION – CONTRACT EARNED VALUE METRICS [give short contract title]

$100

111%

56%

$50

100%

$90

122%

$110

0

0%

04/02

04/04

08/04

04/00

YYMMDD 

Axxxxx-YY-Cxxxx               

Contractor Name [Prime or Significant Sub]               

Program

Acronym

ACAT XX

Date of Last Rebaselining:  JAN02

Number of Rebaselinings:   1

Date of Next Rebaselining:  MMM YY

KTR’s EAC: 104M

Date of Last Award Fee:  MMM YY

Date of Next Award Fee:  MMM YY







1.18

PM’s EAC

Total Spent

Total Calendar Schedule 

$M

0 %

TAB

BAC

ACWP

EAC

EV % Spent

50% 

[TCPIEAC = 0.76]

CV = $2.0 M

SV = $2.9 M

100% 

108% 

01/02

SPI



1.18

1.18







Ahead of Schedule and Underspent

Behind Schedule and Underspent

Ahead of Schedule and Overspent

Behind Schedule and Overspent

0.940   

0.960   

0.82

0.86

0.90

0.94

0.98

1.02

1.06

1.10

1.14

0.82

0.86

0.90

0.94

0.98

1.02

1.06

1.10

1.14

CPI

01/00

10/99

07/99

04/99

05/02

04/02

03/02

02/02



10/01

07/01

04/01

1/01

10/00

07/00

04/00

01/02

42% 

PM’s Projected 

Performance at Completion

for CPI and Duration.

Date of Review: dd mmm yy

COL, PM

(1.1,1.1)

(1.1, -0.95)

(-0.95, -0.95)

(-0.95, 1.1)



PEO

XXX

Y

Predictive

Y(3)

Historical



THE THIRD LEVEL 1 FACTOR IS PROGRAMMATIC EXECUTION, FOCUSING ON CONTRACT, TECHNICAL, AND RISK MANAGEMENT EFFORTS.  LEVEL 2 METRICS FOR EXECUTION FOCUS IN THESE AREAS.

THE FIRST LEVEL 2 METRIC IN THIS AREA LAYS OUT COST-PLUS CONTRACT PERFORMANCE FROM AN EARNED VALUE PERSPECTIVE.  IT DEPARTS FROM TYPICAL DEPICTIONS OF PROGRAM EV DATA TO CREATE A “BULLS-EYE VIEW” OF PROGRAM EV PERFORMANCE AROUND A DESIRED EV “OPS POINT”. 

A CONTRACT PERFORMANCE CHART SHOULD BE CONSTRUCTED FOR EACH OF THE MAJOR DEVELOPMENTAL CONTRACTS SUPERVISED BY THE PROGRAM OFFICE.



		THE CHART IS CENTERED AT AN EV VALUE (SPI/CPI) OF (1.0, 1.0). 

		ADDITIONALLY, AN “OPS BOX” BEEN ESTABLISHED (SPI AND CPI WITHIN A RANGE OF 0.95 TO 1.1)

		 IF THE PROGRAM EV OPERATING POINT IS WITHIN THE OPS BOX, PROGRAM EV STATE IS CONSIDERED TO BE SATISFACTORY.   



CONTRACT EV OPERATING POINTS FOR THE HISTORY OF THE CONTRACT ARE PLOTTED BY (SPI, CPI).  THE LAST FIVE OPS POINTS AND THE CURRENT OPS  POINT ARE BOLDED AND JOINED BY ARROWS TO SHOW THE “DIRECTION OF MOTION” OF CONTRACT EV.  IF THE PROGRAM EV OP POINT PLOTS OUTSIDE THE “OPS BOX”, THE REASON SHOULD BE SUMMARIZED IN A TEXT CALLOUT BOX LINKED TO THE OP POINT



SCHEDULE AND BUDGET EXPENDITURES SHOULD BE PLOTTED IN THE APPROPRIATE MARGIN BARS OUTSIDE THE MAIN SPI/CPI GRAPH.  OTHER SIGNIFICANT CONTRACT/EV DATA (E.G. EAC, BAC, BCWG SHOULD BE PROVIDED AROUND THE PERIMETER OF THE “BULLS-EYE” CHART



--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------



DEFINITIONS: Terms used in this chart (e.g. CPI, SPI, EAC, ACWP, etc) are standard EVMS terms.

“OPS Box”  - the box offset around the SPI/CPI point of (1.0,1.0).  Program SPI/CPI points within this box (SPI values between 0.95 and 1.1; CPI values between 0.95 and 1.1) indicate satisfactory program EVMS status from the ASA(ALT) perspective

SPI/CPI points for the last six EV reports should be plotted, and joined with arrows showing the “direction of motion” of SPI/CPI. Data points are plotted using SPI/CPI as the x,y coordinates for each point. Earlier points may be left on the plot (gray toned) to display EV history as desired. The “Ops Box” (the offset box around the SPI/CPI “”origin” point) is considered the normal operating region for Army programs.  If SPI/CPI plots outside (particularly to left and/or below the “Ops Box”), the reason(s) should be discussed in the brief (using a text callout box like the white box above)



-----------------------------------------------------

   Contract Performance metric calculation (maximum value is 2 points)

Green  (2): Value of most recent SPI/CPI point lies in the “ops box” (inner box) or the GREEN zone of the chart 

Yellow (1):Value of most recent SPI/CPI point lies in YELLOW zone of the chart which is outside of the “ops box” on the chart 

Red (0): Value of most recent SPI/CPI point lies in the RED zone of the chart
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Program Success - Summary
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Success
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Requirements


Program 


Execution


Contractor Performance


Program Fit in


 Capability Vision


KPP Status 


JV 2020


Jointness


Interoperability


Legacy


Interim


Objective


Other Issues


Program Risk 


Assessment


Contract EVM


O & O


SysDescription


Program 


Structure


Program 


Resources


Budget/Oblig/Suffic.


Other


Corporate Metrics


Manning/Qual.


Fielding


Program 


Advocacy


OSD


Joint Staff


War Fighter


Army Secretariat


Congressional


User


Media











Program Structure - Summary


Description:


Brief, low jargon description of the program and its purpose, i.e., “The ABC program will develop and deploy an airborne, synthetic aperture radar which can detect slowly moving, land military targets at ranges of 100-150 km in the presence of significant land clutter and commercial land traffic.”


 Fiscal  Year                            01                       02                        03                         04                         05                        06                        07	         08


Quarter                          I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV 


Milestones


R&D/Studies


Acq Strategy


Demos


Production


M/S A


M/S B


M/S C


LRIP


Development


Tech Demo 1


Tech Demo 2


Tech Demo 3


FSED


Budget


$ 29M


$ 52M


$ 76M


$ 82M


$ 76M


$ 29M


$ 29M


Program Manager/Office _________                                       Date of This Review________


                                                                                                   Program Start Date________


Key Performance Parameters





KPP 	 Objective   Threshold    Demo


Range                            150m                100km               125 nm


Prob Detection                0.95                 0.90                 .90


Prob False Positive         0.05                 0.10                  .10


Ground Clutter Reject     -20 db            -15 db               -15 db


Correlation time              3 mins            30 sec              1 min


Operating Cost/hr            $25                $30                   $30


MTBF                            20 hrs               10 hrs                15 hrs


etc.			


			Current Est.


R&D Cost	         500K	     550K	$490K	


Proc Cost                           2M                2.2M	$1.9M


Unit Cost                       100K                110K	$ 90K


 - APUC                             133K                   146K	$130K


 - PAUC                             166K                   182K	$160K


Acquisition Objectives


Quantity                           


IOC 	              


Target Price (unit)               


Contract Data





Program Description: This chart should describe the program in simple, jargon-free language.  It is not a sales chart. Do not feel compelled to list all the benefits of the system, it is already a program.  Just describe what it is and what it does.   List the major Key Performance Parameters in the center section and the procurement objectives in the right section.  The bottom section of the chart should contain the schedule of major milestones and funding by fiscal year.  For the purposes of this exhibit, only the major milestones should be depicted.  “Major” refers to the level of detail where there are 1-3 milestones every reporting period, six months.  Most milestones should be performance oriented (an experimental result or demonstration) not bureaucratically oriented (a report, a document, or a meeting.)  This chart should not change much from review to review except for updates to milestone accomplishment and budget.  If anything does change (KPP’s, deliverables, etc.) please highlight and discuss)
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				Contract Type				FPIF/FFP				CPAF				CPFF				Total



				Original Contract								$290.1				$55.0				$345.1



				Current Contract								$339.2				$55.0				$394.2



				Scope Growth								$49.1				$0.0				$49.1



				Cost Growth								$0.0				$0.0				$0.0



				Award/Sched Fee								$32.4								$32.4

















Resources - Budget


Program Manager/Office______________                                   Date of Review_________


                                                                    Programmed (%Obligated)


 Activity                               FY01  (%)      FY02   (%)    FY 03    FY 04    FY 05     FY 06      FY07   SUFF(Y/N)	


Display each significant task


G





RDT&E


Proj


Proj


Procurement


OMA





Budget: Show the entire budget for the program broken down in the way that you manage it, not the way you budget for it!  I am not looking for a replication of the DAES report.  Instead I am looking for a breakout of the functional distribution of spending.  For instance, a good program manager will have a management reserve built into the budget.  Please display it or be prepared to say why no reserve is necessary.  Please also break out SETA support and SYSCOM support as separate and explicit categories.  At a minimum, each separate contract should be displayed.  With large contracts, each significant task above $1M a year should be displayed.  For FY 1998 and 1999 please also show the current (as of the date of the report) percentage of obligation in each line.

















 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Not DAWIA Qualified


9/00


3/01


10/01


2/02


9/02


3/03


100





 90





 80





 70





 60





 50





 40





 30





 20





 10





   0


Military














Civilian


Downsized and Replaced Mil with Civ


Goal


Goal


Resources - Manning/Qualification


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


and


and


 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Fully DAWIA Qualified


 : Billet is Unfilled


 : Incumbent Requires No DAWIA Qualification






































Total Billets            152                         151                         137                         136                         135                      135


G


 : CSS





Manning and Qualification: This chart is intended to show your personnel status in both filling billets and progressing towards DAWIA qualification for those billets that require it.  Civilian and military status is shown separately but on the same chart.  The current (rightmost) and previous five status bars should be kept and displayed.  All billets belonging to the Program Office should be accounted in one of the categories with totals displayed at the top.  The goal for both civilian and military billets is that 80% filled by qualified (or not requiring qualification).

















Requirements 


ORD KPP Compliance Status 


Combat capability


Threshold


Objective


C4I Interoperability


	(Strategic, Theater, Force Coord., 	Force Control, Fire Control)


Endurance


Position diamond along bar to best show where KPP is in terms of threshold - objective range.


Cost


Manning


Sustained Speed


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


COL, Prog


(EXAMPLES)























- Status as of Last Brief


G


Y





PEO


XXX























EXECUTION - Contract Performance for [give short contract title]


$100


111%


56%


$50


100%


$90


122%


$110


0


0%


04/02


04/04


08/04


04/00





Briefed: 


                     YYMMDD 


Axxxxx-YY-Cxxxx               


Contractor Name [Prime or Significant Sub]               


PEO and Program Manager


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Last Rebaselining:  JAN02


Number of Rebaselinings:   1


Date of Next Rebaselining:  MMM YY


KTR’s EAC:


104M


Date of Last Award Fee:  MMM YY


Date of Next Award Fee:  MMM YY











1.18


PM’s EAC


Total Spent


Total Calendar Schedule 


$M


0 %


TAB


BAC


ACWP


EAC


EV % Spent


50% 


[TCPIEAC = 0.76]


CV = $2.0 M


SV = $2.9 M


100% 


108% 


01/02


SPI





1.18


1.18











Ahead of Schedule and Underspent


Behind Schedule and Underspent


Ahead of Schedule and Overspent


Behind Schedule and Overspent


0.940   


0.960   


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


CPI


01/00


10/99


07/99


04/99


04/02


03/02


02/02


01/02





10/01


07/01


04/01


1/01


10/00


07/00


04/00


01/02


42% 


PM’s Projected 


Performance at Completion


for CPI and Duration.


Y




















Execution – Overall Risk Assessment


5


			 





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


Consequence


4


3


2


1


High


Medium


Low


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





Y


			A brief description of Issue # 5 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 1 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 3 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Manufacturing Challenges.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 2 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 6 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Technical Maturity








			Approach to remedy/mitigation











Risk Assessment: Each issue which might affect the success of the program (technical, schedule, fiscal, etc) needs to be identified and assessed as to likelihood and consequences (performance or financial) of occurrence.  The following is a rough key to scoring: 


Likelihood 	(1)Negligible - One can reasonably assume no occurrence (<10%)


	(2)Unlikely - Occurrence possible but less than likely (10-40%)


	(3)Likely - significant chance of occurrence (40-65%)


	(4)Highly Probable - Very high changes of occurrence (65-90%)


	(5)Near Certainty - Assume and anticipate occurrence (>90%)


Consequences	(1)Marginal - Remedy will cause disruption to the program


	(2)Significant -.Shorts an significant mission need


	(3)Serious - Shorts a critical mission need but expect no breech


	(4)Very Serious - Potentially fails a KPP or OPEVAL. 


	(5)Catastrophic - Jeopardizes an exit criterion of current Phase


If the assessment is done formally by a standing advisory board (good program management) then please list the members and their affiliations.  Each issue box should contain a brief statement of intended approach.  Presenter should be prepared for more detailed discussion on these issues and alternative courses of action.

















Execution - PARS/Award Fee Matrix


COL, Prog


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review:  





PEO


XXX





CPAR/IPAR/AF Chart Guidance





Prepare one chart for each contract addressed in the “Performance Overview”, or earned value, chart as applicable. 


Cover all CPARs and IPARs through the full period of performance for the contract.


Be prepared to address any disconnects between award fee and CPAR/IPAR ratings, e.g. an award fee of 90%, and a number of YELLOWs on CPAR/IPAR.














CPAR-IPAR-AR



				



												Contractor:				((Contractor Name))																												Contract Start Date:																				MMM YY



												Program:				((Program Name))																												Estimated Completion Date:																				MMM YY



												Contract Number:				N00000-00-C-0000



												Item: (CPAR, IPAR or AF)				AF				CPAR				AF				AF				IPAR				CPAR				IPAR				AF				IPAR				IPAR				AF				IPAR				CPAR				IPAR



												Period Ending: (Mmm YY)				Jan 99				Apr 99				Jul 99				Jan 00				Mar 00				Apr 00				Jun 00				Jul 00				Sep 00				Dec 00				Jan 01				Mar 01				Apr 01				Jun 01



												Months Covered: (NR)				6				12				6				6				3				12				3				6				3				3				6				3				12				3



												Areas to Evaluate



												a. Technical (Quality of Product)								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(1) Product Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(2) Systems Engineering								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												(3) Software Engineering								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(4) Logistics Support/Sustainment								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(5) Product Assurance								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(6) Other Technical Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												b. Schedule								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												c. Cost Control								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												d. Management								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(1) Management Responsiveness								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(2) SubContract Management								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(3) Program Mgmt and Other Mgmt								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												e. Other Areas								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(1) Communications								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(2) Support to Government Tests								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												Award Fee Percentage:				85%								70%				90%																84%

















Program Advocacy - Summary


       AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 	  TREND


			TSM     		     	      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Warfighter 		      	      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Secretariat			      G		   Impr


			(Major point)


			OSD				      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Joint Staff	      		      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Congressional	                                      R		   Decl


			(Major point)


			International Partners     	                      Y		   Steady


			(Major point)











			Overall			      R		   Decl





R











Program “Fit” in Capability Vision 


Summary


     AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 TREND


			Power Projection 		      G		  Steady


			(Major Point)


			Network-Centric 		      Y		   Decl


			Interoperability      	      	      G		  Steady


			JV2020			      R		   Decl


			Transformative		      Y		   Decl


			Operational Testing	      	      Y		   Decl











			Overall			      Y		   Decl





Y














FINDINGS/ACTIONS





Other Issues:  Describe other issues as appropriate.














BACK-UP SLIDES














Congressional Issues/Correspondence


Action


Due Date


Status


(During the Past Year)


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Letter from Rep Foghorn re: status of selection


9 Feb 99


Delayed awaiting chop from Nxx


Report to SAC re: alternative systems


15 Apr 99


Draft complete, in chop


Phoncon from Sen Potbelly re; constituent


15 Jan 99


Promise to furnish information, fax sent on 02 Feb 99


Visit from Mayor Bighouse


18 Dec 98


Returned Christmas turkey


Action completed


and on-time


Action completed


but not on-time


Action not completed


and due with 2 weeks


Action not completed


and overdue


Accompanied Rep Gotrocks to demo


01 Nov 98


No further action required





Congressional Issues: Any congressional contact with a program for the year previous to the review (both good and bad) should be recorded here.  Congressional correspondence, required reports, visits, demonstrations, should be shown together with a very brief (5-10 words) description of the interaction meant only to remind an already informed reader of the issue.  Please also conform to color-code for timeliness.  This chart will be addressed by the appropriate DASN.

















FY 99 Congressional Adds


Add Title


Appn/Add


Status/Actions Taken


Committee(s)/


   Member(s)


Hokum Processor


RDT&E/$ 5M


HAC/Smyth


OSD Hold / Release Requested


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Outyear Impact


Program accelerated


-$5M in FY 00 likely





Congressional Adds: This is the status of the release and execution of congressional plus-ups.  Identification of the specific interested member is very important.  Please work with OLA to make sure this information is complete.














Acquisition Reform


Initiatives Summary


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Lessons Learned (optional):





List the Acquisition Reform Initiatives undertaken (past or current) and planned.  A list of  initiatives is available on the Acquisition Reform Office (ARO) website“www.acq-ref.navy.mil”.  For each initiative provide an estimate of the Implementation Cost (dollar cost, time, personnel, or performance) and the Benefits Derived (dollar savings, time, personnel, or performance).  Identifying any significant Lessons Learned is optional.








Recommendations:  This form (with guidance) will be available at the ARO  website “www.acq-ref.navy.mil”.  If you are undertaking initiatives not identified in the Acquisition Reform Implementation Plan, please identify as such. Contact Mr. Bill Campbell in the Acquisition Reform Office (703) 602-5506 if you have questions or need assistance.
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								Initiative				Implementation Cost				Benefit Derived
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Special Initiatives


(One each for TOC/Smart Work/RBA/SPS/A-76/etc)


Description:


What will the initiative do and how will it save money, e.g. “This initiative replaces the current CRT display with a commercial active matrix, liquid crystal unit.  Savings accrue from much reduced maintenance costs and avoidance of new system replacement.”


Key Technical Objectives





Feature            Objective


Size/wt                              xxxx


Pixel resolution                xxxxx


Brightness                        xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Persistence                       xxxxx


Shock Tolerance              xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Cost                                 xxxxx


Savings (per installation)


Retrofit Quantity                    150


First system replaced             9/03


Cost per retrofit                   $1500


Savings per installation         xxxx 


Contact Data


Contractor                  Behemoth Inc


Value/Type               $547M/CPFF


Start/Complete          6-98/10-01


Profit Rate                    0%


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


99           00           01          02          03          04            05         06           07          08           09          10          11           12          13


60





50





40





30





20





10





  0





-10





-20


Net Savings ($M)


$4M      $6M      $7M       $5M        $2M


Break Even


PDR


Design/Concept


Validation


CDR


Brassboard


 Demo


Begin Install


3X Return





Special Initiatives: Each special initiative (total operating cost reduction, reduced work, standard procurement system, paperwork reduction, etc) needs to be identified and discussed.  Certainly, any initiative that has external budget visibility (SPS, COSSI, TOC, etc) needs its own chart.  But also any initiative that is internal to the program and shows PM initiative needs to be displayed.  Top half is standard descriptive information.  Bottom half is the payback analysis.  The initiative itself is much of the investment phase and accounts for the initial negative net savings.  Real savings begin to accrue as the initiative ends.  One measure of merit is the payback time, i.e. when savings equal investment.  A second measure is the amount of time required for a three-fold yield.  Program management management is responsible for on-time, on-budget performance of the initiative as well a routine assessment and affirmation of the payback schedule.














Special Initiatives - TOC Summary


TOP 10 Cost Drivers


 1. Manpower


 2. Parts Obsolescence


 3.


 4.


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


TOP 10 TOC Initiatives


 1. Redesign Engine Module*


 2. Upgrade Radar*


 3. Develop New Support Equipment


 4. Redesign Wing


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


*Funded Initiatives - see separate chart for details.


Does this initiative change any of the KPPs?  If so, how?  (State parameter and objective changes.)


ROI


 1. $300M direct aircraft costs*


 2. Improve readiness levels by 40% 


     saving $200M*


 3. Field new COTS technology saving 


    $2M O&S costs


 4. Improve operational capability


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.

















Logistics Risk Assessment





Consequence


4


1


2


6


5


3


7


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


CAPT/COL, Prog





     :  Overall Assessment


1:  Training


2:  Support Equipment


3:  Publications


4:  Facilities


5:  Maintenance Concept


6:  Supply Support


7:  MTBF


Logistics Areas (examples)





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


5


4


3


2


1











Low Risk


Medium Risk


High Risk





PEO


XXX


RISK # 4 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK #5





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK # 6 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.











Logistics Risks


Indicate data points for the major logistics planning areas and provide a brief description/mitigation plan for those items in the RED and YELLOW blocks. Logistics planning areas include, but are not limited to:  supply support, training (including training equipment), support equipment (including test equipment), facilities and publications.   Indicate your overall logistics assessment with a triangle.  Consider system reliability (Mean Time Between Failures) and maintainability (Maintenance Man Hours per Operating Hour) in positioning the triangle.  If the system is not on track to achieve reliability and maintainability targets, especially reliability, logistics support will be negatively impacted. 


 


REMINDER: refer to Dr. Buchanan’s definitions WRT “likelihood” and “consequence” when constructing this chart - see below:





Likelihood 	


(1) Negligible - One can reasonably assume no occurrence (<10%)


(2) Unlikely - Occurrence possible but less than likely (10-40%)


(3) Likely - significant chance of occurrence (40-65%)


(4) Highly Probable - Very high chances of occurrence (65-90%)


(5) Near Certainty - Assume and anticipate occurrence (>90%)


Consequence


(1) Marginal - Remedy will cause disruption to the program


(2) Significant - Shorts a significant mission need


(3) Serious - Shorts a critical mission need but expect no breech


(4) Very Serious - Potentially fails a KPP or OPEVAL. 


(5) Catastrophic - Jeopardizes an exit criterion of current phase














Program “Success” Metrics 


Summary


     AREA				STATUS	 TREND


			Requirement 		      	     G	  	  Steady


			Resources 		      	     Y		   Decl


			Execution			      	     G		  Steady


			Advocacy			      	     R		   Decl


			“Fit” in Capability Vision	      	     Y		   Decl











			Mission Capability Delivery   	     Y		   Decl
















Initiative Implementation Cost Benefit Derived



1



2



3



4



5



6



7



8



9



10








Contract Type FPIF/FFP CPAF CPFF Total



Original Contract $290.1 $55.0 $345.1



Current Contract $339.2 $55.0 $394.2



Scope Growth $49.1 $0.0 $49.1



Cost Growth $0.0 $0.0 $0.0



Award/Sched Fee $32.4 $32.4



Contractor: 



Program: 



Contract Number: 



Item: (CPAR, IPAR or AF) AF CPAR AF AF IPAR CPAR IPAR AF IPAR IPAR AF IPAR CPAR IPAR



Period Ending: (Mmm YY) Jan 99 Apr 99 Jul 99 Jan 00 Mar 00 Apr 00 Jun 00 Jul 00 Sep 00 Dec 00 Jan 01 Mar 01 Apr 01 Jun 01



Months Covered: (NR) 6 12 6 6 3 12 3 6 3 3 6 3 12 3



Areas to Evaluate 



a. Technical (Quality of Product) EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (1) Product Performance VG VG VG VG



   (2) Systems Engineering SAT SAT SAT SAT



   (3) Software Engineering MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (4) Logistics Support/Sustainment UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (5) Product Assurance EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (6) Other Technical Performance VG VG VG VG



b. Schedule SAT SAT SAT SAT



c. Cost Control MARG MARG MARG MARG



d. Management UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (1) Management Responsiveness EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (2) SubContract Management VG VG VG VG



   (3) Program Mgmt and Other Mgmt SAT SAT SAT SAT



e. Other Areas MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (1) Communications UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (2) Support to Government Tests UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



Award Fee Percentage: 85% 70% 90% 84%



N00000-00-C-0000



Contract Start Date:



Estimated Completion Date:



MMM YY



MMM YY



((Contractor Name))



((Program Name))
















_1146469765.ppt




Combat Capability

Threshold

Objective

C4I Interoperability

	(Strategic, Theater, Force    

     Coord.,Force Control, Fire  

     Control)

Endurance

Position diamond along bar to best show where each item is in terms of its threshold - objective range.

Cost

Manning (Non-KPP)

Sustained Speed

Program

Acronym

ACAT XX

Date of Review: dd mmm yy

COL, PM

(EXAMPLES)















		Status as of Last Brief



(mm/yy – e.g. “01/03”)

Comments:   

REQUIREMENTS - 

PROGRAM PARAMETER STATUS



PEO

XXX

Y(3)

Historical

Y

Predictive



(SHOW SLIDE 6)

WE’LL START WITH THE LEVEL 1 REQUIREMENTS FACTOR.  THIS FACTOR HAS TWO LEVEL 2 METRICS – THE FIRST OF WHICH IS PROGRAM PERFORMANCE STATUS

THIS METRIC IS DESIGNED TO EVALUATE THE PROGRAM STATUS IN MEETING THE PERFORMANCE LEVELS MANDATED BY THE WARFIGHTERS.  

		A SERIES OF VERNIER BARS IS PROVIDED, WITH THRESHOLD AND OBJECTIVE LEVELS INDICATED BY LINES ACROSS THE VERNIERS.  

		A COLORED DIAMOND IS PLACED ON THE VERNIER AT THE POINT IN THE THRESHOLD-OBJECTIVE “TRADE SPACE” THAT REPRESENTS THE CURRENT STATE OF THAT PERFORMANCE PARAMETER

		RED IF BELOW THRESHOLD; YELLOW IF ON THRESHOLD; GREEN IF ABOVE THRESHOLD; BLUE IF AT OR ABOVE THE OBJECTIVE

		POSITION IS SET BY LATEST TEST RESULTS; OR, IF  NO TEST RESULTS ARE AVAILABLE, LATEST MODELLING/SIMULATION RESULTS IN THE AREA

		PERFORMANCE PARAMETERS ARE SELECTABLE AT THE DISCRETION OF THE PM

		WILL USUALLY CONTAIN ALL KEY PERFORMANCE PARAMETERS

		CAN INCLUDE NON-KPPS IF PM BELIEVES IT IMPORTANT TO INCLUDE THEM

		WHATEVER IS SELECTED SHOULD BE KEPT TO ONE CHART

		UNCOLORED DIAMONDS (LABELED WITH MONTH/YEAR OF ASSESSMENT) CAN BE INCLUDED TO PROVIDE A TREND HISTORY FOR EACH PARAMETER



--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Program  Performance Status Metric Calculation (maximum value is 10 points):

Green  (8 to 10): 

     Performance Requirements are clearly understood; are well-managed by warfighter and are being well-realized by Program Manager.  All KPP/selected non-KPP threshold values are met by latest testing results (or latest analysis if testing has not occurred) 

Yellow (6 to <8): 

     Requirements are understood but are in flux (emergent changes from warfighter);  warfighter management and/or PM execution of requirements has created some impact to original requirements set (set descope, or modification to original Objective/threshold values has/is occurring).  

     One or more KPP/selected non-KPPs are below threshold values in pre-Operational Assessment testing (or analysis if OA testing has not occurred)

Red (<6): “Killer Blow”, OR

     Requirements flux/”creep”  has resulted in significant real-time changes to program plan requiring program rebaselining/restructure

     One or more KPP/selected non-KPPs are below threshold values as evaluated during OA/OPEVAL testing

     

        









UNKNOWN-0.ppt




Program Success - Summary































































































Program 


Success


Program 


Requirements


Program 


Execution


Contractor Performance


Program Fit in


 Capability Vision


KPP Status 


JV 2020


Jointness


Interoperability


Legacy


Interim


Objective


Other Issues


Program Risk 


Assessment


Contract EVM


O & O


SysDescription


Program 


Structure


Program 


Resources


Budget/Oblig/Suffic.


Other


Corporate Metrics


Manning/Qual.


Fielding


Program 


Advocacy


OSD


Joint Staff


War Fighter


Army Secretariat


Congressional


User


Media











Program Structure - Summary


Description:


Brief, low jargon description of the program and its purpose, i.e., “The ABC program will develop and deploy an airborne, synthetic aperture radar which can detect slowly moving, land military targets at ranges of 100-150 km in the presence of significant land clutter and commercial land traffic.”


 Fiscal  Year                            01                       02                        03                         04                         05                        06                        07	         08


Quarter                          I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV 


Milestones


R&D/Studies


Acq Strategy


Demos


Production


M/S A


M/S B


M/S C


LRIP


Development


Tech Demo 1


Tech Demo 2


Tech Demo 3


FSED


Budget


$ 29M


$ 52M


$ 76M


$ 82M


$ 76M


$ 29M


$ 29M


Program Manager/Office _________                                       Date of This Review________


                                                                                                   Program Start Date________


Key Performance Parameters





KPP 	 Objective   Threshold    Demo


Range                            150m                100km               125 nm


Prob Detection                0.95                 0.90                 .90


Prob False Positive         0.05                 0.10                  .10


Ground Clutter Reject     -20 db            -15 db               -15 db


Correlation time              3 mins            30 sec              1 min


Operating Cost/hr            $25                $30                   $30


MTBF                            20 hrs               10 hrs                15 hrs


etc.			


			Current Est.


R&D Cost	         500K	     550K	$490K	


Proc Cost                           2M                2.2M	$1.9M


Unit Cost                       100K                110K	$ 90K


 - APUC                             133K                   146K	$130K


 - PAUC                             166K                   182K	$160K


Acquisition Objectives


Quantity                           


IOC 	              


Target Price (unit)               


Contract Data





Program Description: This chart should describe the program in simple, jargon-free language.  It is not a sales chart. Do not feel compelled to list all the benefits of the system, it is already a program.  Just describe what it is and what it does.   List the major Key Performance Parameters in the center section and the procurement objectives in the right section.  The bottom section of the chart should contain the schedule of major milestones and funding by fiscal year.  For the purposes of this exhibit, only the major milestones should be depicted.  “Major” refers to the level of detail where there are 1-3 milestones every reporting period, six months.  Most milestones should be performance oriented (an experimental result or demonstration) not bureaucratically oriented (a report, a document, or a meeting.)  This chart should not change much from review to review except for updates to milestone accomplishment and budget.  If anything does change (KPP’s, deliverables, etc.) please highlight and discuss)
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				Contract Type				FPIF/FFP				CPAF				CPFF				Total



				Original Contract								$290.1				$55.0				$345.1



				Current Contract								$339.2				$55.0				$394.2



				Scope Growth								$49.1				$0.0				$49.1



				Cost Growth								$0.0				$0.0				$0.0



				Award/Sched Fee								$32.4								$32.4

















Resources - Budget


Program Manager/Office______________                                   Date of Review_________


                                                                    Programmed (%Obligated)


 Activity                               FY01  (%)      FY02   (%)    FY 03    FY 04    FY 05     FY 06      FY07   SUFF(Y/N)	


Display each significant task


G





RDT&E


Proj


Proj


Procurement


OMA





Budget: Show the entire budget for the program broken down in the way that you manage it, not the way you budget for it!  I am not looking for a replication of the DAES report.  Instead I am looking for a breakout of the functional distribution of spending.  For instance, a good program manager will have a management reserve built into the budget.  Please display it or be prepared to say why no reserve is necessary.  Please also break out SETA support and SYSCOM support as separate and explicit categories.  At a minimum, each separate contract should be displayed.  With large contracts, each significant task above $1M a year should be displayed.  For FY 1998 and 1999 please also show the current (as of the date of the report) percentage of obligation in each line.

















 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Not DAWIA Qualified


9/00


3/01


10/01


2/02


9/02


3/03


100





 90





 80





 70





 60





 50





 40





 30





 20





 10





   0


Military














Civilian


Downsized and Replaced Mil with Civ


Goal


Goal


Resources - Manning/Qualification


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


and


and


 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Fully DAWIA Qualified


 : Billet is Unfilled


 : Incumbent Requires No DAWIA Qualification






































Total Billets            152                         151                         137                         136                         135                      135


G


 : CSS





Manning and Qualification: This chart is intended to show your personnel status in both filling billets and progressing towards DAWIA qualification for those billets that require it.  Civilian and military status is shown separately but on the same chart.  The current (rightmost) and previous five status bars should be kept and displayed.  All billets belonging to the Program Office should be accounted in one of the categories with totals displayed at the top.  The goal for both civilian and military billets is that 80% filled by qualified (or not requiring qualification).

















Requirements 


ORD KPP Compliance Status 


Combat capability


Threshold


Objective


C4I Interoperability


	(Strategic, Theater, Force Coord., 	Force Control, Fire Control)


Endurance


Position diamond along bar to best show where KPP is in terms of threshold - objective range.


Cost


Manning


Sustained Speed


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


COL, Prog


(EXAMPLES)























- Status as of Last Brief


G


Y





PEO


XXX























EXECUTION - Contract Performance for [give short contract title]


$100


111%


56%


$50


100%


$90


122%


$110


0


0%


04/02


04/04


08/04


04/00





Briefed: 


                     YYMMDD 


Axxxxx-YY-Cxxxx               


Contractor Name [Prime or Significant Sub]               


PEO and Program Manager


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Last Rebaselining:  JAN02


Number of Rebaselinings:   1


Date of Next Rebaselining:  MMM YY


KTR’s EAC:


104M


Date of Last Award Fee:  MMM YY


Date of Next Award Fee:  MMM YY











1.18


PM’s EAC


Total Spent


Total Calendar Schedule 


$M


0 %


TAB


BAC


ACWP


EAC


EV % Spent


50% 


[TCPIEAC = 0.76]


CV = $2.0 M


SV = $2.9 M


100% 


108% 


01/02


SPI





1.18


1.18











Ahead of Schedule and Underspent


Behind Schedule and Underspent


Ahead of Schedule and Overspent


Behind Schedule and Overspent


0.940   


0.960   


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


CPI


01/00


10/99


07/99


04/99


04/02


03/02


02/02


01/02





10/01


07/01


04/01


1/01


10/00


07/00


04/00


01/02


42% 


PM’s Projected 


Performance at Completion


for CPI and Duration.


Y




















Execution – Overall Risk Assessment


5


			 





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


Consequence


4


3


2


1


High


Medium


Low


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





Y


			A brief description of Issue # 5 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 1 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 3 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Manufacturing Challenges.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 2 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 6 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Technical Maturity








			Approach to remedy/mitigation











Risk Assessment: Each issue which might affect the success of the program (technical, schedule, fiscal, etc) needs to be identified and assessed as to likelihood and consequences (performance or financial) of occurrence.  The following is a rough key to scoring: 


Likelihood 	(1)Negligible - One can reasonably assume no occurrence (<10%)


	(2)Unlikely - Occurrence possible but less than likely (10-40%)


	(3)Likely - significant chance of occurrence (40-65%)


	(4)Highly Probable - Very high changes of occurrence (65-90%)


	(5)Near Certainty - Assume and anticipate occurrence (>90%)


Consequences	(1)Marginal - Remedy will cause disruption to the program


	(2)Significant -.Shorts an significant mission need


	(3)Serious - Shorts a critical mission need but expect no breech


	(4)Very Serious - Potentially fails a KPP or OPEVAL. 


	(5)Catastrophic - Jeopardizes an exit criterion of current Phase


If the assessment is done formally by a standing advisory board (good program management) then please list the members and their affiliations.  Each issue box should contain a brief statement of intended approach.  Presenter should be prepared for more detailed discussion on these issues and alternative courses of action.

















Execution - PARS/Award Fee Matrix


COL, Prog


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review:  





PEO


XXX





CPAR/IPAR/AF Chart Guidance





Prepare one chart for each contract addressed in the “Performance Overview”, or earned value, chart as applicable. 


Cover all CPARs and IPARs through the full period of performance for the contract.


Be prepared to address any disconnects between award fee and CPAR/IPAR ratings, e.g. an award fee of 90%, and a number of YELLOWs on CPAR/IPAR.














CPAR-IPAR-AR



				



												Contractor:				((Contractor Name))																												Contract Start Date:																				MMM YY



												Program:				((Program Name))																												Estimated Completion Date:																				MMM YY



												Contract Number:				N00000-00-C-0000



												Item: (CPAR, IPAR or AF)				AF				CPAR				AF				AF				IPAR				CPAR				IPAR				AF				IPAR				IPAR				AF				IPAR				CPAR				IPAR



												Period Ending: (Mmm YY)				Jan 99				Apr 99				Jul 99				Jan 00				Mar 00				Apr 00				Jun 00				Jul 00				Sep 00				Dec 00				Jan 01				Mar 01				Apr 01				Jun 01



												Months Covered: (NR)				6				12				6				6				3				12				3				6				3				3				6				3				12				3



												Areas to Evaluate



												a. Technical (Quality of Product)								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(1) Product Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(2) Systems Engineering								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												(3) Software Engineering								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(4) Logistics Support/Sustainment								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(5) Product Assurance								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(6) Other Technical Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												b. Schedule								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												c. Cost Control								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												d. Management								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(1) Management Responsiveness								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(2) SubContract Management								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(3) Program Mgmt and Other Mgmt								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												e. Other Areas								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(1) Communications								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(2) Support to Government Tests								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												Award Fee Percentage:				85%								70%				90%																84%

















Program Advocacy - Summary


       AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 	  TREND


			TSM     		     	      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Warfighter 		      	      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Secretariat			      G		   Impr


			(Major point)


			OSD				      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Joint Staff	      		      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Congressional	                                      R		   Decl


			(Major point)


			International Partners     	                      Y		   Steady


			(Major point)











			Overall			      R		   Decl





R











Program “Fit” in Capability Vision 


Summary


     AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 TREND


			Power Projection 		      G		  Steady


			(Major Point)


			Network-Centric 		      Y		   Decl


			Interoperability      	      	      G		  Steady


			JV2020			      R		   Decl


			Transformative		      Y		   Decl


			Operational Testing	      	      Y		   Decl











			Overall			      Y		   Decl





Y














FINDINGS/ACTIONS





Other Issues:  Describe other issues as appropriate.














BACK-UP SLIDES














Congressional Issues/Correspondence


Action


Due Date


Status


(During the Past Year)


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Letter from Rep Foghorn re: status of selection


9 Feb 99


Delayed awaiting chop from Nxx


Report to SAC re: alternative systems


15 Apr 99


Draft complete, in chop


Phoncon from Sen Potbelly re; constituent


15 Jan 99


Promise to furnish information, fax sent on 02 Feb 99


Visit from Mayor Bighouse


18 Dec 98


Returned Christmas turkey


Action completed


and on-time


Action completed


but not on-time


Action not completed


and due with 2 weeks


Action not completed


and overdue


Accompanied Rep Gotrocks to demo


01 Nov 98


No further action required





Congressional Issues: Any congressional contact with a program for the year previous to the review (both good and bad) should be recorded here.  Congressional correspondence, required reports, visits, demonstrations, should be shown together with a very brief (5-10 words) description of the interaction meant only to remind an already informed reader of the issue.  Please also conform to color-code for timeliness.  This chart will be addressed by the appropriate DASN.

















FY 99 Congressional Adds


Add Title


Appn/Add


Status/Actions Taken


Committee(s)/


   Member(s)


Hokum Processor


RDT&E/$ 5M


HAC/Smyth


OSD Hold / Release Requested


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Outyear Impact


Program accelerated


-$5M in FY 00 likely





Congressional Adds: This is the status of the release and execution of congressional plus-ups.  Identification of the specific interested member is very important.  Please work with OLA to make sure this information is complete.














Acquisition Reform


Initiatives Summary


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Lessons Learned (optional):





List the Acquisition Reform Initiatives undertaken (past or current) and planned.  A list of  initiatives is available on the Acquisition Reform Office (ARO) website“www.acq-ref.navy.mil”.  For each initiative provide an estimate of the Implementation Cost (dollar cost, time, personnel, or performance) and the Benefits Derived (dollar savings, time, personnel, or performance).  Identifying any significant Lessons Learned is optional.








Recommendations:  This form (with guidance) will be available at the ARO  website “www.acq-ref.navy.mil”.  If you are undertaking initiatives not identified in the Acquisition Reform Implementation Plan, please identify as such. Contact Mr. Bill Campbell in the Acquisition Reform Office (703) 602-5506 if you have questions or need assistance.
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								Initiative				Implementation Cost				Benefit Derived
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Special Initiatives


(One each for TOC/Smart Work/RBA/SPS/A-76/etc)


Description:


What will the initiative do and how will it save money, e.g. “This initiative replaces the current CRT display with a commercial active matrix, liquid crystal unit.  Savings accrue from much reduced maintenance costs and avoidance of new system replacement.”


Key Technical Objectives





Feature            Objective


Size/wt                              xxxx


Pixel resolution                xxxxx


Brightness                        xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Persistence                       xxxxx


Shock Tolerance              xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Cost                                 xxxxx


Savings (per installation)


Retrofit Quantity                    150


First system replaced             9/03


Cost per retrofit                   $1500


Savings per installation         xxxx 


Contact Data


Contractor                  Behemoth Inc


Value/Type               $547M/CPFF


Start/Complete          6-98/10-01


Profit Rate                    0%


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


99           00           01          02          03          04            05         06           07          08           09          10          11           12          13


60





50





40





30





20





10





  0





-10





-20


Net Savings ($M)


$4M      $6M      $7M       $5M        $2M


Break Even


PDR


Design/Concept


Validation


CDR


Brassboard


 Demo


Begin Install


3X Return





Special Initiatives: Each special initiative (total operating cost reduction, reduced work, standard procurement system, paperwork reduction, etc) needs to be identified and discussed.  Certainly, any initiative that has external budget visibility (SPS, COSSI, TOC, etc) needs its own chart.  But also any initiative that is internal to the program and shows PM initiative needs to be displayed.  Top half is standard descriptive information.  Bottom half is the payback analysis.  The initiative itself is much of the investment phase and accounts for the initial negative net savings.  Real savings begin to accrue as the initiative ends.  One measure of merit is the payback time, i.e. when savings equal investment.  A second measure is the amount of time required for a three-fold yield.  Program management management is responsible for on-time, on-budget performance of the initiative as well a routine assessment and affirmation of the payback schedule.














Special Initiatives - TOC Summary


TOP 10 Cost Drivers


 1. Manpower


 2. Parts Obsolescence


 3.


 4.


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


TOP 10 TOC Initiatives


 1. Redesign Engine Module*


 2. Upgrade Radar*


 3. Develop New Support Equipment


 4. Redesign Wing


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


*Funded Initiatives - see separate chart for details.


Does this initiative change any of the KPPs?  If so, how?  (State parameter and objective changes.)


ROI


 1. $300M direct aircraft costs*


 2. Improve readiness levels by 40% 


     saving $200M*


 3. Field new COTS technology saving 


    $2M O&S costs


 4. Improve operational capability


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.

















Logistics Risk Assessment





Consequence


4


1


2


6


5


3


7


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


CAPT/COL, Prog





     :  Overall Assessment


1:  Training


2:  Support Equipment


3:  Publications


4:  Facilities


5:  Maintenance Concept


6:  Supply Support


7:  MTBF


Logistics Areas (examples)





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


5


4


3


2


1











Low Risk


Medium Risk


High Risk





PEO


XXX


RISK # 4 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK #5





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK # 6 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.











Logistics Risks


Indicate data points for the major logistics planning areas and provide a brief description/mitigation plan for those items in the RED and YELLOW blocks. Logistics planning areas include, but are not limited to:  supply support, training (including training equipment), support equipment (including test equipment), facilities and publications.   Indicate your overall logistics assessment with a triangle.  Consider system reliability (Mean Time Between Failures) and maintainability (Maintenance Man Hours per Operating Hour) in positioning the triangle.  If the system is not on track to achieve reliability and maintainability targets, especially reliability, logistics support will be negatively impacted. 


 


REMINDER: refer to Dr. Buchanan’s definitions WRT “likelihood” and “consequence” when constructing this chart - see below:





Likelihood 	


(1) Negligible - One can reasonably assume no occurrence (<10%)


(2) Unlikely - Occurrence possible but less than likely (10-40%)


(3) Likely - significant chance of occurrence (40-65%)


(4) Highly Probable - Very high chances of occurrence (65-90%)


(5) Near Certainty - Assume and anticipate occurrence (>90%)


Consequence


(1) Marginal - Remedy will cause disruption to the program


(2) Significant - Shorts a significant mission need


(3) Serious - Shorts a critical mission need but expect no breech


(4) Very Serious - Potentially fails a KPP or OPEVAL. 


(5) Catastrophic - Jeopardizes an exit criterion of current phase














Program “Success” Metrics 


Summary


     AREA				STATUS	 TREND


			Requirement 		      	     G	  	  Steady


			Resources 		      	     Y		   Decl


			Execution			      	     G		  Steady


			Advocacy			      	     R		   Decl


			“Fit” in Capability Vision	      	     Y		   Decl











			Mission Capability Delivery   	     Y		   Decl
















Initiative Implementation Cost Benefit Derived



1



2



3



4



5



6



7



8



9



10








Contract Type FPIF/FFP CPAF CPFF Total



Original Contract $290.1 $55.0 $345.1



Current Contract $339.2 $55.0 $394.2



Scope Growth $49.1 $0.0 $49.1



Cost Growth $0.0 $0.0 $0.0



Award/Sched Fee $32.4 $32.4



Contractor: 



Program: 



Contract Number: 



Item: (CPAR, IPAR or AF) AF CPAR AF AF IPAR CPAR IPAR AF IPAR IPAR AF IPAR CPAR IPAR



Period Ending: (Mmm YY) Jan 99 Apr 99 Jul 99 Jan 00 Mar 00 Apr 00 Jun 00 Jul 00 Sep 00 Dec 00 Jan 01 Mar 01 Apr 01 Jun 01



Months Covered: (NR) 6 12 6 6 3 12 3 6 3 3 6 3 12 3



Areas to Evaluate 



a. Technical (Quality of Product) EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (1) Product Performance VG VG VG VG



   (2) Systems Engineering SAT SAT SAT SAT



   (3) Software Engineering MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (4) Logistics Support/Sustainment UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (5) Product Assurance EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (6) Other Technical Performance VG VG VG VG



b. Schedule SAT SAT SAT SAT



c. Cost Control MARG MARG MARG MARG



d. Management UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (1) Management Responsiveness EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (2) SubContract Management VG VG VG VG



   (3) Program Mgmt and Other Mgmt SAT SAT SAT SAT



e. Other Areas MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (1) Communications UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (2) Support to Government Tests UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



Award Fee Percentage: 85% 70% 90% 84%



N00000-00-C-0000



Contract Start Date:



Estimated Completion Date:



MMM YY



MMM YY



((Contractor Name))



((Program Name))
















_1146470555.ppt


RESOURCES - BUDGET



Program

Acronym

ACAT XX

COL, PM

Date of Review: dd mmm yy

Army Goals (Obl/Exp):         First Year     Second Year      Third Year   

                     RDT&E,A         95%/58%     100%/91%            -------	

                     OP,A                70%/---           85%/---             100%/---

                     OM,A                                                                  -------



Comments:



PEO

XXX

FY09

FY08

FY07

FY06

FY05

FY04

OBL/ EXP

FY03

OBL/EXP

FY02

OBL/EXP

FY01

SUFF

R/Y/G

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Xx%/yy%

N/A

Xx%/yy%

N/A

Xx%/yy%

N/A

MILCON

























Xx%/yy%





Xx%/yy%

N/A

Xx%/yy%

N/A

O&M,A









N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Xx%/yy%

N/A

Xx%/yy%

N/A

Xx%/yy%

N/A

WPA

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

Xx%/yy%

N/A

Xx%/yy%

N/A

Xx%/yy%

N/A

APA













N/A

N/A

N/A

Xx%/yy%

N/A

Xx%/yy%

N/A

Xx%/yy%

N/A

OPA

























Xx%/yy%





Xx%/yy%





Xx%/yy%





RDT&E,A













































G

Predictive

G 



Historical



WE’LL NOW PROCEED TO THE SECOND OF THE LEVEL 1 FACTORS: RESOURCES.  AFTER CONSIDERATION OF MANY DIFFERENT LEVEL 2 METRICS FOR THE RESOURCES FACTOR, WE DECIDED TO USE THREE – THE STATUS OF THE BUDGET; THE STAFFING/HEALTH OF THE GOVERNMENT PROGRAM OFFICE; AND THE STAFFING/HEALTH OF THE CONTRACTOR PROGRAM TEAM.

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

THE BUDGET METRIC IS DESIGNED TO SHOW THE DEGREE OF RISK INHERENT IN THE CURRENT STATE OF THE BUDGET (BOTH IN CURRENT EXECUTION, AND LOOKING FORWARD THROUGHT THE FYDP).  IT IS SIMILAR IN MOST RESPECTS TO TYPICAL BUDGET STATUS CHARTS USED IN PROGRAM REVIEWS

		 IT INCLUDES A SECTION FOR FUNDS “CURRENT FOR OBLIGATION AND EXPENDITURE”, AS WELL AS 

		A SECTION FOR THE PROGRAM FYDP CONTAINED IN THE LATEST PRESIDENT’S BUDGET.  



WHERE THIS METRIC DEPARTS FROM THE TYPICAL PROGRAM CHART IS IN THE EVALUATION OF BUDGET SUFFICIENCY FOR EACH PROGRAM APPROPRIATION.  SUFFICIENCY IS DEFINED AS THE DEGREE TO WHICH THE AMOUNT AND PHASING OF EACH APPROPRIATION FOR A PROGRAM RETIRES PROGRAMMATIC RISK.  HIGH SUFFICIENCY EQUATES TO LOW BUDGETARY RISK, AND VICE VERSA.  

THIS EVALUATION IS REPRESENTED BY A COLOR CODE BEHIND EACH BUDGET NUMBER IN THE TABLE (GREEN FOR HIGH SUFFICIENCY; YELLOW FOR MODERATE SUFFICIENCY; RED FOR LOW). A COLUMN FOR EACH APPROPRIATION’S OVERALL SUFFICIENCY VALUE IS PROVIDED ON THE RIGHT HAND SIDE OF THE CHART.

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Budget metric calculation (maximum value is 14 points)

Green  (11 to 14): 

    Budget is sufficient to allow approved program to be executed with low risk.  No more than one overall sufficiency “yellow” rating across all appropriations, across FYDP 

Yellow (8 to <11):

     Budget is sufficient to allow program to be executed with moderate risk.  No more than two overall sufficiency “yellow” ratings across all appropriations, across FYDP 

Red (<8, or killer blow):

     Budget is insufficient to allow program to be executed without high risk. Three or more overall sufficiency “yellow” ratings and/or one or more overall sufficiency “red” ratings across all appropriations, across FYDP 







UNKNOWN-0.ppt




Program Success - Summary































































































Program 


Success


Program 


Requirements


Program 


Execution


Contractor Performance


Program Fit in


 Capability Vision


KPP Status 


JV 2020


Jointness


Interoperability


Legacy


Interim


Objective


Other Issues


Program Risk 


Assessment


Contract EVM


O & O


SysDescription


Program 


Structure


Program 


Resources


Budget/Oblig/Suffic.


Other


Corporate Metrics


Manning/Qual.


Fielding


Program 


Advocacy


OSD


Joint Staff


War Fighter


Army Secretariat


Congressional


User


Media











Program Structure - Summary


Description:


Brief, low jargon description of the program and its purpose, i.e., “The ABC program will develop and deploy an airborne, synthetic aperture radar which can detect slowly moving, land military targets at ranges of 100-150 km in the presence of significant land clutter and commercial land traffic.”


 Fiscal  Year                            01                       02                        03                         04                         05                        06                        07	         08


Quarter                          I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV 


Milestones


R&D/Studies


Acq Strategy


Demos


Production


M/S A


M/S B


M/S C


LRIP


Development


Tech Demo 1


Tech Demo 2


Tech Demo 3


FSED


Budget


$ 29M


$ 52M


$ 76M


$ 82M


$ 76M


$ 29M


$ 29M


Program Manager/Office _________                                       Date of This Review________


                                                                                                   Program Start Date________


Key Performance Parameters





KPP 	 Objective   Threshold    Demo


Range                            150m                100km               125 nm


Prob Detection                0.95                 0.90                 .90


Prob False Positive         0.05                 0.10                  .10


Ground Clutter Reject     -20 db            -15 db               -15 db


Correlation time              3 mins            30 sec              1 min


Operating Cost/hr            $25                $30                   $30


MTBF                            20 hrs               10 hrs                15 hrs


etc.			


			Current Est.


R&D Cost	         500K	     550K	$490K	


Proc Cost                           2M                2.2M	$1.9M


Unit Cost                       100K                110K	$ 90K


 - APUC                             133K                   146K	$130K


 - PAUC                             166K                   182K	$160K


Acquisition Objectives


Quantity                           


IOC 	              


Target Price (unit)               


Contract Data





Program Description: This chart should describe the program in simple, jargon-free language.  It is not a sales chart. Do not feel compelled to list all the benefits of the system, it is already a program.  Just describe what it is and what it does.   List the major Key Performance Parameters in the center section and the procurement objectives in the right section.  The bottom section of the chart should contain the schedule of major milestones and funding by fiscal year.  For the purposes of this exhibit, only the major milestones should be depicted.  “Major” refers to the level of detail where there are 1-3 milestones every reporting period, six months.  Most milestones should be performance oriented (an experimental result or demonstration) not bureaucratically oriented (a report, a document, or a meeting.)  This chart should not change much from review to review except for updates to milestone accomplishment and budget.  If anything does change (KPP’s, deliverables, etc.) please highlight and discuss)
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				Contract Type				FPIF/FFP				CPAF				CPFF				Total



				Original Contract								$290.1				$55.0				$345.1



				Current Contract								$339.2				$55.0				$394.2



				Scope Growth								$49.1				$0.0				$49.1



				Cost Growth								$0.0				$0.0				$0.0



				Award/Sched Fee								$32.4								$32.4

















Resources - Budget


Program Manager/Office______________                                   Date of Review_________


                                                                    Programmed (%Obligated)


 Activity                               FY01  (%)      FY02   (%)    FY 03    FY 04    FY 05     FY 06      FY07   SUFF(Y/N)	


Display each significant task


G





RDT&E


Proj


Proj


Procurement


OMA





Budget: Show the entire budget for the program broken down in the way that you manage it, not the way you budget for it!  I am not looking for a replication of the DAES report.  Instead I am looking for a breakout of the functional distribution of spending.  For instance, a good program manager will have a management reserve built into the budget.  Please display it or be prepared to say why no reserve is necessary.  Please also break out SETA support and SYSCOM support as separate and explicit categories.  At a minimum, each separate contract should be displayed.  With large contracts, each significant task above $1M a year should be displayed.  For FY 1998 and 1999 please also show the current (as of the date of the report) percentage of obligation in each line.

















 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Not DAWIA Qualified


9/00


3/01


10/01


2/02


9/02


3/03


100





 90





 80





 70





 60





 50





 40





 30





 20





 10





   0


Military














Civilian


Downsized and Replaced Mil with Civ


Goal


Goal


Resources - Manning/Qualification


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


and


and


 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Fully DAWIA Qualified


 : Billet is Unfilled


 : Incumbent Requires No DAWIA Qualification






































Total Billets            152                         151                         137                         136                         135                      135


G


 : CSS





Manning and Qualification: This chart is intended to show your personnel status in both filling billets and progressing towards DAWIA qualification for those billets that require it.  Civilian and military status is shown separately but on the same chart.  The current (rightmost) and previous five status bars should be kept and displayed.  All billets belonging to the Program Office should be accounted in one of the categories with totals displayed at the top.  The goal for both civilian and military billets is that 80% filled by qualified (or not requiring qualification).

















Requirements 


ORD KPP Compliance Status 


Combat capability


Threshold


Objective


C4I Interoperability


	(Strategic, Theater, Force Coord., 	Force Control, Fire Control)


Endurance


Position diamond along bar to best show where KPP is in terms of threshold - objective range.


Cost


Manning


Sustained Speed


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


COL, Prog


(EXAMPLES)























- Status as of Last Brief


G


Y





PEO


XXX























EXECUTION - Contract Performance for [give short contract title]


$100


111%


56%


$50


100%


$90


122%


$110


0


0%


04/02


04/04


08/04


04/00





Briefed: 


                     YYMMDD 


Axxxxx-YY-Cxxxx               


Contractor Name [Prime or Significant Sub]               


PEO and Program Manager


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Last Rebaselining:  JAN02


Number of Rebaselinings:   1


Date of Next Rebaselining:  MMM YY


KTR’s EAC:


104M


Date of Last Award Fee:  MMM YY


Date of Next Award Fee:  MMM YY











1.18


PM’s EAC


Total Spent


Total Calendar Schedule 


$M


0 %


TAB


BAC


ACWP


EAC


EV % Spent


50% 


[TCPIEAC = 0.76]


CV = $2.0 M


SV = $2.9 M


100% 


108% 


01/02


SPI





1.18


1.18











Ahead of Schedule and Underspent


Behind Schedule and Underspent


Ahead of Schedule and Overspent


Behind Schedule and Overspent


0.940   


0.960   


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


CPI


01/00


10/99


07/99


04/99


04/02


03/02


02/02


01/02





10/01


07/01


04/01


1/01


10/00


07/00


04/00


01/02


42% 


PM’s Projected 


Performance at Completion


for CPI and Duration.


Y




















Execution – Overall Risk Assessment


5


			 





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


Consequence


4


3


2


1


High


Medium


Low


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





Y


			A brief description of Issue # 5 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 1 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 3 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Manufacturing Challenges.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 2 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 6 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Technical Maturity








			Approach to remedy/mitigation











Risk Assessment: Each issue which might affect the success of the program (technical, schedule, fiscal, etc) needs to be identified and assessed as to likelihood and consequences (performance or financial) of occurrence.  The following is a rough key to scoring: 


Likelihood 	(1)Negligible - One can reasonably assume no occurrence (<10%)


	(2)Unlikely - Occurrence possible but less than likely (10-40%)


	(3)Likely - significant chance of occurrence (40-65%)


	(4)Highly Probable - Very high changes of occurrence (65-90%)


	(5)Near Certainty - Assume and anticipate occurrence (>90%)


Consequences	(1)Marginal - Remedy will cause disruption to the program


	(2)Significant -.Shorts an significant mission need


	(3)Serious - Shorts a critical mission need but expect no breech


	(4)Very Serious - Potentially fails a KPP or OPEVAL. 


	(5)Catastrophic - Jeopardizes an exit criterion of current Phase


If the assessment is done formally by a standing advisory board (good program management) then please list the members and their affiliations.  Each issue box should contain a brief statement of intended approach.  Presenter should be prepared for more detailed discussion on these issues and alternative courses of action.

















Execution - PARS/Award Fee Matrix


COL, Prog


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review:  





PEO


XXX





CPAR/IPAR/AF Chart Guidance





Prepare one chart for each contract addressed in the “Performance Overview”, or earned value, chart as applicable. 


Cover all CPARs and IPARs through the full period of performance for the contract.


Be prepared to address any disconnects between award fee and CPAR/IPAR ratings, e.g. an award fee of 90%, and a number of YELLOWs on CPAR/IPAR.














CPAR-IPAR-AR



				



												Contractor:				((Contractor Name))																												Contract Start Date:																				MMM YY



												Program:				((Program Name))																												Estimated Completion Date:																				MMM YY



												Contract Number:				N00000-00-C-0000



												Item: (CPAR, IPAR or AF)				AF				CPAR				AF				AF				IPAR				CPAR				IPAR				AF				IPAR				IPAR				AF				IPAR				CPAR				IPAR



												Period Ending: (Mmm YY)				Jan 99				Apr 99				Jul 99				Jan 00				Mar 00				Apr 00				Jun 00				Jul 00				Sep 00				Dec 00				Jan 01				Mar 01				Apr 01				Jun 01



												Months Covered: (NR)				6				12				6				6				3				12				3				6				3				3				6				3				12				3



												Areas to Evaluate



												a. Technical (Quality of Product)								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(1) Product Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(2) Systems Engineering								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												(3) Software Engineering								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(4) Logistics Support/Sustainment								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(5) Product Assurance								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(6) Other Technical Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												b. Schedule								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												c. Cost Control								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												d. Management								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(1) Management Responsiveness								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(2) SubContract Management								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(3) Program Mgmt and Other Mgmt								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												e. Other Areas								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(1) Communications								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(2) Support to Government Tests								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												Award Fee Percentage:				85%								70%				90%																84%

















Program Advocacy - Summary


       AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 	  TREND


			TSM     		     	      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Warfighter 		      	      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Secretariat			      G		   Impr


			(Major point)


			OSD				      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Joint Staff	      		      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Congressional	                                      R		   Decl


			(Major point)


			International Partners     	                      Y		   Steady


			(Major point)











			Overall			      R		   Decl





R











Program “Fit” in Capability Vision 


Summary


     AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 TREND


			Power Projection 		      G		  Steady


			(Major Point)


			Network-Centric 		      Y		   Decl


			Interoperability      	      	      G		  Steady


			JV2020			      R		   Decl


			Transformative		      Y		   Decl


			Operational Testing	      	      Y		   Decl











			Overall			      Y		   Decl





Y














FINDINGS/ACTIONS





Other Issues:  Describe other issues as appropriate.














BACK-UP SLIDES














Congressional Issues/Correspondence


Action


Due Date


Status


(During the Past Year)


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Letter from Rep Foghorn re: status of selection


9 Feb 99


Delayed awaiting chop from Nxx


Report to SAC re: alternative systems


15 Apr 99


Draft complete, in chop


Phoncon from Sen Potbelly re; constituent


15 Jan 99


Promise to furnish information, fax sent on 02 Feb 99


Visit from Mayor Bighouse


18 Dec 98


Returned Christmas turkey


Action completed


and on-time


Action completed


but not on-time


Action not completed


and due with 2 weeks


Action not completed


and overdue


Accompanied Rep Gotrocks to demo


01 Nov 98


No further action required





Congressional Issues: Any congressional contact with a program for the year previous to the review (both good and bad) should be recorded here.  Congressional correspondence, required reports, visits, demonstrations, should be shown together with a very brief (5-10 words) description of the interaction meant only to remind an already informed reader of the issue.  Please also conform to color-code for timeliness.  This chart will be addressed by the appropriate DASN.

















FY 99 Congressional Adds


Add Title


Appn/Add


Status/Actions Taken


Committee(s)/


   Member(s)


Hokum Processor


RDT&E/$ 5M


HAC/Smyth


OSD Hold / Release Requested


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Outyear Impact


Program accelerated


-$5M in FY 00 likely





Congressional Adds: This is the status of the release and execution of congressional plus-ups.  Identification of the specific interested member is very important.  Please work with OLA to make sure this information is complete.














Acquisition Reform


Initiatives Summary


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Lessons Learned (optional):





List the Acquisition Reform Initiatives undertaken (past or current) and planned.  A list of  initiatives is available on the Acquisition Reform Office (ARO) website“www.acq-ref.navy.mil”.  For each initiative provide an estimate of the Implementation Cost (dollar cost, time, personnel, or performance) and the Benefits Derived (dollar savings, time, personnel, or performance).  Identifying any significant Lessons Learned is optional.








Recommendations:  This form (with guidance) will be available at the ARO  website “www.acq-ref.navy.mil”.  If you are undertaking initiatives not identified in the Acquisition Reform Implementation Plan, please identify as such. Contact Mr. Bill Campbell in the Acquisition Reform Office (703) 602-5506 if you have questions or need assistance.
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								Initiative				Implementation Cost				Benefit Derived
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Special Initiatives


(One each for TOC/Smart Work/RBA/SPS/A-76/etc)


Description:


What will the initiative do and how will it save money, e.g. “This initiative replaces the current CRT display with a commercial active matrix, liquid crystal unit.  Savings accrue from much reduced maintenance costs and avoidance of new system replacement.”


Key Technical Objectives





Feature            Objective


Size/wt                              xxxx


Pixel resolution                xxxxx


Brightness                        xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Persistence                       xxxxx


Shock Tolerance              xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Cost                                 xxxxx


Savings (per installation)


Retrofit Quantity                    150


First system replaced             9/03


Cost per retrofit                   $1500


Savings per installation         xxxx 


Contact Data


Contractor                  Behemoth Inc


Value/Type               $547M/CPFF


Start/Complete          6-98/10-01


Profit Rate                    0%


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


99           00           01          02          03          04            05         06           07          08           09          10          11           12          13


60





50





40





30





20





10





  0





-10





-20


Net Savings ($M)


$4M      $6M      $7M       $5M        $2M


Break Even


PDR


Design/Concept


Validation


CDR


Brassboard


 Demo


Begin Install


3X Return





Special Initiatives: Each special initiative (total operating cost reduction, reduced work, standard procurement system, paperwork reduction, etc) needs to be identified and discussed.  Certainly, any initiative that has external budget visibility (SPS, COSSI, TOC, etc) needs its own chart.  But also any initiative that is internal to the program and shows PM initiative needs to be displayed.  Top half is standard descriptive information.  Bottom half is the payback analysis.  The initiative itself is much of the investment phase and accounts for the initial negative net savings.  Real savings begin to accrue as the initiative ends.  One measure of merit is the payback time, i.e. when savings equal investment.  A second measure is the amount of time required for a three-fold yield.  Program management management is responsible for on-time, on-budget performance of the initiative as well a routine assessment and affirmation of the payback schedule.














Special Initiatives - TOC Summary


TOP 10 Cost Drivers


 1. Manpower


 2. Parts Obsolescence


 3.


 4.


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


TOP 10 TOC Initiatives


 1. Redesign Engine Module*


 2. Upgrade Radar*


 3. Develop New Support Equipment


 4. Redesign Wing


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


*Funded Initiatives - see separate chart for details.


Does this initiative change any of the KPPs?  If so, how?  (State parameter and objective changes.)


ROI


 1. $300M direct aircraft costs*


 2. Improve readiness levels by 40% 


     saving $200M*


 3. Field new COTS technology saving 


    $2M O&S costs


 4. Improve operational capability


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.

















Logistics Risk Assessment





Consequence


4


1


2


6


5


3


7


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


CAPT/COL, Prog





     :  Overall Assessment


1:  Training


2:  Support Equipment


3:  Publications


4:  Facilities


5:  Maintenance Concept


6:  Supply Support


7:  MTBF


Logistics Areas (examples)





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


5


4


3


2


1











Low Risk


Medium Risk


High Risk





PEO


XXX


RISK # 4 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK #5





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK # 6 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.











Logistics Risks


Indicate data points for the major logistics planning areas and provide a brief description/mitigation plan for those items in the RED and YELLOW blocks. Logistics planning areas include, but are not limited to:  supply support, training (including training equipment), support equipment (including test equipment), facilities and publications.   Indicate your overall logistics assessment with a triangle.  Consider system reliability (Mean Time Between Failures) and maintainability (Maintenance Man Hours per Operating Hour) in positioning the triangle.  If the system is not on track to achieve reliability and maintainability targets, especially reliability, logistics support will be negatively impacted. 


 


REMINDER: refer to Dr. Buchanan’s definitions WRT “likelihood” and “consequence” when constructing this chart - see below:





Likelihood 	


(1) Negligible - One can reasonably assume no occurrence (<10%)


(2) Unlikely - Occurrence possible but less than likely (10-40%)


(3) Likely - significant chance of occurrence (40-65%)


(4) Highly Probable - Very high chances of occurrence (65-90%)


(5) Near Certainty - Assume and anticipate occurrence (>90%)


Consequence


(1) Marginal - Remedy will cause disruption to the program


(2) Significant - Shorts a significant mission need


(3) Serious - Shorts a critical mission need but expect no breech


(4) Very Serious - Potentially fails a KPP or OPEVAL. 


(5) Catastrophic - Jeopardizes an exit criterion of current phase














Program “Success” Metrics 


Summary


     AREA				STATUS	 TREND


			Requirement 		      	     G	  	  Steady


			Resources 		      	     Y		   Decl


			Execution			      	     G		  Steady


			Advocacy			      	     R		   Decl


			“Fit” in Capability Vision	      	     Y		   Decl











			Mission Capability Delivery   	     Y		   Decl
















Initiative Implementation Cost Benefit Derived



1



2



3



4



5



6



7



8



9



10








Contract Type FPIF/FFP CPAF CPFF Total



Original Contract $290.1 $55.0 $345.1



Current Contract $339.2 $55.0 $394.2



Scope Growth $49.1 $0.0 $49.1



Cost Growth $0.0 $0.0 $0.0



Award/Sched Fee $32.4 $32.4



Contractor: 



Program: 



Contract Number: 



Item: (CPAR, IPAR or AF) AF CPAR AF AF IPAR CPAR IPAR AF IPAR IPAR AF IPAR CPAR IPAR



Period Ending: (Mmm YY) Jan 99 Apr 99 Jul 99 Jan 00 Mar 00 Apr 00 Jun 00 Jul 00 Sep 00 Dec 00 Jan 01 Mar 01 Apr 01 Jun 01



Months Covered: (NR) 6 12 6 6 3 12 3 6 3 3 6 3 12 3



Areas to Evaluate 



a. Technical (Quality of Product) EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (1) Product Performance VG VG VG VG



   (2) Systems Engineering SAT SAT SAT SAT



   (3) Software Engineering MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (4) Logistics Support/Sustainment UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (5) Product Assurance EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (6) Other Technical Performance VG VG VG VG



b. Schedule SAT SAT SAT SAT



c. Cost Control MARG MARG MARG MARG



d. Management UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (1) Management Responsiveness EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (2) SubContract Management VG VG VG VG



   (3) Program Mgmt and Other Mgmt SAT SAT SAT SAT



e. Other Areas MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (1) Communications UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (2) Support to Government Tests UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



Award Fee Percentage: 85% 70% 90% 84%



N00000-00-C-0000



Contract Start Date:



Estimated Completion Date:



MMM YY



MMM YY



((Contractor Name))



((Program Name))
















_1146466587.ppt


PROGRAM  SUCCESS PROBABILITY 

SUMMARY 

Program Success

(2)  

Program 

Requirements (3)

Program 

Execution

Contract Earned 

Value Metrics (3)

Program “Fit” in

 Capability Vision (2)

Program Parameter

 Status (3) 

DoD Vision (2)

Transformation (2)

Interoperability (3)

Army Vision (4)

Current Force (4)

Testing Status (2)

Program Risk 

Assessment (5)

Contractor 

Performance (2)

Program 

Resources

Budget

Contractor Health  (2)

 Manning

Program 

Advocacy

OSD (2)

Joint Staff (2)

War Fighter (4)

Army Secretariat

Congressional

Industry (3)

Fixed Price 

Performance (3)

Program “Smart  Charts”

Program Scope 

Evolution

Sustainability Risk

Assessment (3)

Joint (3)

Technical Maturity (3)

Legends:

Colors: G: On Track, No/Minor Issues                                   

              Y: On Track, Significant Issues                    

              R: Off Track, Major Issues

              Gray:  Not Rated/Not Applicable 

Trends: Up Arrow:     Situation Improving

              (number):      Situation Stable

	           (for # Reporting Periods)

              Down Arrow: Situation Deteriorating

COL, PM

Date of Review: dd mmm yy

Program

Acronym

ACAT XX

INTERNAL FACTORS/METRICS

EXTERNAL FACTORS/METRICS

Program Life Cycle Phase: ___________

Future Force

International (3)















PEO

XXX



THE TEAM SPENT A CONSIDERABLE AMOUNT OF TIME EVALUATING CANDIDATE LEVEL 2 METRICS, THEN DETERMINING UNDER WHICH LEVEL 1 FACTOR  THEY SHOULD BE PLACED.  ONCE THIS WAS DONE, THE WORK BREAKDOWN STRUCTURE (WBS) FORMAT WAS SELECTED AS THE DESIGN FOR THE SUMMARY (OR “WINDSHIELD”) CHART:

		ALL THE LEVEL 1 FACTORS AND LEVEL 2 METRICS ARE DISPLAYED 

		EACH FACTOR/METRIC HAS BOTH A STATUS (INDICATED BY COLOR – RED, YELLOW OR GREEN) AND A TREND (INDICATED BY ARROW OR THE NUMBER OF REPORTING PERIODS IT HAS REMAINED STABLE)



EACH LEVEL 2 METRIC HAS A CHART DISCUSSING ITS STATUS AND TREND – HOWEVER, THE PROCESS IS DESIGNED TO ALLOW THE LEADERSHIP TO QUICKLY FOCUS ON SPECIFIC AREAS OF INTEREST BELOW THE SUMMARY CHART (USUALLY, LEVEL 1 FACTORS AND/OR LEVEL 2 METRICS THAT SHOW RED, OR YELLOW WITH A “DOWN ARROW”) – THUS ALLOWING THE TYPICAL PROGRAM TO BE PRESENTED IN LESS THAN FIVE SLIDES.



WE’LL NOW PROCEED TO DISCUSS THE LEVEL 2 METRICS CHARTS  
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Program Success - Summary































































































Program 


Success


Program 


Requirements


Program 


Execution


Contractor Performance


Program Fit in


 Capability Vision


KPP Status 


JV 2020


Jointness


Interoperability


Legacy


Interim


Objective


Other Issues


Program Risk 


Assessment


Contract EVM


O & O


SysDescription


Program 


Structure


Program 


Resources


Budget/Oblig/Suffic.


Other


Corporate Metrics


Manning/Qual.


Fielding


Program 


Advocacy


OSD


Joint Staff


War Fighter


Army Secretariat


Congressional


User


Media











Program Structure - Summary


Description:


Brief, low jargon description of the program and its purpose, i.e., “The ABC program will develop and deploy an airborne, synthetic aperture radar which can detect slowly moving, land military targets at ranges of 100-150 km in the presence of significant land clutter and commercial land traffic.”


 Fiscal  Year                            01                       02                        03                         04                         05                        06                        07	         08


Quarter                          I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV    I     II    III   IV 


Milestones


R&D/Studies


Acq Strategy


Demos


Production


M/S A


M/S B


M/S C


LRIP


Development


Tech Demo 1


Tech Demo 2


Tech Demo 3


FSED


Budget


$ 29M


$ 52M


$ 76M


$ 82M


$ 76M


$ 29M


$ 29M


Program Manager/Office _________                                       Date of This Review________


                                                                                                   Program Start Date________


Key Performance Parameters





KPP 	 Objective   Threshold    Demo


Range                            150m                100km               125 nm


Prob Detection                0.95                 0.90                 .90


Prob False Positive         0.05                 0.10                  .10


Ground Clutter Reject     -20 db            -15 db               -15 db


Correlation time              3 mins            30 sec              1 min


Operating Cost/hr            $25                $30                   $30


MTBF                            20 hrs               10 hrs                15 hrs


etc.			


			Current Est.


R&D Cost	         500K	     550K	$490K	


Proc Cost                           2M                2.2M	$1.9M


Unit Cost                       100K                110K	$ 90K


 - APUC                             133K                   146K	$130K


 - PAUC                             166K                   182K	$160K


Acquisition Objectives


Quantity                           


IOC 	              


Target Price (unit)               


Contract Data





Program Description: This chart should describe the program in simple, jargon-free language.  It is not a sales chart. Do not feel compelled to list all the benefits of the system, it is already a program.  Just describe what it is and what it does.   List the major Key Performance Parameters in the center section and the procurement objectives in the right section.  The bottom section of the chart should contain the schedule of major milestones and funding by fiscal year.  For the purposes of this exhibit, only the major milestones should be depicted.  “Major” refers to the level of detail where there are 1-3 milestones every reporting period, six months.  Most milestones should be performance oriented (an experimental result or demonstration) not bureaucratically oriented (a report, a document, or a meeting.)  This chart should not change much from review to review except for updates to milestone accomplishment and budget.  If anything does change (KPP’s, deliverables, etc.) please highlight and discuss)
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				Contract Type				FPIF/FFP				CPAF				CPFF				Total



				Original Contract								$290.1				$55.0				$345.1



				Current Contract								$339.2				$55.0				$394.2



				Scope Growth								$49.1				$0.0				$49.1



				Cost Growth								$0.0				$0.0				$0.0



				Award/Sched Fee								$32.4								$32.4

















Resources - Budget


Program Manager/Office______________                                   Date of Review_________


                                                                    Programmed (%Obligated)


 Activity                               FY01  (%)      FY02   (%)    FY 03    FY 04    FY 05     FY 06      FY07   SUFF(Y/N)	


Display each significant task


G





RDT&E


Proj


Proj


Procurement


OMA





Budget: Show the entire budget for the program broken down in the way that you manage it, not the way you budget for it!  I am not looking for a replication of the DAES report.  Instead I am looking for a breakout of the functional distribution of spending.  For instance, a good program manager will have a management reserve built into the budget.  Please display it or be prepared to say why no reserve is necessary.  Please also break out SETA support and SYSCOM support as separate and explicit categories.  At a minimum, each separate contract should be displayed.  With large contracts, each significant task above $1M a year should be displayed.  For FY 1998 and 1999 please also show the current (as of the date of the report) percentage of obligation in each line.

















 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Not DAWIA Qualified


9/00


3/01


10/01


2/02


9/02


3/03


100





 90





 80





 70





 60





 50





 40





 30





 20





 10





   0


Military














Civilian


Downsized and Replaced Mil with Civ


Goal


Goal


Resources - Manning/Qualification


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


and


and


 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Fully DAWIA Qualified


 : Billet is Unfilled


 : Incumbent Requires No DAWIA Qualification






































Total Billets            152                         151                         137                         136                         135                      135


G


 : CSS





Manning and Qualification: This chart is intended to show your personnel status in both filling billets and progressing towards DAWIA qualification for those billets that require it.  Civilian and military status is shown separately but on the same chart.  The current (rightmost) and previous five status bars should be kept and displayed.  All billets belonging to the Program Office should be accounted in one of the categories with totals displayed at the top.  The goal for both civilian and military billets is that 80% filled by qualified (or not requiring qualification).

















Requirements 


ORD KPP Compliance Status 


Combat capability


Threshold


Objective


C4I Interoperability


	(Strategic, Theater, Force Coord., 	Force Control, Fire Control)


Endurance


Position diamond along bar to best show where KPP is in terms of threshold - objective range.


Cost


Manning


Sustained Speed


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


COL, Prog


(EXAMPLES)























- Status as of Last Brief


G


Y





PEO


XXX























EXECUTION - Contract Performance for [give short contract title]


$100


111%


56%


$50


100%


$90


122%


$110


0


0%


04/02


04/04


08/04


04/00





Briefed: 


                     YYMMDD 


Axxxxx-YY-Cxxxx               


Contractor Name [Prime or Significant Sub]               


PEO and Program Manager


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Last Rebaselining:  JAN02


Number of Rebaselinings:   1


Date of Next Rebaselining:  MMM YY


KTR’s EAC:


104M


Date of Last Award Fee:  MMM YY


Date of Next Award Fee:  MMM YY











1.18


PM’s EAC


Total Spent


Total Calendar Schedule 


$M


0 %


TAB


BAC


ACWP


EAC


EV % Spent


50% 


[TCPIEAC = 0.76]


CV = $2.0 M


SV = $2.9 M


100% 


108% 


01/02


SPI





1.18


1.18











Ahead of Schedule and Underspent


Behind Schedule and Underspent


Ahead of Schedule and Overspent


Behind Schedule and Overspent


0.940   


0.960   


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


CPI


01/00


10/99


07/99


04/99


04/02


03/02


02/02


01/02





10/01


07/01


04/01


1/01


10/00


07/00


04/00


01/02


42% 


PM’s Projected 


Performance at Completion


for CPI and Duration.


Y




















Execution – Overall Risk Assessment


5


			 





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


Consequence


4


3


2


1


High


Medium


Low


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





Y


			A brief description of Issue # 5 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 1 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 3 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Manufacturing Challenges.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 2 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			A brief description of Issue # 6 and rationale for its rating.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Technical Maturity








			Approach to remedy/mitigation











Risk Assessment: Each issue which might affect the success of the program (technical, schedule, fiscal, etc) needs to be identified and assessed as to likelihood and consequences (performance or financial) of occurrence.  The following is a rough key to scoring: 


Likelihood 	(1)Negligible - One can reasonably assume no occurrence (<10%)


	(2)Unlikely - Occurrence possible but less than likely (10-40%)


	(3)Likely - significant chance of occurrence (40-65%)


	(4)Highly Probable - Very high changes of occurrence (65-90%)


	(5)Near Certainty - Assume and anticipate occurrence (>90%)


Consequences	(1)Marginal - Remedy will cause disruption to the program


	(2)Significant -.Shorts an significant mission need


	(3)Serious - Shorts a critical mission need but expect no breech


	(4)Very Serious - Potentially fails a KPP or OPEVAL. 


	(5)Catastrophic - Jeopardizes an exit criterion of current Phase


If the assessment is done formally by a standing advisory board (good program management) then please list the members and their affiliations.  Each issue box should contain a brief statement of intended approach.  Presenter should be prepared for more detailed discussion on these issues and alternative courses of action.

















Execution - PARS/Award Fee Matrix


COL, Prog


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review:  





PEO


XXX





CPAR/IPAR/AF Chart Guidance





Prepare one chart for each contract addressed in the “Performance Overview”, or earned value, chart as applicable. 


Cover all CPARs and IPARs through the full period of performance for the contract.


Be prepared to address any disconnects between award fee and CPAR/IPAR ratings, e.g. an award fee of 90%, and a number of YELLOWs on CPAR/IPAR.














CPAR-IPAR-AR



				



												Contractor:				((Contractor Name))																												Contract Start Date:																				MMM YY



												Program:				((Program Name))																												Estimated Completion Date:																				MMM YY



												Contract Number:				N00000-00-C-0000



												Item: (CPAR, IPAR or AF)				AF				CPAR				AF				AF				IPAR				CPAR				IPAR				AF				IPAR				IPAR				AF				IPAR				CPAR				IPAR



												Period Ending: (Mmm YY)				Jan 99				Apr 99				Jul 99				Jan 00				Mar 00				Apr 00				Jun 00				Jul 00				Sep 00				Dec 00				Jan 01				Mar 01				Apr 01				Jun 01



												Months Covered: (NR)				6				12				6				6				3				12				3				6				3				3				6				3				12				3



												Areas to Evaluate



												a. Technical (Quality of Product)								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(1) Product Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(2) Systems Engineering								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												(3) Software Engineering								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(4) Logistics Support/Sustainment								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(5) Product Assurance								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(6) Other Technical Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												b. Schedule								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												c. Cost Control								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												d. Management								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(1) Management Responsiveness								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(2) SubContract Management								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(3) Program Mgmt and Other Mgmt								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												e. Other Areas								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(1) Communications								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(2) Support to Government Tests								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												Award Fee Percentage:				85%								70%				90%																84%

















Program Advocacy - Summary


       AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 	  TREND


			TSM     		     	      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Warfighter 		      	      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Secretariat			      G		   Impr


			(Major point)


			OSD				      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Joint Staff	      		      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Congressional	                                      R		   Decl


			(Major point)


			International Partners     	                      Y		   Steady


			(Major point)











			Overall			      R		   Decl





R











Program “Fit” in Capability Vision 


Summary


     AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 TREND


			Power Projection 		      G		  Steady


			(Major Point)


			Network-Centric 		      Y		   Decl


			Interoperability      	      	      G		  Steady


			JV2020			      R		   Decl


			Transformative		      Y		   Decl


			Operational Testing	      	      Y		   Decl











			Overall			      Y		   Decl





Y














FINDINGS/ACTIONS





Other Issues:  Describe other issues as appropriate.














BACK-UP SLIDES














Congressional Issues/Correspondence


Action


Due Date


Status


(During the Past Year)


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Letter from Rep Foghorn re: status of selection


9 Feb 99


Delayed awaiting chop from Nxx


Report to SAC re: alternative systems


15 Apr 99


Draft complete, in chop


Phoncon from Sen Potbelly re; constituent


15 Jan 99


Promise to furnish information, fax sent on 02 Feb 99


Visit from Mayor Bighouse


18 Dec 98


Returned Christmas turkey


Action completed


and on-time


Action completed


but not on-time


Action not completed


and due with 2 weeks


Action not completed


and overdue


Accompanied Rep Gotrocks to demo


01 Nov 98


No further action required





Congressional Issues: Any congressional contact with a program for the year previous to the review (both good and bad) should be recorded here.  Congressional correspondence, required reports, visits, demonstrations, should be shown together with a very brief (5-10 words) description of the interaction meant only to remind an already informed reader of the issue.  Please also conform to color-code for timeliness.  This chart will be addressed by the appropriate DASN.

















FY 99 Congressional Adds


Add Title


Appn/Add


Status/Actions Taken


Committee(s)/


   Member(s)


Hokum Processor


RDT&E/$ 5M


HAC/Smyth


OSD Hold / Release Requested


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Outyear Impact


Program accelerated


-$5M in FY 00 likely





Congressional Adds: This is the status of the release and execution of congressional plus-ups.  Identification of the specific interested member is very important.  Please work with OLA to make sure this information is complete.














Acquisition Reform


Initiatives Summary


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Lessons Learned (optional):





List the Acquisition Reform Initiatives undertaken (past or current) and planned.  A list of  initiatives is available on the Acquisition Reform Office (ARO) website“www.acq-ref.navy.mil”.  For each initiative provide an estimate of the Implementation Cost (dollar cost, time, personnel, or performance) and the Benefits Derived (dollar savings, time, personnel, or performance).  Identifying any significant Lessons Learned is optional.








Recommendations:  This form (with guidance) will be available at the ARO  website “www.acq-ref.navy.mil”.  If you are undertaking initiatives not identified in the Acquisition Reform Implementation Plan, please identify as such. Contact Mr. Bill Campbell in the Acquisition Reform Office (703) 602-5506 if you have questions or need assistance.
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Special Initiatives


(One each for TOC/Smart Work/RBA/SPS/A-76/etc)


Description:


What will the initiative do and how will it save money, e.g. “This initiative replaces the current CRT display with a commercial active matrix, liquid crystal unit.  Savings accrue from much reduced maintenance costs and avoidance of new system replacement.”


Key Technical Objectives





Feature            Objective


Size/wt                              xxxx


Pixel resolution                xxxxx


Brightness                        xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Persistence                       xxxxx


Shock Tolerance              xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Cost                                 xxxxx


Savings (per installation)


Retrofit Quantity                    150


First system replaced             9/03


Cost per retrofit                   $1500


Savings per installation         xxxx 


Contact Data


Contractor                  Behemoth Inc


Value/Type               $547M/CPFF


Start/Complete          6-98/10-01


Profit Rate                    0%


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


99           00           01          02          03          04            05         06           07          08           09          10          11           12          13


60





50





40





30





20





10





  0





-10





-20


Net Savings ($M)


$4M      $6M      $7M       $5M        $2M


Break Even


PDR


Design/Concept


Validation


CDR


Brassboard


 Demo


Begin Install


3X Return





Special Initiatives: Each special initiative (total operating cost reduction, reduced work, standard procurement system, paperwork reduction, etc) needs to be identified and discussed.  Certainly, any initiative that has external budget visibility (SPS, COSSI, TOC, etc) needs its own chart.  But also any initiative that is internal to the program and shows PM initiative needs to be displayed.  Top half is standard descriptive information.  Bottom half is the payback analysis.  The initiative itself is much of the investment phase and accounts for the initial negative net savings.  Real savings begin to accrue as the initiative ends.  One measure of merit is the payback time, i.e. when savings equal investment.  A second measure is the amount of time required for a three-fold yield.  Program management management is responsible for on-time, on-budget performance of the initiative as well a routine assessment and affirmation of the payback schedule.














Special Initiatives - TOC Summary


TOP 10 Cost Drivers


 1. Manpower


 2. Parts Obsolescence


 3.


 4.


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


TOP 10 TOC Initiatives


 1. Redesign Engine Module*


 2. Upgrade Radar*


 3. Develop New Support Equipment


 4. Redesign Wing


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


*Funded Initiatives - see separate chart for details.


Does this initiative change any of the KPPs?  If so, how?  (State parameter and objective changes.)


ROI


 1. $300M direct aircraft costs*


 2. Improve readiness levels by 40% 


     saving $200M*


 3. Field new COTS technology saving 


    $2M O&S costs


 4. Improve operational capability


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.

















Logistics Risk Assessment





Consequence


4


1


2


6


5


3


7


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


CAPT/COL, Prog





     :  Overall Assessment


1:  Training


2:  Support Equipment


3:  Publications


4:  Facilities


5:  Maintenance Concept


6:  Supply Support


7:  MTBF


Logistics Areas (examples)





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


5


4


3


2


1











Low Risk


Medium Risk


High Risk





PEO


XXX


RISK # 4 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK #5





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK # 6 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.











Logistics Risks


Indicate data points for the major logistics planning areas and provide a brief description/mitigation plan for those items in the RED and YELLOW blocks. Logistics planning areas include, but are not limited to:  supply support, training (including training equipment), support equipment (including test equipment), facilities and publications.   Indicate your overall logistics assessment with a triangle.  Consider system reliability (Mean Time Between Failures) and maintainability (Maintenance Man Hours per Operating Hour) in positioning the triangle.  If the system is not on track to achieve reliability and maintainability targets, especially reliability, logistics support will be negatively impacted. 


 


REMINDER: refer to Dr. Buchanan’s definitions WRT “likelihood” and “consequence” when constructing this chart - see below:





Likelihood 	


(1) Negligible - One can reasonably assume no occurrence (<10%)


(2) Unlikely - Occurrence possible but less than likely (10-40%)


(3) Likely - significant chance of occurrence (40-65%)


(4) Highly Probable - Very high chances of occurrence (65-90%)


(5) Near Certainty - Assume and anticipate occurrence (>90%)


Consequence


(1) Marginal - Remedy will cause disruption to the program


(2) Significant - Shorts a significant mission need


(3) Serious - Shorts a critical mission need but expect no breech


(4) Very Serious - Potentially fails a KPP or OPEVAL. 


(5) Catastrophic - Jeopardizes an exit criterion of current phase














Program “Success” Metrics 


Summary


     AREA				STATUS	 TREND


			Requirement 		      	     G	  	  Steady


			Resources 		      	     Y		   Decl


			Execution			      	     G		  Steady


			Advocacy			      	     R		   Decl


			“Fit” in Capability Vision	      	     Y		   Decl











			Mission Capability Delivery   	     Y		   Decl
















Initiative Implementation Cost Benefit Derived



1



2



3



4



5



6



7



8



9



10








Contract Type FPIF/FFP CPAF CPFF Total



Original Contract $290.1 $55.0 $345.1



Current Contract $339.2 $55.0 $394.2



Scope Growth $49.1 $0.0 $49.1



Cost Growth $0.0 $0.0 $0.0



Award/Sched Fee $32.4 $32.4



Contractor: 



Program: 



Contract Number: 



Item: (CPAR, IPAR or AF) AF CPAR AF AF IPAR CPAR IPAR AF IPAR IPAR AF IPAR CPAR IPAR



Period Ending: (Mmm YY) Jan 99 Apr 99 Jul 99 Jan 00 Mar 00 Apr 00 Jun 00 Jul 00 Sep 00 Dec 00 Jan 01 Mar 01 Apr 01 Jun 01



Months Covered: (NR) 6 12 6 6 3 12 3 6 3 3 6 3 12 3



Areas to Evaluate 



a. Technical (Quality of Product) EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (1) Product Performance VG VG VG VG



   (2) Systems Engineering SAT SAT SAT SAT



   (3) Software Engineering MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (4) Logistics Support/Sustainment UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (5) Product Assurance EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (6) Other Technical Performance VG VG VG VG



b. Schedule SAT SAT SAT SAT



c. Cost Control MARG MARG MARG MARG



d. Management UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (1) Management Responsiveness EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (2) SubContract Management VG VG VG VG



   (3) Program Mgmt and Other Mgmt SAT SAT SAT SAT



e. Other Areas MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (1) Communications UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (2) Support to Government Tests UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



Award Fee Percentage: 85% 70% 90% 84%



N00000-00-C-0000



Contract Start Date:



Estimated Completion Date:



MMM YY



MMM YY



((Contractor Name))



((Program Name))
















