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1.0    PROBABILITY OF PROGRAM SUCCESS

1.1     Introduction
The probability of program success initiative is designed to improve the Air Force’s ability to accurately assess a program’s probability of success (ability to succeed), and clearly/concisely represent that success probability to Air Force leadership. To that end, each program spiral (including software spirals) will be evaluated independently utilizing the probability of program success criteria.

1.2    Problem Statement
In today’s acquisition environment, a consistent, repeatable methodology to assess all program risks objectively does not exist.  The AF decision/review process does not adequately consider program risk in all aspects of program design (milestone review, resource allocation, management reserve, etc.), nor does it incorporate risk as a significant factor in decisions. Additionally, the fact that all stakeholders had agreed to a high-risk program when the program was started seems to be forgotten in subsequent years when the outcomes produce cost and schedule growth.

1.3    Project Objectives

A Risk Methodology Focus Area was formed to address the following objectives:

· Develop a risk methodology that accounts for the various risk sources that threaten the outcome of an acquisition program

· Provide program managers, program executive officers and senior decision makers with a credible and realistic assessment of the risks facing an acquisition program

· Provide a viable alternative to ACAT designations for tailoring program oversight needs 

· Lay the foundation for a risk-based approach to allocating resources

· Insert a realistic, credible risk measurement as a dominant factor in major program decisions

· Supplement Expectation Management Agreements with a documented history of risk acceptance, trending, and the impact of mitigation efforts

· Identify other applications such as: source selection, contract structure, contract incentives, etc

1.4    Project Description

· The Risk Methodology Focus Area Working Group is developing, prototyping and implementing a risk assessment and reporting methodology for use throughout all acquisition programs.

· Emphasis is on developing an objective and quantifiable measure of risk that will be used to make program management decisions.

1.5 Background

· The co-leads for the Risk Methodology Focus Area Working Group received this tasking in January of 2006 – and assembled a team with experience as government and industry program managers. As the team explored program performance (successful and otherwise) it became apparent that ultimate programmatic success depended on more than just successful management of cost, performance and schedule risk. 

· The team investigated current methodologies and selected the Probability of Success model (not a true probabilistic model, but an indicator of risks associated with a successful program outcome) to use as the baseline for this excursion.  The spreadsheet for the Probability of Program Success outlined in this document is a compilation of the extracted metrics from the 2004 Army’s Probability of Success model developed by the Defense Acquisition University coupled with additional metrics that the Risk Methodology Focus Area Working Group felt were critical to this evaluation.

· The underlying principles behind the Probability of Program Success model detailed in this document and the Army’s Probability of Success model are outlined below:

· The team saw multiple examples of successfully managed programs that lost resources and priority, as well as programs in trouble that even gained resources and priority. 

· The common factor in these cases was the strength of factors external to the program (such as how well the program fit in the capability vision of the parent service and DoD; and the strength of program advocacy on the part of the decision makers controlling resources and program priority). These are factors that have not been formally/overtly included in most program assessment schemes.
· The team concluded that a comprehensive assessment of program success requires a holistic combination of internal and external factors (afterwards known as “Level 1 factors”):

· Internal: Requirements, Resources, and Execution

· External: Fit in the Vision, and Advocacy

· The team then selected Level 2 metrics for each Level 1 factor (metrics that in aggregate create the Level 1 factor assessment) to provide an efficient “pulse check” on the program (in an attempt to avoid the “bury in data” technique)

1.6     Using the Probability of Program Success Operations Guide

This guide contains criteria/instructions for assessing programs at five different phases in the acquisition cycle – planning, pre-milestone B (Pre-MS B), post-milestone B (Post-MS B), post-milestone C (Post-MS C) and Sustainment.  The correct set of instructions to be used by a particular program depends on the current life cycle of the program, as depicted by Figure 1.  Programs in the planning phase
 should use the Planning instructions provided in Chapter 3 beginning on Page 20.   Programs prior to Milestone B (as defined in DoD 5000.2) should use the Pre-Milestone B instructions provided in Chapter 4, beginning on Page 60.   Between Milestone B and Milestone C, the Post-Milestone B instructions in Chapter 5, starting on page 104, should be used.  Programs which are beyond Milestone C, but not yet in sustainment, should use the instructions of Chapter 6, which begins on page 148.  Finally, programs in sustainment should use the instructions of Chapter 7, which begins on page 195.  For major modification programs or upgrade of capabilities to a system in sustainment, the modification or upgrade program will go through the appropriate acquisition phase within this document:  planning, pre-milestone B, post-milestone B, or post-milestone C.  Figure 2 outlines the acquisition phase documentation that will be referenced throughout this Operations Guide.

Since the Probability of Program Success (PoPS) Operations Guide is written in DoD 5000 language, and not in terms of National Security Space (NSS) Acquisition Policy 03-01, some translation is required to relate the Milestones described in the Guide to the Key Decision Points (KDPs) defined in NSS 03-01.  Milestone B and KDP B are at nearly identical points in a program and so no translation is needed.  Space programs prior to KDP B should use the Pre-Milestone B portion of the PoPS Guide.  However, for space programs, KDP C occurs while the system design is still being performed.  This is considerably earlier than Milestone C for corresponding DoD 5000 programs. Therefore, space programs in Phases B (Preliminary Design) and Phase C (Complete Design) should use the Post-Milestone B portion of the PoPS Guide.  Also, programs in Phase D should use the Post Milestone B criteria up until the first launch of the system (or Initial Operating Capability (IOC) for ground systems).  After first launch (or IOC), space programs should use the Post-Milestone C portion of the PoPS Guide.  This is shown in the comparison of DoD 5000 and NSS 03-01 as depicted below in Figure 1.  Similarly, the guide has been written to be as widely applicable as possible for Air Force programs.  Space users will need to keep this in mind when reading the guide, particularly regarding sustainment functions.  References to the Air Logistics Centers should be interpreted by Space users to apply to the appropriate space operations/sustainment functions for these programs.
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Figure 1.  Program Phase Mapping

[image: image3.emf]Information CD A B DRR C FRP

Acquisition Decision Memorandum 5 X X X X X X

Acquisition Program Baseline 5 X X X

Acquisition Strategy 

5 X X X

Affordability Assessment X X

Analysis of Alternatives 3 & 5 (AOA) X X X X

AOA Plan X

Benefit Analysis & Determination 1 & 8 (bundled acquisitions) X

Beyond LRIP Report 2 X

Capabilities Development Document (CDD)5 X

Capabilities Production Document (CPD) X

Certification of Compliance with Clinger-Cohen 7 X X X X

Certification of Compliance with BEA 7 (FM MAIS only) X X X X

Clinger-Cohen Act Compliance 5 & 7 (MS-A, MAIS only)  X X X X

Competition Analysis 1 & 8 (depot-level maintenance rule) X

Compliance with Strategic Plan X

Component Cost Analysis 5 & 9 (MAIS; optional MDAP) X

Consideration of Technology Issues X X X

Cooperative Opportunities 1 X X

Core Logistics/Source of Repair Analysis 1 & 8 X

Cost Analysis Requirements Description 5 & 9 (MDAP & MAIS) X X X

Economic Analysis (MAIS) 7 (may be combined w/AoA at MS-A) X X X

Exit Criteria 5 X X X X X

Industrial Capabilities 1 (n/a MAIS) X X

Independent Cost & Manpower Estimate 7 (MDAPs; n/a MAIS) X X X

Independent Technology Assessment (ACAT ID only) (DDR&E 

Option)

X X

Information Support Plan 1 & 5 X X

Initial Capabilities Document (ICD) 4 & 5 X X X X

J-6 Interoperability & Supportability Certification X X

J-6 Interoperability & Supportability Validation X

Live Fire T&E Waiver 2 (covered systems) (n/a MAIS) X

Live Fire T&E Report 2 (covered systems) (n/a MAIS) X

LRIP Quantities (n/a AIS) X

Market Research X X

Operational Test Agency Report of OT&E Results X X X

Post Deployment Performance Review X

Program Protection Plan 1 X X

PgmEnviron, Safety & Ocup Health 5 (w/NEPA schedule) X X X

Registration of Msn Critical & Msn Essential Info Sys 5 & 7 X X X

Spectrum Certification Compliance 8 X X

System Threat Assessment 5 & 6 X X

Systems Engineering Plan X X X X

Technology Development Strategy X X X

Technology Readiness Assessment 5 X X

Test & Evaluation Master Plan (T&E Strategy only due at MS A) X X X X


Figure 2.  Acquisition Phase Documentation 
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1. Summarized in Acquisition Strategy 5. Program initiation for ships 7. Milestone C if equivalent to FRP

2. OSD T&E oversight programs only 6. Validated by DIA for ACAT ID; AIS use 8. Milestone C if no Milestone B

3. MDAP: A, B, C; MAIS: A, B, FRPDR capstone InfoOps sys threat assessment 9. MAIS whenever an economic analysis

4. Milestone C if program initiation decision is required

Sources: DoDI 5000.2; CICSI 3170.01D and CICSI 62612.01C


2.0    PROBABILITY OF PROGRAM SUCCESS SPREADSHEET

2.1      Introduction
The work breakdown structure (WBS) format was selected as the design for the spreadsheet.  It reflects all of the Level 1 factors and Level 2 metrics. Each factor/metric has a status, indicated by color – red, yellow, green, or gray - and a numeric value.  The numeric value is a whole number unless otherwise indicated (e.g. “Fit” in the Vision factor is in increments of .5 in each phase of the acquisition cycle and Advocacy factor is in increments of .5 in the Post MS C criteria only).  As a general rule, the status color and numeric for each metric should be based on the worse-case sub-rating for that metric (e.g. for the program parameter metric, you have several conditions met in the green criteria and 1 condition met in the red criteria, then the status color for the metric would be red).  If a metric is determined to be non-applicable for a particular program, the color for that metric should be “grayed” out and the associated points readjusted to other metrics as allowed within that factor (e.g. the program does not have a fixed price contract or the program does not have international involvement).  An entire factor cannot be “grayed” out.  These potential metrics that could be “grayed” are pointed out in the discussion section of each metric.  If a program has been Rebaselined, the date of Rebaseline along with the number of times Rebaselined will be shown on the PoPS Windshield Chart.  The metrics which reverted to “Green” as a result of the Rebaseline will be identified by an asterisk for the duration of the program.   The process is designed to allow the leadership to quickly focus on specific areas of interest. 

Definitions/Notes 

Probability of Program Success 

Delivery of specified capability within approved cost and schedule limits. The Requirements Generation System documents include the:

· Initial Capabilities Document (ICD) 

· Capabilities Development Document (CDD), and 

· Capabilities Production Document (CPD)

The ICD, CDD, and CPD have replaced the Mission Needs Statement (MNS) and Operational Requirements Document (ORD).  Exception:  For programs with current approved ORD’s, the term ORD shall continue to be used in place of ICD/CDD/CPD.  All data reported should be tailored to the program’s life-cycle phase.

PoPS Color Status/Bands

· Green (80 to 100) – Program is on track for providing originally scoped capability within budgeted cost and approved schedule and has addressed any supportability and lifecycle systems engineering issues; issues are minor in nature (resolvable at PM level during normal execution).

· Yellow (60 to <80) – Program is on track for providing acceptable capability with acceptable deviations from budgeted cost and approved schedule and has addressed any supportability and lifecycle systems engineering issues; issues may be major but are solvable within normal acquisition processes (resolvable at PM/MDA level without program rebaselining/restructuring).

· Red (<60, or Existing “Killer Blows” at Level 2 metrics) –  acceptable capability will NOT be provided, or will only be provided with unacceptable deviations from budgeted cost and approved schedule and has not addressed supportability and lifecycle systems engineering issues; issues are major and NOT solvable within normal acquisition processes (e.g., Program Restructure/Rebaseline Required).

· Acceptable – Deviations from Originally-Scoped Capability, Program Schedule, and/or Program Cost that have been Approved by the Sponsor (for capability) or the Milestone Decision Authority (MDA) (for Cost and Schedule).  

· Killer Blow – Action taken by a decision maker in the chain of command (or an “Advocacy” player) or occurrence of an event within any metric resulting in a program being non-executable until remedied – results in immediate “red” coloration of Overall PoPS metrics until remedied (e.g., zeroing of program budget by Congressional committee/conference, Nunn-McCurdy breaches, the need generated for a program rebaseline). 
· Metrics – Parameters (either quantitative or qualitative) that allow evaluation of probability of program success. 

· Internal – Traditional program evaluation metrics (addressing cost, performance, schedule and risk), largely within the control of the Program Manager.

· External – “Environmental” metrics that measure conditions critical to program success, but are largely outside the direct control of the Program Manager.

· Level 1 Factors – Major “roll-up” categories: Internal (Program Requirements, Program Resources, and Program Execution) Factors and External (Fit in the Capability Vision, Advocacy) Factors.

· Level 2 Metrics – Contributing metrics to a particular Level 1 Factor.

· Asterisks – Carried on Level 2 metrics on Windshield Chart to indicate metric has been rebaselined.

· Up or Down Arrows – Carried on Level 2 metrics on Windshield Chart to indicate situation improving (up arrow) or deteriorating (down arrow).

· The frequency of data input is shown in Table 1.  Input frequency is correlated to key events in the annual PPBS cycle.  Major program events such as a re-baseline requires a demand update for all elements.

	DESCRIPTION
	JAN
	FEB
	MAR
	APR
	MAY
	JUN
	JUL
	AUG
	SEP
	OCT 
	NOV
	DEC
	Demand

	Requirements
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Program Parameter Status
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	X

	   Program Scope Evolution
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	X

	Resources
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Budget
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	X

	   Manning
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	   Contractor/Developer Health
   or Industry Resources
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Execution
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Acquisition Planning or Cost/Schedule Performance
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	   Contractor/Developer  or Commercial/ Organic Supplier Performance
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	X

	   Fixed Price Performance
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	   Program Risk Assessment
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	   Sustainability Risk Assessment
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	   Testing Status, Test Risk, or Testing & Surveillance Risk
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	X

	   Technical Maturity or Technical Assessment or Program Support Assessment
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	X

	   Software (when used)
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Program “Fit” in Capability Vision
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   DoD Vision
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	X

	   HQ AF Vision
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	X

	Program Advocacy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Warfighter
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	   Congress
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	   OSD
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	   Joint Staff
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	   HQ AF
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	   Industry
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	   International
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Monthly Assessments
	7
	14
	6
	6
	11
	6
	7
	14
	6
	6
	11
	6
	22


Table 1.  Frequency of Data Input

Probability of Program Success Calculation

The following formulas depict the numeric methodology that is used by the programs in the various phases of the acquisition cycle as it is applied within this documentation:

Program Planning PoPS: (100 pts max) =    Values((Prog Reqm’t: 25 pts max) +

                                                                      (Prog. Resources: 30 pts max) + (Prog. 

                                                                  Planning: 40 pts max) + 

                                                                  (Fit in Vision: 1 pts max) + 

                                                                  (Advocacy: 4 pts max))

Pre-Milestone B PoPS: (100 pts max) = 
Values((Prog Reqm’t: 25 pts max) + (Prog. 

Resources: 16 pts max) + (Prog. Execution: 24 pts max) + (Fit in Vision: 15 pts max) + 

(Advocacy: 20 pts max))

Post-Milestone B PoPS: (100 pts max) = 
Values((Prog Reqm’t: 20 pts max) + (Prog. 

Resources: 20 pts max) + (Prog. Execution: 20 pts max) + (Fit in Vision: 15 pts max) + 

(Advocacy: 25 pts max))

Post-Milestone C PoPS: (100 pts max) = 
Values((Prog Reqm’t: 16 pts max) + (Prog. 

Resources: 25 pts max) + (Prog. Execution: 30 pts max) + (Fit in Vision: 9 pts max) + 

(Advocacy: 20 pts max))

Sustainment PoPS: (100 pts max) =
Values((Program Reqm’t: 5 pts max) + (Prog. Resources: 35 pts max) + (Prog. Execution: 55 pts max) + (Fit in Vision: 

1 pts max) + (Advocacy:  4 pts max)

The coloration of Factors and Metrics on the spreadsheet will be carried forward to the Windshield Chart as shown in Figures 5, 7, 9, and 11, and 14. 

2.2    Using the PoPS Spreadsheets

Currently, PoPS evaluations and Windshield Charts are accomplished manually. Ultimately, it is intended that the entire PoPS evaluations will be accomplished using the SMART data base which will auto-generate the Windshield Chart.  In the interim, a MS ExcelTM spreadsheet has been created with features which allow a single spreadsheet to be used for programs in any life cycle phase.  The spreadsheet also allows archiving of PoPS evaluations from month to month providing a historical record of scores and rationale for score assignment.

The spreadsheet contains six (6) tabs: Summary, Metrics, Criteria, Summary Archive, Metrics Archive, and Setup.  Once the spreadsheet is initialized for a particular program, the only tab used from month to month will be the Metrics tab.  The Criteria tab is used for initialization.  Once the Criteria tab is set, the Metrics tab is used to score the program.  Note: The spreadsheet currently is not password protected so it is recommended that a clean master copy of the spreadsheet be maintained in the event of inadvertent change to any macros as well as a backup copy of the latest evaluation to avoid inadvertent loss of data.  Steps to use the spreadsheet are described below.  The first 4 steps are required to initialize the spreadsheet the first time a program is scored.  Subsequent evaluations should begin at Step 5.

Step 1: To initialize the Setup tab, the user should input any relevant program information such as PEO/center commander name, program name, ACAT level (if appropriate), PM name, etc.  This data will be automatically transferred to the Windshield Chart during Step 7. 

Step 2: To initialize the Criteria tab, the user should determine any relevant metrics/sub-metrics allowed for the current program life cycle phase.  If a metric is Not Applicable (NA), the user should change the Max Green value for that metric to NA.  This will cause the metric to be “grayed out” and a zero value assigned.   

Step 3:  The user should determine if any points need to be reallocated from metrics which are not being used to other metrics which have been identified as eligible to receive reallocated points.  NOTE: Factor and Metric point values may not be re-allocated except where specifically permitted by the Operations Guide.  If points will not be reallocated, skip Step 2 and proceed to Step 3. If points will be reallocated, the user should again use the Criteria tab to adjust the criteria for color coding the metrics OR manually adjust the color coding based on the operations guide.  If adjusting the criteria under the Criteria Tab and using the PoPS operations Guide the user enters the Maximum Green, Minimum Green, and Maximum Red values for the metrics which have changed.  For example, if a metric point value has been changed from G/Y/R = 2/1/0 to G/Y/R = 4-3/2/<2, the Maximum Green should be changed from 2 to 4, the Minimum Green should be changed from 2 to 3, and the Maximum Red changed from 0 to 1.  If a metric (or a sub-metric in the case of the Program Risk Assessment metric) is Not applicable (NA), the Maximum Green value should be changed to NA.  This will cause the metric to be “grayed out” and a zero value assigned for computation purposes. Once all the point and NA values have been set for the user’s program, go to Step 3.

Step 4:  Click on the Metrics tab.  Place the cursor over the Program Life Cycle Phase cell (Row 3).  A pop-up menu will be revealed at the right side of the cell.  When this is highlighted, the menu offers a selection of life cycle phases.  When the user selects the proper phase for the program and clicks on a cell, the spreadsheet will auto-populate with the correct factor and metric titles and point values.  This needs to be done only the first time the spreadsheet is used unless a program proceeds into another life cycle phase.  

Step 5:  Now the user is ready to evaluate the program.  For the first time evaluation, the metric colors should be initialized to Green (or Gray for metrics which are NA). If not, click on the “Reset Entries” button on the bottom right side of the Metrics spreadsheet.  This will initialize the metric colors to Green and the scores to the maximum available.  Enter the date (mm/dd/yyyy) in the cell just below the life cycle phase.  Scoring of individual metrics can now proceed. The Factors will automatically reflect the sum of the metric scores.  Where cells are shown to have a G/Y/R/NA in the Level 1 WBS column, typing in the letter will turn the cell the appropriate color; Green, Yellow, Red, and Gray (Not Applicable).  Where a KB is entered in a metric cell for Killer Blow, the cell is colored Red and assigned a zero value. The Factor above the metric is also colored Red as is the Program Success Summary.  However, the point value totals at the Factor and Program Summary levels are not affected except for the zero in the KB metric. A summary of evaluation scoring criteria has been embedded in the Factor and Metric cells and can be revealed by placing the cursor over the cell.  However, detailed evaluation criteria contained in this Operations Guide should be referenced for completeness.

Step 6:  Once the program is scored and the rationale for the score is recorded in the Comments column, the data is ready to be archived.  To archive the Metric data, click on the Archive Data button at the top right of the Metrics spreadsheet.  To archive Summary data, perform the same function at the top right of the Summary spreadsheet.  Each month the current Summary and Metrics evaluations will be displayed on the A-F columns in the Archives tabs and the previous evaluations will be moved to the right.

Step 7:  To automatically create the Windshield Chart, click on the Create Powerpoint Slide button at the top right of the Metrics spreadsheet.  Save your MS PowerpointTM Windshield Chart as a .png (portable network graphics) file.  To do this, under “save as” select type .png and save to your hard drive.

Step 8:  Record the PoPS scores in the MAR and upload the Windshield Chart into SMART IAW instructions in Section 2.3.  

2.3    Using PoPS with the System Metrics and Reporting Tool (SMART)

          version 9.5

The PoPS score is now reported on the Monthly Acquisition Report (MAR) as shown in Figure 3.  Program details are provided when you drill down on the PoPS score.   The Windshield Chart, appropriate for the program phase, is manually uploaded into SMART as outlined in Figure 4.  For best performance, save your MS PowerpointTM Windshield Chart as a .png (portable network graphics) file.  To do this, under “save as” select type .png and save to your hard drive.
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Figure 3.  PoPS  Score on MAR
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Figure 4.  Manual Upload of Windshield Chart

3.0    PROGRAM PLANNING DOCUMENTATION

3.1      Introduction
Programs in the “planning” phase should use the set of criteria in Chapter 3 for evaluation.  Planning PoPS should be used on efforts which have not received formal approval, funding, or direction yet.   Once a formal Program Decision is received or contract is awarded, the program should be evaluated based on the criteria associated with the life cycle phase appropriate for the approved program; e.g. ACTD programs may enter at pre-MS B; increments and/or spirals from Production programs may enter at pre-MS B or post-MS B; increments, spirals, or modifications of Sustainment programs may enter at Pre-MS B, post-MS B, or post-MS C.  Proper use of this Planning PoPS should translate to a high confidence execution level PoPS evaluation after transition to execution.   While planning a new effort, it is important the program team properly plan for all aspects of the program leaving little to chance.  Aspects of the program plan that may lead to execution risk should be highlighted as much as possible in order for the decision makers to understand any risk that may exist in the proposed plan.  Figure 5 below details the Windshield Chart to be used for a program in “planning”.
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Figure 5.   Program Planning Windshield Chart Example

3.2    REQUIREMENTS – PROGRAM PARAMETER STATUS METRIC

Requirements – Program Parameter Status Metric Introduction

The first Level 2 metric under program Requirements is the Program Parameter Status metric. This metric is designed to evaluate the planned program’s potential to meeting the performance levels mandated by the warfighters.  Performance parameters are selectable at the discretion of the PM:

· Will usually contain all Key Performance Parameters (KPP)

· Can include non-KPPs (to include Program Acquisition Unit Cost (PAUC), Average Procurement Unit Cost (APUC), Average Unit Procurement Price (AUPP) and/or Average Unit Production Cost (AUPC)) if the PM believes it important to include them

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Program Parameter Status metric quarterly, but can update the metric more frequently if data represented changes significantly. The Program Parameters and Key Performance Parameters may be included at the discretion of the PM/PEO if they are considered to be critical to the measurement of Program Success.  The PM can select parameters identified from draft requirements documents or draft Acquisition Program Baseline (APB).  Additionally, PMs can add parameters not currently listed.  The criteria below should be consistent with the ACAT level of the program being evaluated.

The Department of Defense Architecture Framework (DoDAF) is a framework for development of a systems architecture or enterprise architecture (EA).  All major U.S. Government Department of Defense (DoD) weapons and information technology systems that are components of collaborative techniques that involve multi-weapon systems or are components of a System of Systems capability, should develop an EA and document that architecture using architectural descriptions/views.  These architectural descriptions/views should provide a description of the capability inter-relationships of the component systems, mission environment and threat environment as well as describe the inter-relationship of the systems for the System of Systems capability.
Planning Program Parameter Status Metric Calculation (max value is 15 points)

· Green (12 to 15) 

· Schedule for completion of requirements related documents (e.g. CONOPS; CDD; AoA; ICD/ requirements document, etc…) has been created and is approved by all parties.  

· Requirements documentation development is on or ahead of schedule.  

· There are no significant requirements document content related issues. 

· All KPPs/selected non-KPPs are meeting Threshold values as evaluated during EOA/contractor testing (or analysis if testing has not occurred).  

· Signed/approved Technology Development Strategy is developed/complete, as applicable.

· A Preliminary Design Review has been successfully conducted. (This is not applicable for planning programs that will transition to Pre-MS B).  
· An Integrated Baseline Review has been conducted.  (This is not applicable for planning programs that will transition to Pre-MS B).
· Program requirements are stable.  Changes to requirements are negligible from month to month – any changes are leading to less risk in execution.

· Plan is in place to ensure that requirements/configuration changes at any level in the functional architecture include complete assessments of impacts on the allocated subsystem requirements, system requirements, certifications, OSS&E baseline, and the OSS&E baseline Document (OBD), if applicable.

· Planning is being performed to ensure all of the following areas are traceable to the allocated system and subsystem requirements: technical performance measures, contractual requirements, maturity indicators and acceptance criteria, if applicable.

· For all weapon systems that are components of Systems of System capability: Current architectural descriptions/views of that Systems of System capability, that are appropriate for the planning phase, have been developed and are used.

· Program concept (e.g. Statement of Work/Request for Proposal) developed against current threat baseline; preliminary intelligence infrastructure/supportability analysis conducted, no obvious shortfalls; an intelligence advisory member is available to the program office.
· Yellow (9 to <12) 

· Schedule for completion of requirements related documents (e.g. CONOPS; CDD; AoA; ICD/ requirements document, etc…) has been created but is not approved by all parties.  

· Requirements documentation development is less than 30 days behind schedule.  

· There are some significant requirements document content related issues. 

· One or more KPPs/selected non-KPPs are at or near Threshold values with minimal margin as evaluated during EOA/contractor testing (or analysis if testing has not occurred).

· Technology Development Strategy is drafted and in coordination process.
· A Preliminary Design Review has been scheduled, but not yet conducted.  (This is not applicable for planning programs that will transition to Pre-MS B).  
· An Integrated Baseline Review has been scheduled, but not yet conducted.  (This is not applicable for planning programs that will transition to Pre-MS B). 

· Program requirements are unstable and trending downward.  Two or more requirements changes have occurred over the last three months leading to increased risk of achieving a stable low risk baseline.

· Planning is in progress, but not yet complete, to ensure that requirements/configuration changes at any level in the functional architecture include complete assessments of impacts on the allocated subsystem requirements, system requirements, certifications, OSS&E baseline, and the OBD, if applicable.

· Planning to ensure traceability to the allocated system and subsystem requirements is being performed in only two or three of the following areas: technical performance measures, contractual requirements, maturity indicators and acceptance criteria, if applicable.

· For all weapon systems that are components of Systems of System capability:  Current architectural descriptions/views of that Systems of System capability, that are appropriate for the planning phase, have been developed but are not used.
· Threat baseline outdated, but revision is in work; minor intelligence infrastructure/supportability shortfalls identified; an intelligence advisory member is available to the program.

· Red (<9) 

· Schedule for completion of requirements related documents (e.g. CONOPS; CDD; AoA; ICD/ requirements document, etc…) has not been created.  

· Requirements documentation development is more than 30 days behind schedule.  

· There are significant requirements document content related issues. 

· One or more KPPs/selected non-KPPs did not meet Threshold values as evaluated during EOA/contractor testing (or analysis if testing has not occurred).  

· Technology Development Strategy is under development/consideration.
· A Preliminary Design Review has not been planned and/or scheduled.  (This is not applicable for planning programs that will transition to Pre-MS B).  
· An Integrated Baseline Review has not been planned and/or scheduled.  (This is not applicable for planning programs that will transition to Pre-MS B).  
· Program requirements are unstable, and the amount of change is not decreasing leading to significant inability to plan a low risk baseline. 

· Planning is not being considered or has not yet begun to ensure that requirements/configuration changes at any level in the functional architecture include complete assessments of impacts on the allocated subsystem requirements, system requirements, certifications, OSS&E baseline, and the OBD, if applicable.

· Planning to ensure traceability to the allocated system and subsystem requirements is being performed in less than two of the following areas: technical performance measures, contractual requirements, maturity indicators and acceptance criteria, if applicable.

· For all weapon systems that are components of Systems of System capability:  Current architectural descriptions/views of that Systems of System capability, that are appropriate for the planning phase, have not been developed.
· Threat baseline outdated, no revision in work; no intelligence infrastructure/supportability analysis conducted or multiple/major shortfalls identified; no intelligence advisory member has been identified to support the program. 

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., zeroing of program budget by Congressional committee/conference, Nunn-McCurdy breaches, the need generated for a program rebaseline, etc).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

3.3   Requirements – Program Scope Evolution Metric

Requirements – Program Scope Evolution Metric Introduction

The second Level 2 metric under Program Requirements is Program Scope Evolution. This metric is designed to illustrate the degree of program risk inherent in the planned program’s scope growth, from the time (pre-program initiation) where program scope was first determined, to the present. 

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Program Scope Evolution metric monthly.

The objective of this metric is to show overall program scope growth, from pre-program initiation, where program scope was first determined, to the present. It’s important to note the “original” data for cost and schedule comes, not from the initial Acquisition Program Baseline (APB) but from studies (Analyses of Alternatives, Cost Analysis Improvement Group (CAIG) and/or Independent Cost Estimate (ICE) teams) that were done to bound the program prior to program initiation. If during the life of the program the program scope changed, the program should use the most recent independent cost estimate for the original value. 

· Original: Scoped Requirements/Cost/Schedule that came from the “clean sheet of paper” studies prior to program initiation (original ICD/Analysis of Alternative (AOA)/ICE or CAIG).  If there has been significant change in the program from program initiation to present, program office can use the latest independent assessment for cost and schedule predictions. 

· Current: Requirements/Cost/Schedule resources as represented in the current ICD/CDD/CPD/APB/Program Budget or Sufficiency Review.  

Planning Program Scope Evolution Metric Calculation (max value is 10 points)

· Green (8 to 10) 

· AoA or equivalent is coordinated, approved, and signed (Applies to ACAT I; ACAT II/III only if directed)

· A Life Cycle Cost Estimate is available (e.g., ACAT I approved by OSD CAIG)

· A Sufficiency Review or equivalent has been conducted against the planned program scope. 

· Converging on an ICD/CDD and budget/ schedule/ technology that is acceptable

· Yellow (6 to <8) 

· AoA or equivalent is beyond kick-off meeting and the document is out for coordination in draft form (Applies to ACAT I; ACAT II/III only if directed)

· A Life Cycle Cost Estimate exists but needs update (e.g., ACAT I approved by OSD CAIG)

· A Sufficiency Review or equivalent has been scheduled but has not yet been conducted against the planned program scope.

· Some problems exist with the convergence on the ICD/CDD within budget/ schedule/ technology constraints which can be resolved.

· Red (<6) 

· AoA or equivalent is not in progress or has progressed only to the point of a kick-off meeting (Applies to ACAT I; ACAT II/III only if directed)

· No formalized cost estimate is available; at best the Sponsor has what could be considered a “back of the envelope” cost estimate or has begun initial work with a formal cost estimating office

· A Sufficiency Review or equivalent has not been scheduled or conducted against the planned program scope.

· ICD/CDD is not converging or has major issues which cannot be resolved within normal PM/ MDA channels.

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., zeroing of program budget by Congressional committee/conference, Nunn-McCurdy breaches, the need generated for a program rebaseline, etc).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

Planning Program Level 1 Requirements Factor Calculation (max value 25 points) = value (Program Parameter Status – max 15 pts) + value (Program Scope Evolution – max 10 pts)

· Green (20 to 25)

· Yellow (15 to <20) 

· Red (<15)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
3.4    Resources – Budget Metric

Resources – Budget Metric Introduction

The Budget metric is designed to show the degree of risk inherent in the current state of the planned program’s budget beginning with planning program execution through formal program approval and looking forward through the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP).  This metric also reflects sufficiency for each program appropriation. Sufficiency is defined as the degree to which the amount and phasing of each appropriation within a program retires programmatic risk.  High sufficiency equates to low budgetary risk, and vice versa. 

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Budget metric quarterly, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

· Cost Estimate – This is the initial program cost estimate which has been benchmarked/validated against similar programs.
· Life Cycle Costs –  Life Cycle Costs (LCC) are acquisition and sustainment costs (cradle to grave) to include the costs of implementing or maintaining disciplined lifecycle systems engineering and OSS&E.
· Execution – This is the status of fund obligations compared to established goals and targets.
· Budget – This is the entire budget for the program broken down by appropriation for prior and execution-year funds. 

· Sufficiency (SUF) – This is the extent to which programmatic risk is retired by the amount and phasing of funds (by appropriation) in a program’s budget (APB/Selective Acquisition Report (SAR)).

· APB data is baseline for overall program spending

· SAR data breaks down funding by year

· Sufficiency is assessed in each year.  The PM will assess sufficiency and assign appropriate color rating that will be used during the budget metric criteria evaluation. 

· Green: Budget amount/phasing supports low program risk. 

· Yellow: Budget amount/phasing supports medium program risk. 

· Red: Budget amount/phasing supports high program risk.

Planning Budget Metric Calculation (max value is 20 points)

· Green (16 to 20) – Cost estimate has been benchmarked/validated against at least two like programs with appropriate margin added for differences. Differences between the comparison programs and proposed efforts are minimal (less than 20% in scope, schedule, or funding prior to any additions to normalize the differences).  Adequate funding POMed across FYDP to allow planned program to be executed with low risk (funding within 0 – 5% deviation from required values). No more than one overall sufficiency “Yellow” rating across all appropriations, across the FYDP.  The budget and the independent estimate of cost are equal or are not equal but deviate no more than  0% - 5% in the direction of higher risk.  An independent estimate of cost was accomplished by an organization outside the Program Office Reporting Chain.  Life Cycle Costs are sufficient (does not exceed 0 - 5% deviation from original estimates) to allow program to proceed with low risk.

· Yellow (12 to <16) – Cost estimate has been benchmarked/validated against like programs without consideration for added differences.  Differences between the comparison programs and proposed efforts are significant (estimated to be more than 20% but less than 50% in scope, schedule, or funding).  Budget is sufficient (exceeded values are between 5% and 10% deviation from original values) to allow program to be executed with moderate risk.  Adequate funding POMed across FYDP to allow planned program to be executed with moderate risk (funding wedge between 5% – 10% deviation from required values). The budget and the independent estimate of cost are not equal, and deviate between 5 and 10%  in the direction of higher risk. An independent estimate of cost has been accomplished using essential data provided by the program office.  Life Cycle Costs are sufficient (exceeded values are between 5% and 10% deviation from original estimates) to allow program to proceed with moderate risk.

· No more than two overall sufficiency “Yellow” ratings across all appropriations, across the FYDP.

· Red (<12) - Cost estimate has NOT been benchmarked/validated against like programs.  Funding has not been approved/funding not POMed to allow planned program to be executed without high risk (known funding wedge >10% deviation from required values).  No independent estimate of cost accomplished or the budget and the independent estimate of cost are not equal and deviate beyond 10%.  Life Cycle Costs are insufficient (exceeded values are >10% deviation from original estimates) to allow program to proceed without high risk. 

· Three or more overall sufficiency “Yellow” ratings and/or one or more overall sufficiency “Red” ratings across all appropriations, across the FYDP.

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., zeroing of program budget by Congressional committee/conference, Nunn-McCurdy breaches, the need generated for a program rebaseline, etc).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

3.5    Resources – Manning Metric

Resources – Manning Metric Introduction

Manning is critical to the ability of any program to execute its responsibilities. In the planning program phase, this metric is intended to show the risk in Government Program Office Manning in support of program planning as well as after receipt of formal program approval.  Civilian, military, matrix and contracted support personnel statuses are addressed.  All billets belonging to the Program Office should be accounted for across the categories.  Program Offices should report the manning that specifically supports the Program Office specifically.  Manning should represent the personnel who support the function of the Program Office and not the execution.  Personnel can be co-located or off site to the program office.  Manning must be sufficient to support the functional areas that are critical to a program (e.g. program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering, etc).  It is not intended to capture work hours associated with the use of an organization that is supporting the Program Office i.e. laboratories, test organization, etc... Specific personnel issues impacting on the program’s ability to successfully plan and execute the program (e.g., what key specialties are missing; what key billets are unfilled/about to be vacated) should be highlighted in the comments section of the spreadsheet.

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Manning metric semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

Manning and Qualification

This metric is intended to show Program Office staffing status as of the reporting date.  Civilian, military, matrix, and contracted support personnel statuses are addressed. 

· All billets belonging to the Program Office should be accounted for across the categories

· Specific personnel issues impacting on the program’s ability to successfully execute the program (i.e. what key specialties are missing; what key billets are unfilled/about to be vacated) should be highlighted in the comments section of the spreadsheet

· Emphasis should be placed on manning and qualification issues affecting the ability to execute the planning phase of the program; i.e. adequacy to draft and coordinate documents and briefings leading up to a program decision.  A secondary consideration is the adequacy of manpower authorizations and availability of qualified personnel to staff the program upon receipt of a favorable program decision.  

Planning Manning Metric Calculation (max value is 5 points)

· Green (4 to 5) 

· Current staffing stable and adequate with margin

· Manpower requirements  for formal program are known and formal manpower programming actions initiated

· Key program leadership positions are stable.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for over a year. Key leadership is defined as Wing, Group, or Squadron Director/Commander, Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate, and are those leadership positions that are directly associated with the planning phase of the program; i.e. lead planner and key IPT functionals, as appropriate.

· The most recent key personnel change is more than 3 months ago and no changes are planned within the next 3 months.

· 90% (or more) of all government planning IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  At least 50% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Contracted support personnel funding levels are below approved limits

· Yellow (3) 

· Current staffing stable and adequate with no margin.

· Manpower requirements for formal program estimated but no formal manpower programming actions initiated.

· Key program leadership positions have some movement volatility.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for less than a year. Key leadership is defined as Wing, Group, or Squadron Director/Commander, Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate, and are those leadership positions directly associated with the planning phase of the program; i.e. lead planner and key IPT functionals, as appropriate.

· One key personnel change has been made within the past 3 months or is projected within the next 3 months.  NOTE: If 2 or more key personnel changes have occurred within the last 6 months then this metric rating is reduced to red (see below).

· 80% to 89%  of all government planning IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  At least 40% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Contracted support personnel funding levels approaching approved limits

· Red (<3) 

· Current staffing unstable and/or inadequate.

· Manpower requirements for formal program unknown.

· Key program leadership positions are very unstable and have significant movement volatility.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for less than six months. Key leadership is defined as Wing, Group, or Squadron Director/Commander, Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate, and are those leadership positions directly associated with the planning phase of the program; i.e. lead planner and key IPT  functionals, as appropriate.

· Two or more key personnel changes have been made within the last 6 months, or 2 or more changes are forecast within the next 6 months.

· Less than 80% of all government planning IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  Less than 40% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Contracted support personnel funding levels are above approved limits

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., volatility of manning movement or reduction in program manning make the program non-executable, etc).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

3.6    Resources – Industry RESOURCES Metric
Resources – Industry Resources Metric Introduction

For programs without a source identified, it is important to look at the potential sources available.  Part of this involves good dialogue between industry and the government to ensure a good RFP results.  It would be expected that the government would be generating interest throughout industry and also getting feedback as appropriate. Where there is little industry interest or problems identified by industry early, the program office should be able to use this information to enhance the probability of a successful risk-based source selection.   For efforts involving a sole source, the Post MS B Contractor Health metric should be used.

Industry Resources Metric Calculation (max value is 5 pts)

· Green (4 to 5) 

· For full and open competition planned:

· Significant and productive discussions with industry have been ongoing since program inception

· Industry concerns/issues are resolvable and solutions are or will be incorporated in RFP 

· More than one viable offerer is anticipated, market survey appears robust

· If sole source, contractor health metric is evaluated same as Post MS B

· No significant corporate / group issues affecting program

· Program is aligned with core business of business unit

· Program is properly staffed (team and key personnel) – program has been executing according to program plan and execution manning levels are within 0 - 5% in deviation from those stated in contractor’s proposal.

· Contractor facilities have no significant issues

· Corporate management demonstrates high commitment to program

· Yellow (3)

· For full and open competition planned

· Industry discussions and  feedback occurred late 

· Industry feedback lacked robustness

· Industry concerns/issues difficult to resolve with plans in place

· More than one viable offerer is anticipated, market survey is adequate

· If sole source, contractor health metric is evaluated same as Post MS B.

· Program has some manning issues (team and/or key personnel) which are  affecting program execution – execution manning levels are between 5 - 10% in deviation from those stated in contractor’s proposal.

· Contractor facilities have some issues affecting program execution

· Corporate management demonstrates moderate commitment to program

· Red (<3) 

· For full and open competition planned

· Government has not had opportunity for industry discussions or feedback

· Field of potential offerers is totally unknown/not explored yet, market                                                                  survey is not yet started


· If sole source, contractor health metric is evaluated same as Post MS B

· Major corporate / group issues affecting program

· Program is not aligned with core capability of business unit

· Program has significant manning issues (team and/or key personnel) which impede program execution – execution manning levels are greater than 10% in deviation from those stated in contractor’s proposal.

· Contractor facilities have major issues which impede program execution

· Corporate management demonstrates low commitment to program

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

Planning Program Level 1 Resources Factor Calculation (max value 30 points) = value (Budget – max value 20 pts) + value (Gov’t manning/qual – max value 5 pts) + value (Industry Resources – max value 5 pts)

· Green (24 to 30) 

· Yellow (18 to <24) 

· Red (<18)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
3.7    PLANNING - Acquisition Program Planning Metric
Acquisition Program Planning Metric Introduction

The following criteria is used to further evaluate the risk in the program acquisition plan  ....but is evaluated as the total program plan.  This metric assumes planning activity leading up to contract award; e.g. for a program anticipating a milestone decision leading to a contract award, status of government program plans (Life Cycle Management Plan – (LCMP)) and program office planning execution leading to a program approval or milestone decision are to be evaluated.    Post-contract award, the POPS criteria and Windshield Chart appropriate for the program life cycle phase should be used.  Although POPS is meant to be objective, at this point, there is some subjectivity involved with these metrics.

Definitions/Notes

In order to evaluate this metric, a top level program plan and schedule should be utilized in addressing the following areas:

Acquisition Strategy.   The acquisition has fully identified a life cycle approach to acquiring this warfighter capability.  Requirements have been fully examined for achievability within cost and schedule constraints as appropriate.

Contracting Strategy.  All contracting issues have been examined. Contracting activities have been planned with the life cycle in mind.   Flexibility is a quality that is desired.  Expedited deliveries, facilities, subcontract issues, COTS integration, foreign participation are all addressed. Are any special contract provisions anticipated?  There should be no surprises in the contracting process!   
Systems Engineering Plan (SEP).   Details the robust lifecycle systems engineering and Operational Safety, Suitability and Effectiveness (OSS&E) processes for life cycle management that are being applied to ensure a fully planned and executable baseline program.   This plan involves all aspects from the requirements flow down to achieving the sustainment plan.  The program office has a full understanding of requirements, technical interfaces, design verification plans, logistics planning, user support requirements, ESOH, etc.  While other technical specific metrics are identified later, this metric is meant to provide confidence the baseline program has been carefully thought through using the most current systems engineering guidance.

Program Office Planning Execution. The Program Office is executing all program planning activities required to meet the Program Office Internal Master Schedule and Milestone Decision/Program Approval dates.   Planning activities may be accomplished under contract but are most often accomplished in-house with organic resources (including support contractors)

Acquisition Planning Metric Calculation (max value is 10 points)

If the majority of program planning is being accomplished under a cost based contract (other than A&AS contract) and a contract exists, substitute “contractor” for “Program Office”, “Integrated Master Schedule” for “Internal Master Schedule”, and “adjusted target price on the CFSR” for “internal spend plan”. 

Green (8 to 10)    

· If approaching a milestone or acquisition strategy decision, LCMP and SEP draft content are ready for finalization.  For any ATD, ACTD, or other experimental equipment planned to be fielded and retained for operations, an OSS&E baseline, if required,  and appropriate certifications will be completed prior to MS C.

· All elements of the program baseline have been addressed for content, schedule and achievability and have been benchmarked against at least two similar programs.  Differences between the comparison programs and proposed efforts are minimal (less than 20% in scope, schedule, or funding prior to any additions to normalize the differences).

· For ongoing efforts (laboratory R&D efforts or IRAD does not apply), Program Office is on schedule as per the internal (Integrated) Master Schedule (IMS) and the Program Office accrued expenditures at completion does not exceed the internal spend plan by more than 5% and is within the program office’s internal available management reserve.

Yellow (6 to <8)   

· If approaching a milestone or acquisition strategy decision, LCMP and SEP draft content requires revision.  For any ATD, ACTD, or other experimental equipment planned to be fielded and retained for operations, an OSS&E baseline, if required,  and appropriate certifications are being worked but are behind schedule for a MS C.

· All elements of the proposed program baseline have been addressed for content, schedule and achievability and have been benchmarked against one similar program or two comparison programs have been used for benchmarks but the proposed effort is significantly different (greater than 20% but less than 50% in scope, schedule, or funding prior to any additions to normalize the differences) than the comparison programs.

· Two or less minor program issues require changes before the baseline proposed is considered fully adequate to achieve program content and schedule.

· For ongoing efforts, the Program Office may miss a schedule on the critical path as per the IMS or the Program Office accrued expenditures at completion exceed the internal spend plan by 5 to 10% and is within the Program Office’s internal available management reserve.

Red (<6)   

· Program Office has missed a schedule milestone on the critical path as per the IMS, or the Program Office accrued expenditures at completion exceed the internal spend plan by more than 10% or exceed the Program Office’s internal available management reserve.

· If approaching a milestone or acquisition strategy decision, LCMP and SEP draft requires significant revision.  For any ATD, ACTD, or other experimental equipment planned to be fielded and retained for operations, an OSS&E baseline, if required,  and appropriate certifications are being considered but there is no definitized plan.  One or more major program issues in the proposed baseline require significant attention in order to avoid future most probable rebaselining.

· Benchmarking against a similar program has not been achievable due to inability to locate a similar past effort.  Or all elements of the proposed program baseline have been addressed for content, schedule, and achievability and benchmarked, but differences between the comparison program(s) and proposed effort are major (greater than 50% in scope, schedule, or funding prior to any additions to normalize the differences).

Killer Blow (0) – Any projected acquisition/contracting/planning issue that cannot be resolved by the PM/MDA/PEO which results in non-executability of the current acquisition strategy. 
3.8    Planning – Contractor/Developer Performance Metric
Planning – Contractor/Developer Performance Metric Introduction

This metric is not applicable to planning programs and should be grayed out.  

3.9    Planning – Fixed Price Performance Metric
Planning – Fixed Price Performance Metric Introduction

This metric is not applicable to planning programs and should be grayed out.  

3.10    Planning – Program Risk Assessment Metric 

Planning – Program Risk Assessment Metric Introduction

For planning programs, this metric is intended to assess the risk inherent in the program being planned and not the risk of the planning itself.  Program Risk Assessment covers all internal factors (requirements, resources and planning execution).  It is designed to provide a concise summary of the key risks identified by the PM.  It uses a standard “risk square” display (with consequence of the risk on the x-axis, and likelihood of the risk on the y-axis – reference Figure 6 below).  Coloration of the individual squares corresponds to the risk definitions (low, medium or high) assigned to each square of the 25-square display.  Individual significant risks are plotted in the risk square by the (consequence and likelihood) x/y coordinates assigned.  A mitigation plan is an approach to reduce risk.  The mitigation plan is the first step to resolve the risk, but by itself is not justification to move the risk to a different part of the risk cube.
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Figure 6.  Program Planning Risk Square

Source:  Risk Management Guide for DoD Acquisition; Sixth Edition (Version 1.0), August 2006, Department of Defense

Definitions/Notes

Risk Assessment

The Program Office will update the Program Risk Assessment metric monthly. The Program Office can update this metric more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

The program office should select the top five program risks as assessed by the Program Office and contractor/developer team in accordance with the requirements in DoDI 5000.2 and the Risk Management Guide For DoD Acquisition.  In selecting the risks, consider all kinds of risks evaluated and tracked by the program’s risk management efforts to include cost, schedule, performance, security, and technical risks, as well as the risks assessed by the program’s system safety process.  Each risk needs to be identified and assessed as to likelihood and consequences (performance, schedule, or cost) of occurrence.  Each issue box should contain a brief statement of intended approach. 

The Program Manager should be prepared for more detailed discussion on these risks and alternative courses of action.  The Program Manager (PM) or Chief Engineer/Lead Engineer (CE/LE) should also be able to show how risks identified during design, test, verification and validation, configuration management, operations monitoring, safety and other lifecycle systems engineering processes will be transferred to the risk management process and dealt with.  Furthermore, the PM or CE/LE should be able to show how mechanisms described in the SEP will be fully implemented to continue periodic risk reassessments over the system/end-item lifecycle, and to ensure completion of approved actions to deal with risk.

A mitigation plan is not justification for awarding an adjusted risk rating to a more favorable category.

In addition to the five risks documented in the 1) Program Office’s risk square, the PM should also consider 2) risks associated with OSS&E and systems engineering program execution; 3) any risks unique to a specific Center, 4) the accomplishment of required Milestone documents before the Milestone Decision Dates and 5) the need and sufficiency of planned Government Furnished Equipment in delivering the capability.

After rating these considerations according to their criteria below, the PM should consult the summary criteria to determine the color/point value to be assigned.

Example:  Of the top 5 program risks listed in Program X’s risk square, one is red, three are yellow and one is green.  Program X has no risks that are watch items for its particular product center (so NO color rating is assigned), systems engineering activities are on track (earning a “green” rating), and all milestone documentation is on track to be completed in a timely manner (earning a “green” rating).  Program X requires GFE for production, but the GFE has some unresolved maintainability issues involving data rights.  This earns a “yellow” rating for GFE.  Thus, the PM earns a “red” rating for Risk Assessment based on the fact that of the 8 identified risk items, 3 are green, 4 are yellow and one is red.

1.  Top Five Program Risks

Top five program risks as jointly assessed by the Program Office and contractor/developer team have been identified and are “mapped” on a “risk square” display.  Each red or yellow stands alone for purposes of scoring below.
2.  Systems Engineering Risk
· Green

· Planning is being performed to ensure user defined scenarios/use cases are being developed for V&V and trade studies are being performed to identify opportunities to decrease life cycle cost, reduce technical or schedule risks, and/or enhance Reliability, Availability and Maintainability (RAM).

· Planning is being performed to ensure functional management plans (e.g., Configuration Management Plan, etc) are being developed.

· Yellow

· Planning is in progress to ensure user defined scenarios/use cases are being developed for V&V and trade studies are being performed to identify opportunities to decrease life cycle cost, reduce technical or schedule risks, and/or enhance RAM.

· Planning is in progress to ensure functional management plans (e.g., Configuration Management Plan, etc) are being developed.

· Red

· Planning has not begun to ensure user defined scenarios/use cases are being developed for V&V and trade studies are being performed to identify opportunities to decrease life cycle cost, reduce technical or schedule risks, and/or enhance RAM.

· Planning has not begun to ensure functional management plans (e.g., Configuration Management Plan, etc) are being developed.

3.   Any Risks Specific to a Center’s Mission Area

List any risks that are critical “watch” areas for a specific Center’s mission area.  The PM should assign a color value IAW the Risk Management Guide for DoD Acquisition to characterize the severity of those risks.

4.  Documentation

Planning

· Green –  All required documentation will be signed within lead time necessary to meet the Program Approval/Source Selection Decision Dates.

· Yellow –  One or more required documents may impact the ability to meet the Program Approval/Source Selection Decision Dates.

· Red -  One or more required documents will impact the ability to meet the Program Approval/Source Selection Decision Dates.

5.   Government Furnished Equipment

Planning

· Green –  GFE requirements (including GFE for development, production, and sustainment) have been identified; GFE available and maintainable.
· Yellow –  GFE requirements (including GFE for development, production, and sustainment) have been identified; GFE may have availability/maintainability issues but workarounds exist.
· Red –  GFE requirements (including GFE for development, production, and sustainment) have not been identified, or GFE requirements have been identified but GFE is not available with no known workarounds.
Planning Risk Assessment Metric Calculation (max value is 13 points)

· Green (10 to 13) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risks as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2, 3, 4, and 5 above lie in the Green zone.   One risk only in Yellow zone. Zero areas in Red zone.

· Yellow (7 to <10) - Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risks as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2, 3, 4, and 5 above lie in Yellow zone.  Zero areas in Red zone.
· Red (<7) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risks as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2, 3, 4, and 5 above lie in the Yellow to Red zone; and one or more risks in Red zone.

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

3.11    PLANNING – SUSTAINABILITY RISK ASSESSMENT METRIC
Planning – Sustainability Risk Assessment Metric Introduction

This metric includes the major activities and sustainment factor considerations to ensure adequate system support.  Early sustainment planning is critical to the ability of any program to execute its product support responsibilities.  This metric evaluates the sustainment planning/execution status of the program and identifies any significant issues/risks for senior leadership.  

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Sustainability Risk Assessment metric monthly.  The Program Office can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

NOTE:   Key sustainment/support planning activities include:  supportability objectives and concepts defined and validated, initial product support strategy included in the Life Cycle Management Plan (LCMP), supportability included in Expectation Management Agreements (EMAs), public-private partnership (PPP) considerations, product support management and product support budgeting and funding.  These activities may also include analyzing material solutions for supportability, evaluating product support capabilities in AoAs for best material approaches to include product support concepts in preferred systems concepts, etc.
Product support management assesses the adequacy of the life-cycle product support strategy to satisfy warfighter needs at best value. Product support budgeting and funding assesses the adequacy of programmed resources to fully fund product support and sustainment planning. The Sustainment Elements refer to acquisition of sustainment capability to sustain the system.  Reliability, Availability and Maintainability assessment is included in the Supportability element.    Sustainment organization requirements and availability of key sustainment personnel should be included in this consideration.
The technical approach for ensuring Operational Safety, Suitability and Effectiveness (OSS&E) and lifecycle systems engineering in support of the sustainment and the product support strategy are included in the Systems Engineering Plan (SEP).  NOTE:  The SEP is a living document and should be updated at least annually.
The key OSS&E and lifecycle systems engineering processes are planning, systems management, design, verification & validation, risk management, inspections & maintenance, sources of supply, maintenance & repair, configuration management, requirements management, and technical management & controls (as identified in AFI 63-1201 and/or AFMCI 63-1201).
In addition, the Sustainment Elements are an integral part of sustainment planning/execution.  These elements (as identified in the Independent Logistics Assessment (ILA) Handbook) are:  manpower, personnel, maintenance, supportability, system engineering, data management, supply, transportation, configuration management and training.  

The requirements for this factor are consistent with AFI 63-107, Product Support, the Program Executive Officer (PEO) Program Supportability Assessment, the ILA Handbook and the DoD 5000 Integrated Defense Acquisition, Technology and Logistics Life Cycle Management Framework. 

Planning Sustainability Risk Assessment Metric Calculation (max value is 2 points)

· Green (2)

· Key sustainment/product support planning (e.g. Product Support Budgeting and Funding, etc.) /OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities (as defined in the Definitions/Notes section above) have been accomplished or there is a plan in place to accomplish, with no impact to the program.
· Planning for the sustainment elements is on track or ahead of schedule.

· Planning efforts have been initiated to develop a strategy to procure technical data for planned sources of supply, maintenance, and repair as needed to execute the product support strategy in the LCMP.

· Acquisition Logistics personnel (or operations center personnel for space programs) are integrated with the Program Office and there is an agreement on the product support strategy. 

· Manpower requirements for sustainment organization for the program and manpower programming actions (POM) have been initiated as appropriate.

· Yellow (1)

· Key sustainment/product support planning (e.g. Product Support Budgeting and Funding, etc.) /OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities (as defined in the Definitions/Notes section above) have not been accomplished which causes minor impacts to the program but there is a plan in place to mitigate impacts.

· Problems exist with planning for the sustainment elements but are resolvable within normal programmatic execution at PM/PEO level.

· Planning efforts will be initiated within the next 3 months to develop a strategy to procure technical data for planned sources of supply, maintenance, and repair as needed to execute the product support strategy in the LCMP.

· Acquisition Logistics personnel (or operations center personnel for space programs) are integrated with the Program Office but there is some disagreement on the product support strategy. 

· Manpower requirements for sustainment organization have been identified for the program but no manpower programming actions (POM) have been initiated. 

· Red (0)

· Key sustainment/product support planning (e.g. Product Support Budgeting and Funding, etc.) /OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities (as defined in the Definitions/Notes section above) have not been accomplished or current plan will cause major impacts to the program.

· Significant problems exist with planning for the sustainment elements and are not resolvable within normal programmatic execution at PM/PEO level.

· No planning effort has been initiated to develop a strategy to procure technical data for planned sources of supply, maintenance, and repair as needed to execute the product support strategy in the LCMP.

· Acquisition Logistics personnel (or operations center personnel for space programs) are not integrated with the Program Office and there are major disagreements on the product support strategy. 

· Manpower requirements for sustainment organization for the program are unknown.

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when readiness can not be achieved.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

3.12 PLANNING – TEST RISK METRIC
Planning – Test Risk Metric Introduction

Test risk is a key metric for a planning program, both as an indicator of product capability, and as a prerequisite for milestone approvals and budget release.  The test planning should begin before contract award, be documented within the contract itself as well as other specific test related documents such as the TEMP, Live Fire Test Plan, etc.  These tests can be anywhere from component levels through complete systems tests.  During all phases, test planning should be realistic and include procedures for scheduling test rehearsals and back-up events, and identify the analytical tools, models, and simulations needed to predict, conduct, and evaluate major test events.  Acceptable tests include Modeling and Simulation; Analysis; Destructive/non-destructive tests; etc.  The appropriate level of testing and test types are determined by the phase of the acquisition cycle and are often a balance of cost, schedule, capability, and required fidelity.  However, the contractor, program office, PM, and ITO must often agree.  This metric summarizes the test risk of the planned program, along with identifying any significant testing issues for the acquisition leadership. For planning programs, this metric will emphasize planning for test should the program be approved.

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Testing Risk metric quarterly, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

The Test and Evaluation (T&E) strategy documented in the Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP) is an element of the program’s overall Verification and Validation (V&V) strategy detailed in the SEP.  The program manager, test managers, engineers, and logisticians shape the TEMP based on the overall V&V methodology, both to supplement test events and to ensure validation of models, analytical tools, and simulations and also to verify development or OSS&E and lifecycle systems engineering requirements are met, and that OSS&E and lifecycle systems engineering processes are in place.

Testing terms refer to the standard programmatic testing phases as used by Director, Operational Test and Evaluation (DOT&E) and the Services. Testing milestones included in the APB should be captured in this chart. 

Test Risk criteria are as follows:

· Green 

· Pre-requisite technology demonstrations/tests are on or ahead of schedule.

· Test planning is an integral part of program planning IPT activities; required test plans are in process of being drafted/updated.

· Test range capability/availability has been addressed and can support planned test requirements. 

· No significant problems have arisen in studies, assessments, and/or analyses as it pertains to testing.

· There is an open dialogue between test organization and program office, and there is agreement on testing strategy.

· Modeling and Simulation is planned to be utilized, as appropriate.

· The approach to V&V includes the expected operating environment.

· Yellow

· Pre-requisite technology demonstration/testing is behind schedule but not seriously impacting the program plan.

· Test planning is an integral part of program planning IPT activities; however, test planning documentation is behind schedule but should be available by need date.

· Test range capability/availability issues have been addressed and some issues exist which are resolvable at the PM/PEO level. 

· There is an open dialogue between test organization and program office, and there is a moderate disagreement on testing strategy.

· Modeling and Simulation is planned to be utilized, as appropriate.

· The approach to V&V does not include the expected operating environment, but an action plan is being worked to include the expected operating environment.

· Red

· Pre-requisite technology demonstration/testing is significantly behind schedule and seriously impacting the program plan (i.e., required TRL level may not be demonstrated)

· Test planning is not part of program planning IPT activities; test planning documentation has not been initiated and may not be available by need date.

· Significant problems exist that are not resolvable within normal programmatic execution at the PM/PEO level.

· Test range capability/availability requirements have been addressed and significant problems exist that are not resolvable within normal programmatic execution at the PM/PEO levels.

· There is not an open dialogue between test organization and program office, and there is a significant disagreement on test strategy.

· Modeling and Simulation has not been considered.

· The approach to V&V does not include the expected operating environment and no action plan is being worked to include the expected operating environment

Planning Test Risk Metric Calculation (max value is 2 points)

· Green (2) –  Meets Green criteria.

· Yellow (1) –  Meets one or more Yellow criteria (with no criteria Red).

· Red (0) – Meets one or more Red criteria.

· Killer Blow (0) – Any test issue that renders the planned program non-executable.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

3.13 PLANNING – TECHNICAL MATURITY METRIC

Planning – Technical Maturity Metric Introduction

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.  In 1999 and 2002, the General Accounting Office (GAO) produced two studies of best practices in acquisition programs and suggested metrics designed to gauge technology, design, and manufacturing maturity at key program “flow points.”

Since 1999, the Air Force and other DoD components have been developing, refining, and implementing more formalized and comprehensive methods for assessing overall technical maturity.  Technology Readiness Levels (TRLs) are the most developed of these methods, and satisfy the DoDI 5000.2 for Technology Readiness Assessments at Milestones B and C.  The Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Science and Technology publishes a regularly updated Technology Readiness Assessment Deskbook that contains guidance on TRLs and their assessment.  The Air Force is piloting the use of Manufacturing Readiness Levels (MRLs) to assess design and manufacturing maturity.  Alternatively, USD(AT&L) requires some programs to use Engineering Manufacturing Readiness Levels (EMRLs), developed by the Missile Defense Agency, to measure aspects of technical maturity.  As methods for assessing technical maturity evolve, this metric area may change.

The Technical Maturity Metric is currently composed of three subcomponents: Technology Readiness, Design Readiness, and Manufacturing Readiness.  All programs must report Technology Readiness, which relies on the required assessments of TRLs, using the guidance specific to the program’s phase in the Acquisition lifecycle (see the “Definitions/Notes” section, below).  Only programs between Milestone B and Milestone C should report Design Readiness.  Those programs that have assessed MRLs or EMRLs should report those levels for Manufacturing Readiness, using the guidance specific to the program’s phase in the Acquisition lifecycle (see the “Definitions/Notes” section, below).  If a program has not assessed its MRLs or EMRLs, it should report Manufacturing Readiness only between Milestone B and Milestone C, using the alternative metric discussed in the “Definitions/Notes” section, below.
For the purpose of PoPS metric reporting, the diagram below portrays how TRLs, MRLs, and EMRLs correspond to the DoDI 5000.2 Acquisition lifecycle framework.  For TRLs – and for those programs using MRLs or EMRLs –  this diagram is the basis for the metric evaluation criteria that change with each program phase. For planning programs, assess this metric based on the TRL/MRL criteria which applies at the life cycle phase equivalent the program will enter given a favorable program decision.
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NOTE: This diagram portrays the relationship of the various readiness levels to the Acquisition Framework for the purposes of this PoPS metric only.  

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Technical Maturity metric semi-annually, but can update this metric more frequently if the Technical Maturity data changes significantly.

For planning programs, assess this metric based on the criteria which apply at the life cycle phase equivalent the program will enter given a favorable program decision.

Technology Readiness
All programs must report Technology Readiness.  For each of the program’s identified Critical Technology Elements (CTEs), enter its TRL, as assigned by the program in accordance with the guidance in the Technology Readiness Assessment Deskbook.  (NOTE: If appropriate, be sure to identify software and other information technology elements as CTEs.)  RED/YELLOW/GREEN evaluations will be based upon the TRL entries and the position of the program in the Acquisition Lifecycle.  IAW Title 10 of the US Code, Section 2366a, as enacted by Section 801 of FY 2006 National Defense Authorization Act, the Milestone Decision Authority (MDA) must certify at the Milestone B decision point that “the technology in the program has been demonstrated in a relevant environment.”  Therefore, a “KILLER BLOW” may be assigned if the program is in preparation for the Milestone B decision point, and its CTEs are not at TRL 6.

· Early in the Planning Phase
· Green:  The program has prepared a Technology Development Strategy (TDS) that is available for review and approval.  In addition, all identified CTEs are at TRL 5 or above; or if any CTE is below TRL 5, a substitute mature technology is available that meets the user’s needs.

· Yellow:  The program has prepared a TDS that is available for review and approval.  In addition, one or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 4, and there are no substitute mature technologies that meets the user’s needs.

· Red:  The program does not have a TDS available for review and approval; or one or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 3 or lower, and there are no substitute mature technologies that meets the user’s needs.

· Late in the Planning Phase (last 4 months of this phase), but before staffing for the MS B Decision begins.

· Green:  All identified CTEs are at TRL 6 or above; or if any CTE is below TRL 6, a substitute mature technology is available that meets the user’s needs.

· Yellow:  One or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 5 (but none is below), there are no substitute mature technologies that meets the users needs, and the program is on track to have all CTEs at TRL 6 by the Milestone B decision.

· Red:  Any of the program’s CTEs are at TRL 4 or lower, and there are no substitute mature technologies; or one or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 5, there are no substitute mature technologies, and it will be difficult to have all CTEs at TRL 6 by the Milestone B decision.

· Late in the Planning Phase (last 4 months of this phase),  leading up to and including the MS C Decision

· Green:  All identified CTEs are at TRL 8 or above; or if any CTE is below TRL 8, a substitute mature technology is available that meets the user’s needs.

· Yellow:  One or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 7 (and there are no substitute mature technologies that meets the user’s needs), but none is below TRL 7.  In addition, each of those TRL 7 CTEs has a TMP in preparation for MDA approval.

· Red:  One or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 7 without an approvable TMP; or one or more of the program’s CTEs is at TRL 6, regardless of the existence of a TMP.

· Killer Blow:  One or more of the program’s identified CTEs is below TRL 6, and there are no substitute mature technologies that meets the user’s needs, regardless of the existence of a TMP.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Manufacturing Readiness

Only those programs that have assessed MRLs or EMRLs should report those levels for Manufacturing Readiness, using the guidance below.  Programs that do not use MRLs should not report Manufacturing Readiness.
For programs reporting MRLs:

· Early in the Planning Phase

· Green:  The program is at MRL 5 or above.

· Yellow:  One of the elements is at MRL 4.

· Red:  Two or more of the elements are at MRL 4 or below.

· Late in the Planning Phase, in the 4 month period leading up to and including the MS B Decision, and extending to the first Metric Reporting period six months after the MS B Decision.

· Green:  The program is at MRL 6 or above.

· Yellow:  One of the elements is at MRL 5.

· Red:  Two or more of the elements are at MRL 5 or below.

For programs reporting EMRLs:

· During the Planning Phase, including the MS B Decision, and extending to the first Metric Reporting period six months after the MS B Decision.

· Green:  The program is at EMRL 1 or above.

· Yellow:  The program has not yet met the exit criteria for EMRL 1, but is on track to do so by MS B.

· Red:  The program has not yet met the exit criteria for EMRL 1, and will not meet the exit criteria by MS B.

Technical Maturity Metric Calculation (max value is 13 points)

· Green (10 to 13) – All reported technical maturity metrics for current stage of the program are Green. 
· Yellow (7 to <10) – Any reported technical maturity metric for current stage of the program is Yellow, but none are red. 
· Red (<7) – Any reported metric for current stage of the program is Red.

· Killer Blow (0) - Program is preparing for Program Approval Decision/Milestone Decision, and one of the planned program’s CTEs is not at required TRL entry level or higher and no TMP exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

3.14    PLANNING – SOFTWARE METRIC

Planning – Software Metric Introduction

This metric is not applicable to planning programs and should be grayed out.  Software risk is included under the Program Risk metric.

Planning Level 1 Factor Calculation (max value 40 points) = sum of 5 metrics

· Green: (32 to 40)

· Yellow: (24  to <32)

· Red: (<24)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
3.15   PROGRAM “FIT” IN CAPABILITY VISION FACTOR
Program “Fit” in Capability Vision Factor Introduction

The first of the two external Level 1 Factors is Program “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.  Both the service and the OSD visions are addressed in this factor.  OSD has strongly asserted its prerogatives in this area. 

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Program “Fit” Capability Vision factor semi-annually.  The Program Office can update more frequently if data represented by this factor changes significantly.       

3.15.1    Within the DoD Vision Metric
Current DOD vision is centered on three basic principles, Transformation, Interoperability, and Joint Operations.  Combined, these will allow future forces from any service to be called upon jointly to achieve the desired effect with fewer assets.  For a more detailed description, please refer to 

http://www.oft.osd.mil/library/library_files/document_383_ElementsOfTransformation_LR.pdf
An extract describing the Force Transformation Vision is as follows:

...two salient characteristics seem to stand out: (1) It will be a joint, network-centric force; and (2) It will be capable of executing effects-based operations (EBO), enabled by Network-centric warfare (NCW).

Already, the combination of modern technology and new operational concepts has enabled networked units and individual platforms to operate together in ways not considered possible just a few years ago. NCW is characterized by the ability of geographically dispersed forces to attain a high level of shared battlespace awareness that is exploited to achieve strategic, operational, and tactical objectives in accordance with the commander’s intent. This linking of people, platforms, weapons, sensors, and decision aids into a single network creates a whole that is clearly greater than the sum of its parts. The result is networked forces that operate with increased speed and synchronization and are

capable of achieving massed effects, in many situations without the physical massing of forces required in the past.

The emerging way of war, constructed around the fundamental tenets of NCW and emphasizing high-quality shared awareness, dispersed forces, speed of command, and flexibility, will allow U.S. forces to exploit the potential of EBO in achieving strategic, operational, and tactical objectives. In the process of transforming the way that we fight, we should emerge with a force that is more expeditionary, agile, and lethal than the present force and more capable of employing operational maneuver and precision effects capabilities to achieve victory. The battlespace is expected to be a more dispersed one, within which our forces will conduct noncontiguous, mutually supporting operations. These operations will seamlessly tie in other government agencies, as well as multinational partners, in order to permit a smooth transition from Major Combat Operations (MCO) to Stability Operations.

An extract from AT&L memo:

October 2005, the Department established the Business Transformation Agency (BTA) to assist in transforming the business operations of DoD to achieve improved joint warfighter support and enable financial accountability across the Department.

The specific objectives of business transformation are outlined in the Department’s Enterprise Transition Plan which includes six Business Enterprise Priorities:

Personnel Visibility

Acquisition Visibility

Common Supplier Engagement

Materiel Visibility

Real Property Accountability, and

Financial Visibility

Transformation

Transformation will measure the extent to which the program possesses the transformational attributes (such as knowledge, speed, agility, and lethality that would be expected of a transformed uniformed force) specified by OSD leadership.

Interoperability

The extent to which the program complies with/has embedded within it the architectural/engineering characteristics (compliance with the Global Information Grid (GIG)/Information Dissemination Management (IDM) Capstone Requirements Document (CRD), Defense Information Infrastructure (DII), Open architecture protocols) which would allow it to interoperate across systems.

Joint

Jointness is the extent to which the program is usable by other services, joint operations, and coalitions without unique support arrangements being made by those users.  The focus of this factor is on Doctrine, Organization, Training, Material, Leadership and Education, Personnel and Facilities.

DoD Vision Metric 

Planning (value is 0.5  Pt Max)

The DoD Vision metric will be assigned a value and color rating based on the program office’s assessment. Total points available will not exceed 0.5:

· Green (0.5)
· Program is in strong alignment with DoD’s Transformation/Interoperability/Joint Operations Vision

· Strong fit into future force structure

· Yellow (0.25)
· Program is in mild/moderate alignment with DoD’s Transformation/Interoperability/Joint Operations Vision

· Neutral fit into future force structure 

· Red (0) 

· Program is not in alignment with DoD’s Transformation/Interoperability/Joint Operations Vision

· Weak fit into future force structure

· Killer Blow -  A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

3.15.2 Within the HQAF Vision Metric

Determine where the program plays in the Current/Future Forces vision. 

This metric will be assigned a value and color rating based on the program office’s assessment. Points assigned by how well program or transformational activities support the AF Distinctive Capabilities (AFDC), listed below along with their source link.  

http://www.oft.osd.mil/library/library_files/document_385_2004_USAF_Transformation_Flight_Plan.pdf
Air and Space Superiority:

· Negating Enemy Air Defenses: Penetration of advanced enemy air defenses to clear the path for follow-on joint forces.  Effective and persistent air, space, and information operations beyond the range of enemy air defenses under adverse weather conditions. 

· Space Superiority: Protection and survivability of vital space assets.   Negation of an adversary’s access to space services.

· Missile Destruction in Flight: Detection of ballistic and cruise missile launches and destruction of those missiles in flight.

Information Superiority:  

· Seamless, joint machine-to-machine integration of all manned, unmanned, and space systems

· Real-time picture of the battlespace 

· Predictive Battlespace Awareness

· Ensured use of the information domain via effective information assurance and information operations

· Denial of effective C4ISR to adversaries via effective information operations

Rapid Global Mobility: 

· Rapid establishment of air operations, an air bridge, and movement of military capability in support of operations anywhere in the world under any conditions

· Responsive launch and operation of new space vehicles and refueling/repair/relocation of future on-orbit assets

Global Attack:  

· Rapid and precise attack of any target on the globe with persistent effects

Agile Combat Support:

· Significantly lighter, leaner, faster combat support to enable responsive, persistent, and effective combat operations under any condition

Precision Engagement:

· Order of magnitude increase in number of targets hit per sortie

· Achievement of specific, tailored effects on a target short of total destruction

HQAF Vision Metric 

Planning (value is 0.5  Pt Max)

The HQAF Vision metric will be assigned a value and color rating based on the program office’s assessment. Total points available will not exceed 0.5:

· Green (0.5)
· Program is in significant alignment with the AFDC and/or future force structure

· Program is on track to provide planned capability

· Yellow (0.25)
· Program is in secondary/peripheral alignment with the AFDC and/or future force structure OR

· Program is a planned key/core supporter and is encountering problems impacting its ability to provide planned capability 

· Red (0)
· Program does not fit the AFDC and/or future force structure

· Program is encountering problems which will prevent it from providing planned key capability

· Killer Blow  – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Level 1 “Fit in the Vision” Factor Calculation = value (DoD vision – max value 0.5) + value (Air Force vision – max value 0.5 pts) = 1 point max

· Green: (1.0)

· Yellow: (0.50)

· Red: (0)
· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

3.16    PROGRAM ADVOCACY FACTOR

Program Advocacy Factor Introduction

The final Level 1 Factor is Program Advocacy.  Advocacy measures the support for a program on the part of senior decision makers. 

Definitions/Notes

PEO will prepare this information.

· PM will consult with outside sources (Program Element Managers (PEMs), Legislative Liaisons, and/or warfighter representatives, as appropriate) in order to provide a preliminary assessment

· PEO will provide the final evaluation

· PM / PEO can modify the list of advocates to include entities not listed,  particularly for ACAT III programs (e.g.  For ACAT III programs, keep warfighter, OSD, Industry, and International (if appropriate) as advocacy entries, and modify advocacy listing for Congress, HQ Air Force, and Joint Staff to other sources that provide advocacy for the program, as appropriate)

· HQ Air Force can be swapped out with AQ

· PEO can’t be an advocate

· Points given to the individual component metrics comprising the Advocacy Factor can be readjusted between them as appropriate.

The Program Executive Office will update the Program Advocacy factor semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this factor changes significantly.

Red/Yellow/Green evaluations should be based on statements, documents, and/or decisions that are “Matters of Record”.  Voice over by the PEO while briefing can provide amplifying/supporting data.

· Advocacy – Actual or 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. 

· Advocate – An elected or appointed governmental official; a flag officer; or a career Senior Executive Service in a leadership position within an advocacy group.

· OSD – Flag/SES level decision makers in OSD organization (e.g., USD(AT&L); ASD (C3I); Director, PA&E; Director, DOT&E; ASD (Comptroller) – may not be applicable for non-ACAT/ACAT III programs.

· Joint Staff – Flag/SES level in Joint Staff, (particularly FCB, JCP and Joint Requirement Oversight Council processes) – may not be applicable for non-ACAT/ACAT III programs.

· War Fighter – Flag/SES level in Service and Joint warfighting commands.

· HQAF – SES/Flag incumbents at DAF level and above.

· Congressional  – Senators/Members of Congress/Professional Staff of the four committees (HASC/SASC/ HAC/SAC). Personal staff of congressional members.

· Industry – Senior Executives of involved corporations.

· International (as applicable): – Senior governmental decision makers / Executives of foreign industry partners / foreign military sales / international partnerships

Weighting of these metrics are as follows:  Advocacy from Warfighter is most important in the planning phase. Advocacy at Congress, OSD, Joint Staff, HQ Air Force, Industry, and International are at the next lower level of importance.  

Planning Program Advocacy Factor Calculation (max value is 4 points)
· Green – Warfighter (1 or 1.5), Congress (0.5) , OSD (0.5), Joint Staff (0.5), AF HQ (0.5), Industry (0.5), International (0.5 or 0)
· 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

· Air Staff, warfighter, user, and Product Center communications healthy, monitoring POM process, answering routine congressional inquiries as required

· Congressional support evident in terms of a direct sponsor

· For Foreign Military Sales

· No FMS is anticipated or FMS is planned/ongoing and FMS approvals/authorities/documentation have been assessed and accomplished --- FMS contributed funding helps stabilize the program by reducing/augmenting US investment funding or FMS orders stabilize planned production quantity procurement profiles and testing/production plans are complete.

· COCOM(s) concurs with requirement

· Policy issues resolved

· Top-line and inter agency approvals complete

· Letter of Agreement (LOA) signed

· Data Disclosure Language (DDL) approved and disseminated
· Yellow – Warfighter (0.50), Congress (0.25), OSD (0.25), Joint Staff (0.25), AF HQ (0.25), Industry (0.25), International (0.25 or 0)
· No position on program taken

· No actions (positive or negative) taken on program budget

· Disconnects in communications between Air Staff, warfighter, user, and Product Center leading to POM disconnects

· For Foreign Military Sales

· FMS is planned, FMS approvals/authorities/documentation have been assessed and some are NOT accomplished and the time required to obtain approval or complete documentation may impact the Program’s overall schedule or cost.  

· Technical elements (anti-tamper features, modified software/firmware) have been assessed, are required, and have been planned but some are not completed.  

· FMS related testing drives additional schedule or resources needs and planning/budgeting is not complete.  

· FMS hardware production profiles drive additional management or resources and scheduling/budgeting is not complete.

· COCOM(s) position requested; response not received

· Policy issues defined; resolution sought

· Top-line or inter agency approvals initiated

· LOA in-work

· DDL initiated
· Red – Warfighter (0), Congress (0), OSD (0), Joint Staff (0), AF HQ (0), Industry (0), International (0)
· 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 “string out” (length of buy increased while yearly quantities dropped)

· Negative statement/decisions/actions on program by decision-makers
· For Foreign Military Sales
· FMS is anticipated, but FMS approvals/authorities/documentation have NOT been assessed or completed
· Technical elements (anti-tamper features, modified software/firmware) have not been assessed, planned, or budgeted.  
· FMS related testing has not been assessed or planned
· Planning/budgeting for FMS hardware production profiles has not been assessed
· No COCOM(s) position requested
· Policy issues not defined
· No Top-line or inter agency approvals initiated
· No LOA
· No DDL initiated
· Killer Blow  – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Level 1 Planning Advocacy Factor Calculation (max value 4 points) = sum of all level 2 Advocacy metrics. Sample allocated values follow: Warfighter (1 point max); Congress, OSD, Joint Staff, HQ Air Force, Industry, and International (0.5 point max each).  If you do not have international involvement, “gray” out the metric and reallocate the 0.5 point (0.5 point additionally to Warfighter (1.5 pts maximum).  The advocacy rating is based on the PEO’s assessment. The color rating will be based on the total assigned points across advocacy categories. 

· Green: (3 to 4)

· Yellow: (2)

· Red: (<2)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red 

4.0 Pre-Milestone B Documentation

4.1    Introduction
Programs prior to Milestone B (as defined in DoD 5000.2) should use the set of criteria outlined in Chapter 4 for program evaluation.  Figure 7 below details the Windshield Chart to be used for programs in the Pre-Milestone B phase of the acquisition cycle.   
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Figure 7.   Pre-Milestone B Windshield Chart Example

*Note:  For Pre-Milestone B, software risk is evaluated as part of Top 5 Program Risks under Program Risk Assessment

4.2    REQUIREMENTS – PROGRAM PARAMETER STATUS METRIC

Requirements – Program Parameter Status Metric Introduction

The first Level 2 metric under Program Requirements is the Program Parameter Status metric. This metric is designed to evaluate the program’s status in meeting the performance levels mandated by the warfighters.  Performance parameters are selectable at the discretion of the PM:

· Will usually contain all Key Performance Parameters (KPP)

· Can include non-KPPs (to include Program Acquisition Unit Cost (PAUC), Average Procurement Unit Cost (APUC), Average Unit Procurement Price (AUPP) and/or Average Unit Production Cost (AUPC)) if the PM believes it important to include them

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Program Parameter Status metric quarterly, but can update the metric more frequently if data represented changes significantly. The Program Parameters and Key Performance Parameters may be included at the discretion of the PM/PEO if they are considered to be critical to the measurement of Program Success.  The PM can select parameters identified from the Monthly Acquisition Report (MAR) or Acquisition Program Baseline (APB).  Additionally, PMs can add parameters not currently listed.  The criteria below should be consistent with the ACAT level of the program being evaluated.

The Department of Defense Architecture Framework (DoDAF) is a framework for development of a systems architecture or enterprise architecture (EA).  All major U.S. Government Department of Defense (DoD) weapons and information technology systems that are components of collaborative techniques that involve multi-weapon systems or are components of a System of Systems capability, should develop an EA and document that architecture using architectural descriptions/views.  These architectural descriptions/views should provide a description of the capability inter-relationships of the component systems, mission environment and threat environment as well as describe the inter-relationship of the systems for the System of Systems capability.

Pre-MS B Program Parameter Status Metric Calculation (max value is 10 points)

· Green (8 to 10) 

· Schedule for completion of requirements related documents (e.g. CONOPS; CDD; AoA; ICD/ requirements document, etc…) has been created and is approved by all parties.  

· Current execution is on or ahead of schedule.  

· There are no significant requirements document content related issues. 

· All KPPs/selected non-KPPs are meeting Threshold values as evaluated during EOA/contractor testing (or analysis if testing has not occurred).  

· Signed/approved Technology Development Strategy is developed/complete.
· A Preliminary Design Review has been successfully conducted.

· An Integrated Baseline Review has been conducted.

· Program requirements are stable (between 0% and 5% of original values or re-baseline, in the direction of higher risk)

· Requirements/configuration changes at any level in the functional architecture include complete assessments of impacts on the allocated subsystem requirements, system requirements, certifications, OSS&E baseline, and the OSS&E baseline Document (OBD), if applicable.

· Threat environment assessment (e.g. Capstone) is complete, current, and valid; intelligence (e.g. Threat Steering Group) has assessed that the planned system addresses all Critical Intelligence Parameter breaches in an effort to meet mission accomplishment; formal system-specific threat assessment (e.g. System threat Assessment Report) production requirement tasking the Intelligence Community has been levied; intelligence infrastructure analysis has been initiated and is actively ongoing. 

· All of the following areas are traceable to the allocated system and subsystem requirements: technical performance measures, contractual requirements, maturity indicators, and acceptance criteria, if applicable.
· For all weapon systems that are components of Systems of System capability: Current architectural descriptions/views of that Systems of System capability, have been developed and are used.
· Yellow (6 to <8) 

· Schedule for completion of requirements related documents (e.g. CONOPS; CDD; AoA; ICD/ requirements document, etc…) has been created but is not approved by all parties.  

· Current execution is less than 30 days behind schedule.  

· There are some significant requirements document content related issues. 

· One or more KPPs/selected non-KPPs are below Threshold values as evaluated during EOA/contractor testing (or analysis if testing has not occurred).

· Technology Development Strategy is drafted and in coordination process.
· A Preliminary Design Review has been scheduled, but not yet conducted.

· An Integrated Baseline Review has been scheduled, but not yet conducted.

· Program requirements are unstable (greater than 5% of original values or re-baseline, in the direction of higher risk) but amount of change is trending downward 

· Requirements/configuration changes at any level in the functional architecture include incomplete assessments of impacts on the allocated subsystem requirements, system requirements, certifications, OSS&E baseline, and the OSS&E baseline Document (OBD), if applicable.

· Threat environment assessment is under development or outdated; significant Critical Intelligence Parameter breach or threat that affects mission accomplishment has been identified; formal system-specific threat assessment production requirement tasking the Intelligence Community has not been levied; intelligence infrastructure analysis has been initiated.

· Two or three of the following areas are traceable to the allocated system and subsystem requirements: technical performance measures, contractual requirements, maturity indicators, and acceptance criteria, if applicable.

· For all weapon systems that are components of Systems of System capability: Current architectural descriptions/views of that Systems of System capability, have been developed but are not used.

· Red (<6) 

· Schedule for completion of requirements related documents (e.g. CONOPS; CDD; AoA; ICD/ requirements document, etc…) has not been created.  

· Current execution is more than 30 days behind schedule.  

· There are significant requirements document content related issues. 

· One or more KPPs/selected non-KPPs did not meet Threshold values as evaluated during EOA/contractor testing (or analysis if testing has not occurred).  

· Technology Development Strategy is under development/consideration.
· A Preliminary Design Review has not been planned and/or scheduled.

· An Integrated Baseline Review has not been planned and/or scheduled.

· Program requirements are unstable (greater than 5% of original values or re-baseline, in the direction of higher risk) and the amount of change is not decreasing.  

· Requirements/configuration changes at any level in the functional architecture do not include assessments of impacts on the allocated subsystem requirements, system requirements, certifications, OSS&E baseline, and the OBD, if applicable.

· Threat environment assessment is incomplete; multiple significant Critical Intelligence Parameter breaches or threats that will preclude the planned system from performing its mission have been identified; formal system-specific threat assessment production requirement tasking the Intelligence Community has not been levied; intelligence infrastructure analysis has not been initiated.

· Less than two of the following areas are traceable to the allocated system and subsystem requirements: technical performance measures, contractual requirements, maturity indicators, and acceptance criteria, if applicable.

· For all weapon systems that are components of Systems of System capability: Current architectural descriptions/views of that Systems of System capability, have not been developed.
· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., zeroing of program budget by Congressional committee/conference, Nunn-McCurdy breaches, the need generated for a program rebaseline, etc).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

4.3    REQUIREMENTS – PROGRAM SCOPE EVOLUTION METRIC
Requirements – Program Scope Evolution Metric Introduction

The second Level 2 metric under Program Requirements is Program Scope Evolution. This metric is designed to illustrate the degree of program risk inherent in overall program scope growth, from the time (pre-program initiation) where program scope was first determined, to the present. 

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Program Scope Evolution metric semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

The objective of this metric is to show overall program scope growth, from pre-program initiation, where program scope was first determined, to the present. It’s important to note the “original” data for cost and schedule comes, not from the initial Acquisition Program Baseline (APB) but from studies (Analyses of Alternatives, Cost Analysis Improvement Group (CAIG) and/or Independent Cost Estimate (ICE) teams) that were done to bound the program prior to program initiation. If during the life of the program the program scope changed, the program should use the most recent independent cost estimate for the original value. 

· Original: Scoped Requirements/Cost/Schedule that came from the “clean sheet of paper” studies prior to program initiation (original ICD/Analysis of Alternative (AOA)/ICE or CAIG).  If there has been significant change in the program from program initiation to present, program office can use the latest independent assessment for cost and schedule predictions. 

· Current: Requirements/Cost/Schedule resources as represented in the current ICD/CDD/CPD/APB/Program Budget.  

Pre-MS B Program Scope Evolution Metric Calculation (max value is 15 points)

· Green (12 to 15) 

· AoA is coordinated, approved, and signed (Applies to ACAT I; ACAT II/III only if directed)

· A Life Cycle Cost Estimate is available (e.g., ACAT I approved by OSD CAIG)

· Converging on a CDD and budget/ schedule/ technology that is acceptable

· Yellow (9 to <12) 

· AoA is beyond kick-off meeting and the document is out for coordination in draft form (Applies to ACAT I; ACAT II/III only if directed)

· A Life Cycle Cost Estimate exists but needs update  (e.g., ACAT I approved by OSD CAIG)

· Some problems exist with the convergence on the CDD within budget/ schedule/ technology constraints which can be resolved

· Red (<9) 

· AoA is not in progress or has progressed only to the point of a kick-off meeting (Applies to ACAT I; ACAT II/III only if directed)

· No formalized cost estimate is available; at best the Sponsor has what could be considered a “back of the envelope” cost estimate or has begun initial work with a formal cost estimating office

· CDD is not converging or has major issues which cannot be resolved within normal PM/ MDA channels

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., zeroing of program budget by Congressional committee/conference, Nunn-McCurdy breaches, the need generated for a program rebaseline, etc).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

Pre-MS B Level 1 Requirements Factor Calculation (max value 25 points) = value (Program Parameter Status – max 10 pts) + value (Program Scope Evolution – max 15 pts)

· Green (20 to 25)

· Yellow (15 to <20) 

· Red (<15)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
4.4    RESOURCES – BUDGET METRIC

Resources – Budget Metric Introduction

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 through the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP).  This metric also reflects sufficiency for each program appropriation. Sufficiency is defined as the degree to which the amount and phasing of each appropriation within a program retires programmatic risk.  High sufficiency equates to low budgetary risk, and vice versa. 

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Budget metric quarterly, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

· Cost Estimate – This is the initial program cost estimate which has been benchmarked/validated against similar programs.
· Life Cycle Costs –  Life Cycle Costs (LCC) are acquisition and sustainment costs (cradle to grave) to include the costs of implementing and maintaining disciplined lifecycle systems engineering and  OSS&E.
· Execution – This is the status of fund obligations compared to established goals and targets.
· Budget – This is the entire budget for the program broken down by appropriation for prior and execution-year funds. 

· Sufficiency (SUF) – This is the extent to which programmatic risk is retired by the amount and phasing of funds (by appropriation) in a program’s budget (APB/Selective Acquisition Report (SAR)).

· APB data is baseline for overall program spending

· SAR data breaks down funding by year

· Sufficiency is assessed in each year.  The PM will assess sufficiency and assign appropriate color rating that will be used during the budget metric criteria evaluation. 

· Green: Budget amount/phasing supports low program risk. 

· Yellow: Budget amount/phasing supports medium program risk. 

· Red: Budget amount/phasing supports high program risk.

Pre MS-B Budget Metric Calculation (max value is 12 points)

· Green (9 to 12) – Cost estimate has been benchmarked/validated against like programs with appropriate margin added for differences. Budget is sufficient (does not exceed 0 – 5% deviation from original values) to allow approved program to be executed with low risk. No more than one overall sufficiency “Yellow” rating across all appropriations, across the FYDP.  The budget and the independent estimate of cost are not equal, and deviate between 0 and 5%.  An independent estimate of cost was accomplished by an organization outside the Program Office Reporting Chain.  Life Cycle Costs are sufficient (does not exceed 0 - 5% deviation from original values) to allow approved program to proceed with low risk.

· Yellow (7 to <9) – Cost estimate has been benchmarked/validated against like programs without consideration for added differences.  Budget is sufficient (exceeded values are between 5% and 10% deviation from original values) to allow program to be executed with moderate risk.  The budget and the independent estimate of cost are not equal, and deviate between 5 and 10%. An independent estimate of cost has been accomplished using essential data provided by the program office.  Life Cycle Costs are sufficient (exceeded values are between 5% and 10% deviation from original values) to allow approved program to proceed with moderate risk.

· No more than two overall sufficiency “Yellow” ratings across all appropriations, across the FYDP.

· Red (<7) - Cost estimate has NOT been benchmarked/validated against like programs.  Budget is insufficient (exceeded values are > 10% deviation from original values) to allow program to be executed without high risk.  No independent estimate of cost accomplished or the budget and the independent estimate of cost are not equal and deviate beyond 10%.  Life Cycle Costs are insufficient (exceeded values are >10% deviation from original values) to allow program to proceed without high risk. 

· Three or more overall sufficiency “Yellow” ratings and/or one or more overall sufficiency “Red” ratings across all appropriations, across the FYDP.

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., zeroing of program budget by Congressional committee/conference, Nunn-McCurdy breaches, the need generated for a program rebaseline, etc).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

4.5    RESOURCES – MANNING METRIC

Resources – Manning Metric Introduction

Manning is critical to the ability of any program to execute its responsibilities. The first of these metrics, Government Program Office Manning is intended to show several key aspects of Program Office staffing status.  Civilian, military, matrix and contracted support personnel statuses are addressed.  All billets belonging to the Program Office should be accounted for across the categories.  Program Offices should report the manning that personally support the Program Office specifically.  Manning should represent the personnel who support the function of the Program Office and not the execution.  Personnel can be co-located or off site to the program office.  Manning must be sufficient to support the functional areas that are critical to a program (e.g. program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering, etc).  During this phase of the program, the sustainment organization should be identified and approved to be the eventual sustainment activity for a particular program.  Key sustainment manning must be identified and included as essential personnel to the Program Office (e.g. System Support Manager (SSM), Engineer, Equipment Specialist (ES), Item Manager (IM), for Space the appropriate operations/sustainment functions – mission control team/operations staff, etc.).  It is not intended to capture work hours associated with the use of an organization that is supporting the Program Office i.e. laboratories, test organization, etc... Specific personnel issues impacting on the program’s ability to successfully execute the program (e.g., what key specialties are missing; what key billets are unfilled/about to be vacated) should be highlighted in the comments section of the spreadsheet.

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Manning metric semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

Manning and Qualification

This metric is intended to show Program Office staffing status as of the reporting date.  Civilian, military, matrix, and contracted support personnel statuses are addressed. 

· All billets belonging to the Program Office should be accounted for across the categories

· Specific personnel issues impacting on the program’s ability to successfully execute the program (i.e. what key specialties are missing; what key billets are unfilled/about to be vacated) should be highlighted in the comments section of the spreadsheet

Pre-MS B Manning Metric Calculation (max value is 2 points)

· Green (2) 

· 90% or above of all Program Office authorized/funded billets (including in house contractor support – i.e. A&AS, FFRDC, etc. and key functional - program management, contracting, logistics (sustainment), financial management, engineering,  etc - billets, as appropriate) are filled – staffed to within 90% of benchmark (or manpower model substantiated) program levels (e.g. SACOM).

· Key program leadership positions are stable.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for over a year. Key leadership is defined as Wing, Group, or Squadron Director/Commander, Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate, and are those leadership positions that are directly associated with the program.

· The most recent key personnel change is more than 3 months ago and no changes are planned within the next 3 months.

· Rotation of Critical Acquisition Position (CAP) personnel are at or beyond 3 years cycles.

· 90% (or more) of all government program IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  At least 50% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Contracted support personnel funding levels are below Center approved limits

· Yellow (1) 

· 80% to 89% of all Program Office authorized/funded billets (including in house contractor support – i.e. A&AS, FFRDC, etc. and key functional - program management, contracting, logistics (sustainment), financial management, engineering,  etc - billets, as appropriate) are filled – staffed to 70% to 89% of benchmarked program levels (e.g. SACOM).

· Key program leadership positions have some movement volatility.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for less than a year. Key leadership is defined Wing, Group, or Squadron Director/Commander, Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate.

· One key personnel change has been made within the past 3 months or is projected within the next 3 months.  NOTE: If 2 or more key personnel changes have occurred within the last 6 months then this metric rating is reduced to red (see below).

· Rotation of CAP personnel within 3 years.

· 80% to 89%  of all government program IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  At least 40% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Contracted support personnel funding levels approaching Center approved limits

· Red (0) 

· Less than 80% of all Program Office authorized/funded billets (including in house contractor support – i.e. A&AS, FFRDC, etc. and key functional - program management, contracting, logistics (sustainment), financial management, engineering,  etc - billets, appropriate) are filled – staffed at less than 70% of benchmarked program levels (e.g. SACOM).

· Key program leadership positions are very unstable and have significant movement volatility.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for less than six months. Key leadership is defined as Wing, Group, or Squadron Director/Commander, Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate.

· Two or more key personnel changes have been made  within the last 6 months, or 2 or more changes are forecast within the next 6 months.

· Rotation of CAP within 18 months.

· Less than 80% of all government program IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  Less than 40% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Contracted support personnel funding levels are above Center approved limits

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., volatility of manning movement or reduction in program manning make the program non-executable, etc.).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

4.6    RESOURCES – CONTRACTOR/DEVELOPER HEALTH METRIC

Resources – Contractor/Developer Health Metric Introduction

· In order to effectively partner with industry, the government Program Manager has to understand what industry-specific measures of success are truly important to his industry partner. This metric provides an evaluation of the state of the contractor/developer’s business, and his team, to the PM, the Program Executive Office (PEO) and the Service Acquisition Executive.  

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Contractor/Developer Health metric semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

Data for this metric should be developed in conjunction with the Prime contractor/developer (and key subcontractors) and the assigned Defense Contract Management Agency (DCMA) PI/ACO organization, if appropriate.  If DCMA PI/ACO is used, weight their color input by 50%.  If DCMA PI/ACO is unused, the PM (contractor/developer inputs should be solicited) is responsible for 100% of the evaluation color.  Rating should be based on the most limiting contractor.

Pre-MS B Contractor/Developer Health Metric Calculation (max value is 2 pts)

· Green (2) 

· No significant corporate / group issues affecting program

· Program is aligned with core business of business unit

· Program is properly staffed (team and key personnel) – program has been

        executing according to program plan and execution manning levels are within

        0 - 5% in deviation from those stated in contractor’s proposal.

· Contractor facilities have no significant issues

· Corporate management demonstrates high commitment to program

· Yellow (1)

· Some corporate / group issues affecting program

· Program is peripheral to core capability of business unit

· Program has some manning issues (team and/or key personnel) which are

        affecting program execution – execution manning levels are between 5 - 10% in

        deviation from those stated in contractor’s proposal.

· Contractor facilities have some issues affecting program execution

· Corporate management demonstrates moderate commitment to program

· Red (0) 

· Major corporate / group issues affecting program

· Program is not aligned with core capability of business unit

· Program has significant manning issues (team and/or key personnel) which impede

        program execution – execution manning levels are greater than 10% in deviation

        from those stated in contractor’s proposal.

· Contractor facilities have major issues which impede program execution

· Corporate management demonstrates low commitment to program

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

Pre-MS B Level 1 Resources Factor Calculation (max value 16 points) = value (Budget – max value 12 pts) + value (Gov’t manning/qual – max value 2 pts) + value (Ctr health – max value 2 pts)

· Green (12 to 16) 

· Yellow (9 to <12) 

· Red (<9)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
4.7    EXECUTION – COST/SCHEDULE PERFORMANCE METRIC 

Execution – Cost/Schedule Performance Metric Introduction

This metric evaluates cost based contract performance.  If the contractor/developer has implemented an Earned Value Management System, the EVM evaluation criteria shall be used.  EVM evaluation criteria will incorporate Cost Performance Index, Schedule Performance Index, Estimate to Complete and Contract Schedule.  If the contractor/developer has not implemented an EVM system, the alternate criteria shall be used.    

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Cost/Schedule Performance metric monthly. The Program Office can update the metric more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

Earned Value Criteria below shall be used if an Earned Value Management System has been imposed:

Terms used in this metric are standard Earned Value Management System (EVMS) terms:

ACWP – Actual Cost of Work Performed. Cost of work accomplished.

BCWS – Budgeted Cost of Work Scheduled.  Planned value of work to perform.

BAC – Budget at Completion. Total budget – for total contract thru any given level.

BCWP – Budgeted Cost for Work Performed. Value of work accomplished – Earned Value.

Cost Variance – Earned value compared with the actual cost incurred (from contractor/developer accounting systems) for the work performed provides an objective measure of planned and actual cost. Any difference is called a cost variance. A negative variance means more money was spent for the work accomplished than was planned.

Performance Indices – (Favorable is > 1.0, Unfavorable is < 1.0.)

Higher is better

             Cost Performance Index (CPI).  Cost Efficiency

[image: image10.bmp]
             Schedule Performance Index (SPI).  Schedule Efficiency

[image: image11.bmp]
Lower is more realistic

              To Complete Performance Index (TCPI).  Cost Efficiency required to meet EAC

[image: image12.bmp]
Schedule Variance - As work is performed, it is “earned” on the same basis as it was planned in dollars or other quantifiable units such as labor hours. Planned value compared with earned value measures the dollar volume of work planned vs. the equivalent dollar volume of work accomplished. Schedule values (start/finish months) change if program has been officially re-baselined.  Schedule variance is a significant leading indicator. 

BAC – Budget at Completion.  Total budget – Target cost for total contract.

EAC – Estimate at Completion. Contractor/developer estimate of total cost – for total contract.

TAB – Total Allocated Budget. Sum all budgets for work on contract – NCC, CBB, or OTB.

NCC – Negotiated Contract Cost. Contract price less profit/fee(s).

CBB – Contract Budget Base. Sum of NCC and AUW.

OTB – Over Target Baseline. Sum of CBB and recognized overrun.

AUW – Authorized Unpriced Work. Work approved, but not yet negotiated.

A Cost/Schedule Performance metric should be constructed for each of the major developmental contracts supervised by the Program Office.  The PM will select the contract data with the most significant impact to the program. 

The following summary table provides guidance as to what point structure should be used for the Cost/Schedule Performance Metric and the Fixed Price Performance Metric:

	Fixed Price or Cost Plus-Type   
	EVM Data ?
	C/S Perf Max Score
	FP Perf Max Score

	Both
	Yes
	2 (use Rating Set A)
	2 (use Rating Set E)

	CP-type only
	Yes
	4 (use Rating Set B)
	0

	Both
	No
	2 (use Rating Set C)
	2 (use Rating Set E)

	CP-type only
	No
	4 (use Rating Set D)
	0

	Fixed Price only
	N/A
	0
	4 (use Rating Set F)


Pre-MS B Cost/Schedule Performance Metric Calculation (max value is 2 points) 

RATING SET A

· Green (2) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by 0 – 5%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/developer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by 0 – 5%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI points lie in between 1.1 and 0.95 or better.  No EVM performance issues. 

· Yellow (1) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by between 5% and 10%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/developer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by between 5% and 10%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI point lie below the above listed region but inside 0.95 and 0.90.  Minor EVM performance issues.
· Red (0) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by more than 10%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/developer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by more than 10%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI point lie outside of the Yellow or Green regions.  EVM Data is held in abeyance during program disturbance.  Major EVM performance issues.

· Killer Blow (0) – Any projected cost growth is beyond available budget and exceeds the PEOs BTR (Below Threshold Reprogramming) authority.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

If you are evaluating a Pre-MS B program that does not have a fixed price contract, reallocation of points between cost/schedule performance metric and fixed price performance metric is appropriate.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined as following:

Cost/Schedule Performance Metric (4) and Fixed Price Performance Metric (0) RATING SET B
· Green (3 to 4) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by 0 – 5%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/developer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by 0 – 5%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI points lie in between 1.1 and 0.95 or better.  No EVM performance issues. 

· Yellow (2) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by between 5% and 10%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/developer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by between 5% and 10%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI point lie below the above listed region but inside 0.95 and 0.90.  Minor EVM performance issues.
· Red (<2) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by more than 10%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/developer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by more than 10%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI point lie outside of the Yellow or Green regions.  EVM Data is held in abeyance during program disturbance.  Major EVM performance issues.

· Killer Blow (0) – Any projected cost growth is beyond available budget and exceeds the PEOs BTR (Below Threshold Reprogramming) authority.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

The following criteria will be used for cost-type contracts with no EVMS for Pre-MS B:

Pre-MS B Cost/Schedule Performance Metric Calculation (max value is 2 points) 

RATING SET C

· Green (2) –  Contractor/Developer is on schedule as per the Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) and the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion does not exceed the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR (DD Form 1586, block 10a) by more than 5% and is within the program office’s internal available management reserve.

· Yellow (1) –  Contractor/Developer may miss a schedule milestone on the critical path as per the IMS, or the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion exceeds the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR (DD Form 1586, block 10a) by 5-10% and is within the program office’s internal available management reserve.

· Red (0) –  Contractor/Developer has missed a schedule milestone on the critical path as per the IMS, or the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion exceeds the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR (DD Form 1586, block 10a) by more than 10% or exceeds the program office’s internal available management reserve.

· Killer Blow (0) – Any projected cost growth is beyond available budget and exceeds the PEOs BTR (Below Threshold Reprogramming) authority.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.
If you are evaluating a Pre-MS B program that does not have a fixed price contract, reallocation of points between cost/schedule performance metric and fixed price performance metric is appropriate.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined as following:

Cost/Schedule Performance Metric (4) and Fixed Price Performance Metric (0)

RATING SET D
· Green (3 to 4) –  Contractor/Developer is on schedule as per the Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) and the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion does not exceed the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR (DD Form 1586, block 10a) by more than 5% and is within the program office’s internal available management reserve.

· Yellow (2) –  Contractor/Developer may miss a schedule milestone on the critical path as per the IMS, or the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion exceeds the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR(DD Form 1586, block 10a)  by 5-10% and is within the program office’s internal available management reserve.
· Red (<2) –  Contractor/Developer has missed a schedule milestone on the critical path as per the IMS, or the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion exceeds the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR (DD Form 1586, block 10a) by more than 10% and is within the program office’s internal available management reserve.

· Killer Blow (0) – Any projected cost growth is beyond available budget and exceeds the PEOs BTR (Below Threshold Reprogramming) authority.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

4.8    EXECUTION – CONTRACTOR/DEVELOPER PERFORMANCE METRIC

Execution – Contractor/Developer Performance Metric Introduction

This metric evaluates contractor/developer performance.  The Contractor/Developer Performance metric provides the track record of the contractor/developer by looking at performance and rating history for the contract(s) in question (CPARs), and the history of award/incentive fee increments provided to the contractor/developer (as compared to the amounts specified in the award/incentive fee plan).  Assume a color rating of green for newly awarded contracts that don’t have CPAR or award/incentive fee date.  This metric will allow a PM subjective assessment for organic developers who are not rated under a CPAR or award/incentive fee system.  
Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Contractor/Developer Performance metric semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly. Prepare one rating for each program contract, as applicable.  The PM will select the contract to use in the calculation of the probability of program success --- assign a numeric to only the most “limiting” contract. 

· Cover through the full period of performance for the contract

· Be prepared to address any disconnects between award fee percentage, incentive fee percentage, and ratings

Pre-MS B Contractor/Developer Performance Calculation (max value is 2 points)

· Green (2) – All CPAR factor ratings of Green or above, and Contractor/Developer is at 80% (or above) of award / incentive fee for duration of contract to date.  Or if CPAR/AF/IF data is not available, PM subjective evaluation using CPAR factor categories would have met criteria for Green.
· Yellow (1) – Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with no more than one factor Red), and/or Contractor/Developer is at 60 - 79% of possible award / incentive fee for duration of contract to date.  Or if CPAR/AF/IF data is not available, PM subjective evaluation using CPAR factor categories would have met criteria for Yellow.

· Red (0) – Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with two or more factors Red); or Contractor/Developer is below 60% of possible award / incentive fee for duration of contract to date.  Or if CPAR/AF/IF data is not available, PM subjective evaluation using CPAR factor categories would have met criteria for Red.

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

4.9    EXECUTION – FIXED PRICE PERFORMANCE METRIC

Execution – Fixed Price Performance Metric Introduction

Fixed price contracts require their own evaluation scheme.  Earned value metrics, while key to managing cost-type contracts, are not useful in evaluating fixed price vehicles.  Therefore the Level 2 metric for fixed price contracts includes: a DCMA PI/ACO or your program plant representative evaluation; the rating history for the contract(s) in question (CPARS), progress payments, and performance based payments.  Assume a CPAR color rating of green for newly awarded contracts that don’t have CPAR data.

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Fixed Price Performance metric monthly. The Program Office can update the metric more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

Each contract should be evaluated on the following items:

A Fixed Price Performance metric should be constructed for each major fixed price contract supervised by the Program Office. The Program Office will determine the overall rating when the program has multiple contracts.

· DCMA PI/ACO Evaluation

· The DCMA representative for the plant producing the item should provide input on overall contractor/developer performance

· Identify any particularly superior performance and/or any ongoing/emergent problems, along with their assessment of root causes and potential solutions

· Contractor Performance Assessment Report

· The CPAR rating will be used to determine contractor/developer performance

· Performance based payments

· Detail the actual status of performance based payments on the specific  contract

· Progress Payments Status

· Detail the actual status of progress payments on the specific contract

· Address reasons for less-than-planned payments (if applicable)

The following summary table provides guidance as to what point structure should be used for the Cost/Schedule Performance Metric and the Fixed Price Performance Metric:

	Fixed Price or Cost Plus-Type   
	EVM Data ?
	C/S Perf Max Score
	FP Perf Max Score

	Both
	Yes
	2 (use Rating Set A)
	2 (use Rating Set E)

	CP-type only
	Yes
	4 (use Rating Set B)
	0

	Both
	No
	2 (use Rating Set C)
	2 (use Rating Set E)

	CP-type only
	No
	4 (use Rating Set D)
	0

	Fixed Price only
	N/A
	0
	4 (use Rating Set F)


Pre-MS B Contract Performance Metric Calculation (max value is 2 points) 

RATING SET E

· Green (2) –  All CPAR factor ratings of Green or above, Actual Contractor/Developer scheduled CLIN deliveries and/or CDRL deliveries are ahead of or within 1 month of contract schedule; no DCMA PI/ACO issues; progress payments indicate no loss, or performance based payments are on schedule. 

· Yellow (1) – Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with no more than one factor Red), Actual Contractor/Developer scheduled CLIN deliveries and/or CDRL deliveries are behind contract schedule between 1-3 months; DCMA PI/ACO issues are minor and being resolved; progress payments indicate a loss ratio between 0-10%, or performance based payment milestones are late by 1-3 months.  Open Corrective Action request.

· Red (0) -  Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with two or more factors Red), Actual Contractor/Developer scheduled CLIN deliveries and/or CDRL deliveries are more than 3 months behind contract schedule; DCMA PI/ACO issues are major; progress payments indicate a loss ratio of greater than 10%, or performance-based payment milestones are late by more than 3 months.  Open Systemic Corrective Action Request.

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when the corporation provides formal notification that they are unwilling to accept further losses on a program.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

If you are evaluating a Pre-MS B program that has a fixed price contract but not cost/schedule performance metric data, reallocation of points between cost/schedule performance metric and fixed price performance metric is appropriate.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined as following:

Cost/Schedule Performance Metric (0) and Fixed Price Performance Metric (4) RATING SET F
· Green (3 to 4) –  All CPAR factor ratings of Green or above, Actual Contractor/Developer scheduled CLIN deliveries and/or CDRL deliveries are ahead of or within 1 month of contract schedule; no DCMA PI/ACO issues; progress payments indicate no loss, or performance based payments are on schedule.
· Yellow (2) –  Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with no more than one factor Red), Actual Contractor/Developer scheduled CLIN deliveries and/or CDRL deliveries are behind contract schedule between 1-3 months; DCMA PI/ACO issues are minor and being resolved; progress payments indicate a loss ratio between 0-10%, or performance based payment milestones are late by 1-3 months.  Open Corrective Action request.

· Red (<2) –  Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with two or more factors Red), Actual Contractor/Developer scheduled CLIN deliveries and/or CDRL deliveries are more than 3 months behind contract schedule; DCMA PI/ACO issues are major; progress payments indicate a loss ratio of greater than 10%, or performance-based payment milestones are late by more than 3 months.  Open Systemic Corrective Action Request.

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when the corporation provides formal notification that they are unwilling to accept further losses on a program.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

4.10    EXECUTION – PROGRAM RISK ASSESSMENT METRIC

Execution – Program Risk Assessment Metric Introduction

Program Risk Assessment covers all internal factors (requirements, resources and execution).  It is designed to provide a concise summary of the key risks identified by the PM.  It uses a standard “risk square” display (with consequence of the risk on the x-axis, and likelihood of the risk on the y-axis – reference Figure 8 below).  Coloration of the individual squares corresponds to the risk definitions (low, medium or high) assigned to each square of the 25-square display.  Individual significant risks are plotted in the risk square by the (consequence and likelihood) x/y coordinates assigned. Call-out text boxes are used to provide a short summary of the particular risk identified.  A mitigation plan is an approach to reduce risk.  The mitigation plan is the first step to resolve the risk, but by itself is not justification to move the risk to a different part of the risk cube.
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Figure 8.  Pre-Milestone B Risk Square Example

Source:  Risk Management Guide for DoD Acquisition; Sixth Edition (Version 1.0), August 2006, Department of Defense
Definitions/Notes

Risk Assessment

The Program Office will update the Program Risk Assessment metric monthly. The Program Office can update this metric more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

The program office should select the top five program risks as assessed by the Program Office and contractor/developer team in accordance with the requirements in DoDI 5000.2 and the Risk Management Guide For DoD Acquisition.  In selecting the risks, consider all kinds of risks evaluated and tracked by the program’s risk management efforts to include cost, schedule, performance, security, intelligence, and technical risks, as well as the risks assessed by the program’s system safety process.  Each risk needs to be identified and assessed as to likelihood and consequences (performance, schedule, or cost) of occurrence.  Each issue box should contain a brief statement of intended approach. 

The Program Manager should be prepared for more detailed discussion on these risks and alternative courses of action. The Program Manager (PM) or Chief Engineer/Lead Engineer (CE/LE) should also be able to show how risks identified during design, test, verification and validation, configuration management, operations monitoring, safety and other lifecycle systems engineering processes are transferred to the risk management process and dealt with.  Furthermore, the PM or CE/LE should be able to show that mechanisms described in the SEP are fully implemented to continue periodic risk reassessments over the system/end-item lifecycle, and to ensure completion of approved actions to deal with significant risk.  NOTE: The SEP is a living document and should be updated at least annually.
A mitigation plan is not justification for awarding an adjusted risk rating to a more favorable category.

In addition to the five risks documented in the 1) Program Office’s risk square, the PM should also consider 2) risks associated with OSS&E and systems engineering program execution; 3) any risks unique to a specific Center, 4) the accomplishment of required Milestone documents before the Milestone Decision Dates and 5) the need and sufficiency of planned Government Furnished Equipment in delivering the capability.  

After rating these considerations according to their criteria below, the PM should consult the summary criteria to determine the color/point value to be assigned.

Example:  Of the top 5 program risks listed in Program X’s risk square, one is red, three are yellow and one is green. Program X has no risks that are watch items for its particular product center (so NO color rating is assigned), systems engineering activities are on track (earning a “green” rating), and all milestone documentation is on track to be completed in a timely manner (earning a “green” rating).  Program X requires GFE for production, but the GFE has some unresolved maintainability issues involving data rights. This earns a “yellow” rating for GFE.  Thus, the PM earns a “red” rating for Risk Assessment based on the fact that of the 8 identified risk items, 3 are green, 4 are yellow and one is red.

1.  Top Five Program Risks

Top five program risks as jointly assessed by the Program Office and contractor/developer team have been identified and are “mapped” on a “risk square” display.  Each red or yellow stands alone for purposed of scoring below.
2.  Systems Engineering Risk

· Green

· User defined scenarios/use cases have been developed for V&V and trade studies are being performed to identify opportunities to decrease life cycle cost, reduce technical or schedule risks, and/or enhance Reliability, Availability and Maintainability (RAM)

· Functional management plans (e.g., Configuration Management Plan, etc) are in place.

· An approved SEP exists and is current.

· Yellow

· User defined scenarios/use cases are being developed for V&V and trade studies are planned to identify opportunities to decrease life cycle cost, reduce technical or schedule risks, and/or enhance RAM.

· Functional management plans (e.g., Configuration Management Plan, etc) are being developed.

· An approved SEP exists but an annual update is required and is in progress.

· Red

· User defined scenarios/use cases have not been developed for V&V and trade studies are not being performed to identify opportunities to decrease life cycle cost, reduce technical or schedule risks, and/or enhance RAM.

· Functional management plans (e.g., Configuration Management Plan, etc) do not exist.

· An approved SEP does not exist or an approved SEP exists but is outdated and no update is in progress.

3.  Any Risks Specific to a Center’s Mission Area

List any risks that are critical “watch” areas for a specific Center’s mission area.  The PM should assign a color value IAW the Risk Management Guide for DoD Acquisition to characterize the severity of those risks.

4.  Milestone Documentation

Pre-MS B

· Green –  All required documentation (e.g. TEMP, ISP, SEP, LCMP, etc – reference Figure 2) will be signed within lead time necessary to meet the Milestone Decision Date.

· Yellow –  One or more required Milestone documents (e.g. TEMP, ISP, SEP, LCMP, etc – reference Figure 2) may impact the ability to meet the Milestone Decision Date.

· Red -  One or more required Milestone documents (e.g. TEMP, ISP, SEP, LCMP, etc – reference Figure 2) will impact the ability to meet the Milestone Decision Date.

5.  Government Furnished Equipment

Pre-MS B

· Green –  Planned GFE (includes GFE for development, production, and sustainment) is available and maintainable and not on the critical path.
· Yellow –  Planned GFE (includes GFE for development, production, and sustainment) is available, but has maintainability issues or is on the critical path with no schedule impacts.
· Red –  GFE (includes GFE for development, production, and sustainment) is not available or is on the critical path with schedule impacts.
Pre-MS B Risk Assessment Metric Calculation (max value is 6 points)

· Green (4 to 6) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risks as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2, 3, 4, and 5 above lie in the Green zone.  Zero areas in Red zone.

· Yellow (3) - Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risks as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2, 3, 4, and 5 above lie in Yellow zone.  Zero areas in Red zone.
· Red (<3) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risks as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2, 3, 4, and 5 above lie in Yellow to Red zone; and one or more risks in Red zone.

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

4.11    EXECUTION – SUSTAINABILITY RISK ASSESSMENT METRIC
Execution – Sustainability Risk Assessment Metric Introduction

This metric includes the major activities and sustainment factor considerations to ensure adequate system support.  Early sustainment planning is critical to the ability of any program to execute its product support responsibilities.  This metric evaluates the sustainment planning/execution status of the program and identifies any significant issues/risks for senior leadership.  

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Sustainability Risk Assessment metric monthly.  The Program Office can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

NOTE:  Key pre-Milestone B sustainment/support planning activities include:  supportability objectives and concepts defined and validated, initial product support strategy included in the Life Cycle Management Plan (LCMP), supportability included in Expectation Management Agreements (EMAs), public-private partnership (PPP) considerations, product support management and product support budgeting and funding.  These activities may also include analyzing material solutions for supportability, evaluating product support capabilities in AoAs for best material approaches to include product support concepts in preferred systems concepts, etc.

Product support management assesses the adequacy of the life-cycle product support strategy to satisfy warfighter needs at best value. Product support budgeting and funding assesses the adequacy of programmed resources to fully fund product support and sustainment planning. The sustainment elements refer to acquisition of sustainment capability to sustain the system.  Reliability, Availability and Maintainability assessment is included in the Supportability element.    

The technical approach for ensuring Operational Safety, Suitability and Effectiveness (OSS&E) and lifecycle systems engineering in support of the sustainment and the product support strategy are included in the Systems Engineering Plan (SEP).  NOTE:  The SEP is a living document and should be updated at least annually.

The key OSS&E and lifecycle systems engineering processes are planning, systems management, design, verification & validation, risk management, inspections & maintenance, sources of supply, maintenance & repair, configuration management, requirements management, and technical management & controls (as identified in AFI 63-1201 and/or AFMCI 63-1201).

In addition, the Sustainment Elements are an integral part of sustainment planning/execution.  These elements (as identified in the Independent Logistics Assessment (ILA) Handbook) are:   manpower, personnel, maintenance, supportability, system engineering, data management, supply, transportation, configuration management and training.  

The requirements for this factor are consistent with AFI 63-107, Product Support, the Program Executive Officer (PEO) Program Supportability Assessment, the ILA Handbook and the DoD 5000 Integrated Defense Acquisition, Technology and Logistics Life Cycle Management Framework. 

Pre-MS B Sustainability Risk Assessment Metric Calculation (max value is 3 points)

· Green (2 to 3)

· Key sustainment/product support planning (e.g. Product Support Budgeting and Funding, etc.) /OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities (as defined in the Definitions/Notes section above) have been accomplished or there is a plan in place to accomplish, with no impact to the program.   Key sustainment/support planning/OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities are identified in the Definitions/Notes section above.

· Planning for the sustainment elements is on track or ahead of schedule.   

· The program has developed a strategy to procure technical data for planned sources of supply, maintenance, and repair as needed to execute the product support strategy in the LCMP.

· Acquisition Logistics personnel (or operations center personnel for space programs) are integrated with the Program Office and there is agreement on the Product Support Strategy.

· There is an open dialogue and/or active participation between the Program office and the assigned Air Logistics Center (ALC) (or Sustaining Organization/Space Operations Center) with agreement on the Product Support Strategy.    

· Yellow (1)

· Key sustainment/product support planning (e.g. Product Support Budgeting and Funding, etc.)/OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities (as defined in the Definitions/Notes section above) have not been accomplished which causes minor impacts to the program but there is a plan in place to mitigate impacts.

· Problems exist with planning for the sustainment elements but are resolvable within normal programmatic execution at PM/PEO level.  

· The program has a draft strategy to procure technical data for planned sources of supply, maintenance, and repair as needed to execute the product support strategy in the LCMP.

· Acquisition Logistics personnel (or operations center personnel for space programs) are integrated with the Program Office but there is some disagreement on the Product Support Strategy. 

· There is an open dialogue and/or active participation between the Program office and the assigned ALC (or Sustaining Organization/Space Operations Center), but there are some disagreements on the Product Support Strategy.

· Red (0)

· Key sustainment/product support planning (e.g. Product Support Budgeting and Funding, etc.)/OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities (as defined in the Definitions/Notes section above) have not been accomplished or current plan will cause major impacts to the program.

· Significant problems exist with planning for the sustainment elements and are not resolvable within normal programmatic execution at PM/PEO level.

· The program is not developing a strategy to procure technical data for planned sources of supply, maintenance, and repair as needed to execute the product support strategy in the LCMP.

· Acquisition Logistics personnel (or operations center personnel for space programs) are not integrated with the Program Office and there are major disagreement on the Product Support Strategy.

· There is NO dialogue nor active participation or the dialogue/participation is strained between the Program Office and the assigned ALC (or Sustaining Organization/Space Operations Center), and there are major disagreements on the Product Support Strategy.

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when readiness can not be achieved.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

4.12    EXECUTION – TESTING STATUS METRIC
Execution – Testing Status Metric Introduction

Testing status is a key metric for any program, both as an indicator of product capability, and as a prerequisite for milestone approvals and budget release.  The test planning should begin before contract award, be documented within the contract itself as well as other specific test related documents such as the TEMP, Live Fire Test Plan, etc.  These tests can be anywhere from component levels through complete systems tests.  During all phases, test planning should be realistic and include procedures for scheduling test rehearsals and back-up events, and identify the analytical tools, models, and simulations needed to predict, conduct, and evaluate major test events.  Acceptable tests include Modeling and Simulation; Analysis; Destructive/non-destructive tests; etc.  The appropriate level of testing and test types are determined by the phase of the acquisition cycle and are often a balance of cost, schedule, capability, and required fidelity.  However, the contractor, program office, PM, and ITO must often agree.  This metric summarizes the testing status of the program, along with identifying any significant testing issues for the acquisition leadership. 

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Testing Status metric quarterly, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

The Test and Evaluation (T&E) strategy documented in the Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP) is an element of the program manager’s overall Verification and Validation (V&V) strategy detailed in the SEP.  The program manager, test managers, engineers, and logisticians shape the TEMP based on the overall V&V methodology, both to supplement test events and to ensure validation of models, analytical tools, and simulations and also to verify development or OSS&E and lifecycle systems engineering requirements are met, and that OSS&E and lifecycle systems engineering processes are in place.

Testing terms refer to the standard programmatic testing phases as used by Director, Operational Test and Evaluation (DOT&E) and the Services. Testing milestones included in the APB should be captured in this metric. 

For the Pre-MS B testing phases:

· Green (2) 

· Technology demonstration/testing is on or ahead of schedule per the contractor/developer plan.

· Have benchmarked/validated test requirements against similar test programs.

· No significant problems have arisen in studies, assessments, and/or analyses as it pertains to testing (significant problems include such items as KPPs falling below threshold values; serious Sustainability/Reliability/Maintainability/ Availability issues)

· No issues in test strategy development, MOEs, MOPs and TEMP development and all are on schedule.

· All test assets, range capability and availability, program test priority, and readiness for testing have been addressed and no significant problems exist.

· There is an open dialogue between test organization and program office, and there is agreement on testing requirements.

· Modeling and Simulation is being utilized, as appropriate.

· The approach to V&V includes the expected operating environment.

· Yellow (1)

· Technology demonstration/ testing is behind schedule per the contractor/developer plan but not seriously impacting the program plan (i.e., creating serious budgetary impact)

· Have benchmarked test requirements against similar test programs but some differences are evident.

· Some problems exist but are resolvable within normal programmatic execution at the PM/PEO level

· Some issues in test strategy development, MOEs, MOPs and TEMP development which may impact schedule.

· All test assets, range capability and availability, program test priority, and readiness for testing have been addressed and significant problems exist but are resolvable within normal programmatic execution at the PM/PEO levels.

· There is an open dialogue between test organization and program office, and there is a moderate disagreement on testing requirements.

· Modeling and Simulation is being utilized, as appropriate.

· The approach to V&V does not include the expected operating environment but an action plan is being worked to include the expected operating environment.

· Red (0)

· Technology demonstration/ testing is significantly behind schedule per the contractor/developer plan and seriously impacting the program plan (i.e., serious budgetary impact)

· Have not benchmarked against similar test programs.

· Significant problems exist that are not resolvable within normal programmatic execution at the PM/PEO level.

· Significant issues in test strategy development, MOEs, MOPs and TEMP development which will impact schedule.

· All test assets, range capability and availability, program test priority, and readiness for testing have been addressed and significant problems exist that are not resolvable within normal programmatic execution at the PM/PEO levels.

· There is not an open dialogue between test organization and program office, and there is a significant disagreement on testing requirements.

· Modeling and Simulation is not being utilized.

· The approach to V&V does not include the expected operating environment and no action plan is being worked to include the expected operating environment.

Pre-MS B Testing Status Metric Calculation (max value is 2 points)

· Green (2) –  Test related issues are Green.

· Yellow (1) –  Some test related issues are Yellow.

· Red (0) – Meets criteria for Red.

· Killer Blow (0) – (TEMP not expected to be signed at MS B).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

4.13    EXECUTION – TECHNICAL MATURITY METRIC

Execution – Technical Maturity Metric Introduction

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.  In 1999 and 2002, the General Accounting Office (GAO) produced two studies of best practices in acquisition programs and suggested metrics designed to gauge technology, design, and manufacturing maturity at key program “flow points.”

Since 1999, the Air Force and other DoD components have been developing, refining, and implementing more formalized and comprehensive methods for assessing overall technical maturity.  Technology Readiness Levels (TRLs) are the most developed of these methods, and satisfy the DoDI 5000.2 for Technology Readiness Assessments at Milestones B and C.  The Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Science and Technology publishes a regularly updated Technology Readiness Assessment Deskbook that contains guidance on TRLs and their assessment.  The Air Force is piloting the use of Manufacturing Readiness Levels (MRLs) to assess design and manufacturing maturity.  Alternatively, USD(AT&L) requires some programs to use Engineering Manufacturing Readiness Levels (EMRLs), developed by the Missile Defense Agency, to measure aspects of technical maturity.  As methods for assessing technical maturity evolve, this metric area may change.

The Technical Maturity Metric is currently composed of three subcomponents: Technology Readiness, Design Readiness, and Manufacturing Readiness.
· Technology Readiness relies on the required assessments of TRLs, using the guidance specific to the program’s phase in the Acquisition lifecycle (see the “Definitions/Notes” section, below).

· Design Readiness assesses whether major design responsibilities are assigned and key design activities are being executed.  At its core, the program’s design effort involves the application of engineering and technical management to transform operational needs into a definition of system and component capabilities/attributes.  Key activities include establishing processes that govern the contractor’s design effort, and acquiring and preserving the performance allocations and technical data that support development, manufacturing, and sustainment.  The program's design effort takes place throughout the lifecycle, and programs should evaluate Design Readiness using the guidance specific to the program’s phase (see the “Definitions/Notes” section, below).

· Those programs that have assessed MRLs or EMRLs should report those levels for Manufacturing Readiness, using the guidance specific to the program’s phase in the Acquisition lifecycle (see the “Definitions/Notes” section, below).  If a program has not assessed its MRLs or EMRLs, it should report Manufacturing Readiness only between Milestone B and Milestone C, using the alternative metric discussed in that section.

For the purpose of PoPS metric reporting, the diagram below portrays how TRLs, MRLs, and EMRLs correspond to the DoDI 5000.2 Acquisition lifecycle framework.  For TRLs – and for those programs using MRLs or EMRLs –  this diagram is the basis for the metric evaluation criteria that change with each program phase.
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NOTE: This diagram portrays the relationship of the various readiness levels to the Acquisition Framework for the purposes of this PoPS metric only.  

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Technical Maturity metric semi-annually, but can update this metric more frequently if the Technical Maturity data changes significantly.

Pre-Milestone B Metrics

Technology Readiness up to and including Pre-MS B

All programs must report Technology Readiness.  For each of the program’s identified Critical Technology Elements (CTEs), enter its TRL, as assigned by the program in accordance with the guidance in the Technology Readiness Assessment Deskbook.  (NOTE: If appropriate, be sure to identify software and other information technology elements as CTEs.)  RED/YELLOW/GREEN evaluations will be based upon the TRL entries and the position of the program in the Acquisition Lifecycle.  IAW Title 10 of the US Code, Section 2366a, as enacted by Section 801 of FY 2006 National Defense Authorization Act, the Milestone Decision Authority (MDA) must certify at the Milestone B decision point that “the technology in the program has been demonstrated in a relevant environment.”  Therefore, a “KILLER BLOW” may be assigned if the program is in preparation for the Milestone B decision point, and its CTEs are not at TRL 6.

· Early in the Technology Development Phase, after a MS A Decision (if applicable)

· Green:  The program either has a Technology Development Strategy (TDS) that was approved at Milestone A, or has prepared one that is available for review and approval.  In addition, all identified CTEs are at TRL 5 or above; or if any CTE is below TRL 5, a substitute mature technology is available that meets the user’s needs.

· Yellow:  The program either has a TDS that was approved at Milestone A, or has prepared one that is available for review and approval.  In addition, one or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 4, and there are no substitute mature technologies that meets the user’s needs.

· Red:  The program does not have a TDS available for review and approval; or one or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 3 or lower, and there are no substitute mature technologies that meets the user’s needs.

· Late in the Technology Development Phase (last 4 months of this phase), but before staffing for the MS B Decision begins.

· Green:  All identified CTEs are at TRL 6 or above; or if any CTE is below TRL 6, a substitute mature technology is available that meets the user’s needs.

· Yellow:  One or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 5 (but none is below), there are no substitute mature technologies that meets the users needs, and the program is on track to have all CTEs at TRL 6 by the Milestone B decision.

· Red:  Any of the program’s CTEs are at TRL 4 or lower, and there are no substitute mature technologies; or one or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 5, there are no substitute mature technologies, and it will be difficult to have all CTEs at TRL 6 by the Milestone B decision.

· At the MS B Decision, and extending to the first Metric Reporting period six months afterward.

· Green:  All identified CTEs are at TRL 6 or above; or if any CTE is below TRL 6, a substitute mature technology is available that meets the user’s needs.

· Yellow: (There is no Yellow rating)

· Red:  (There is no Red rating)

· Killer Blow:  One or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 5 or below, and there are no substitute mature technologies.   Color this metric Red, the factor above is Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Design Readiness up to and including MS B

· Green

· Contractual requirements define responsibilities for identifying and documenting all of the following: critical manufacturing processes, expected variability, critical spares, product acceptance criteria, and quality control capabilities.

· Incremental design activities are defined and directly linked with Technical Performance Measures (TPMs), Verification & Validation (V&V) methods, and entrance and exit criteria for formal technical reviews.

· Yellow

· Contractual requirements define responsibilities for identifying and documenting two or three of the following: critical manufacturing processes, expected variability, critical spares, product acceptance criteria, and quality control capabilities.

· Incremental design activities are defined but indirectly linked with TPMs, V&V methods, and entrance and exit criteria for formal technical reviews.

· Red

· Contractual requirements define responsibilities for identifying and documenting one or none of the following: critical manufacturing processes, expected variability, critical spares, product acceptance criteria, and quality control capabilities.

· Incremental design activities are not defined and not directly linked with TPMs, V&V methods, and entrance and exit criteria for formal technical reviews.
Manufacturing Readiness up to and including MS B

Only those programs that have assessed MRLs or EMRLs should report those levels for Manufacturing Readiness, using the guidance below.  Pre-MS B programs that do not use MRLs should not report Manufacturing Readiness.
For programs reporting MRLs:

· Early in the Technology Development Phase, after a MS A Decision (if applicable)

· Green:  The program is at MRL 5 or above.

· Yellow:  One of the elements is at MRL 4.

· Red:  Two or more of the elements are at MRL 4 or below.

· Late in the Technology Development Phase, in the 4 month period leading up to and including the MS B Decision, and extending to the first Metric Reporting period six months after the MS B Decision.

· Green:  The program is at MRL 6 or above.

· Yellow:  One of the elements is at MRL 5.

· Red:  Two or more of the elements are at MRL 5 or below.

For programs reporting EMRLs:

· During the Technology Development Phase, including the MS B Decision, and extending to the first Metric Reporting period six months after the MS B Decision.

· Green:  The program is at EMRL 1 or above.

· Yellow:  The program has not yet met the exit criteria for EMRL 1, but is on track to do so by MS B.

· Red:  The program has not yet met the exit criteria for EMRL 1, and will not meet the exit criteria by MS B.

Pre-MS B Technical Maturity Metric Calculation (max value is 7 points)

· Green (5 to 7) - All reported technical maturity metrics for current stage of the program are Green. 
· Yellow (2 to <5) – Any reported technical maturity metric for current stage of the program is Yellow, but none are red. 
· Red (<2) – Any reported metric for current stage of the program is Red.

· Killer Blow (0) -  Program is preparing for Milestone B approval, and one of the program’s CTEs is not at TRL 6 or higher.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Pre-MS B Level 1 Execution Factor Calculation (max value 24 points) = sum of all 8 metrics
· Green: (19 to 24)

· Yellow: (14 to <19)

· Red: (<14)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
4.14    EXECUTION – SOFTWARE METRIC

Execution – Software Metric Introduction

This metric is not applicable to pre-milestone B programs and should be grayed out.  Software risk is included under the Program Risk metric.

4.15    PROGRAM “FIT” IN CAPABILITY VISION FACTOR
Program “Fit” in Capability Vision Factor Introduction
The first of the two external Level 1 Factors is Program “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.  OSD has strongly asserted its prerogatives in this area. 

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Program “Fit” Capability Vision factor semi-annually.  The Program Office can update more frequently if data represented by this factor changes significantly.       

4.15.1    Within the DoD Vision Metric
Current DOD vision is centered on three basic principles, Transformation, Interoperability, and Joint Operations.  Combined, these will allow future forces from any service to be called upon jointly to achieve the desired effect with fewer assets.  For a more detailed description, please refer to 

http://www.oft.osd.mil/library/library_files/document_383_ElementsOfTransformation_LR.pdf
An extract describing the Force Transformation Vision is as follows:

...two salient characteristics seem to stand out: (1) It will be a joint, network-centric force; and (2) It will be capable of executing effects-based operations (EBO), enabled by Network-centric warfare (NCW).

Already, the combination of modern technology and new operational concepts has enabled networked units and individual platforms to operate together in ways not considered possible just a few years ago. NCW is characterized by the ability of geographically dispersed forces to attain a high level of shared battlespace awareness that is exploited to achieve strategic, operational, and tactical objectives in accordance with the commander’s intent. This linking of people, platforms, weapons, sensors, and decision aids into a single network creates a whole that is clearly greater than the sum of its parts. The result is networked forces that operate with increased speed and synchronization and are

capable of achieving massed effects, in many situations without the physical massing of forces required in the past.

The emerging way of war, constructed around the fundamental tenets of NCW and emphasizing high-quality shared awareness, dispersed forces, speed of command, and flexibility, will allow U.S. forces to exploit the potential of EBO in achieving strategic, operational, and tactical objectives. In the process of transforming the way that we fight, we should emerge with a force that is more expeditionary, agile, and lethal than the present force and more capable of employing operational maneuver and precision effects capabilities to achieve victory. The battlespace is expected to be a more dispersed one, within which our forces will conduct noncontiguous, mutually supporting operations. These operations will seamlessly tie in other government agencies, as well as multinational partners, in order to permit a smooth transition from Major Combat Operations (MCO) to Stability Operations.

An extract from AT&L memo:

October 2005, the Department established the Business Transformation Agency (BTA) to assist in transforming the business operations of DoD to achieve improved joint warfighter support and enable financial accountability across the Department.

The specific objectives of business transformation are outlined in the Department’s Enterprise Transition Plan which includes six Business Enterprise Priorities:

Personnel Visibility

Acquisition Visibility

Common Supplier Engagement

Materiel Visibility

Real Property Accountability, and

Financial Visibility

Transformation

Transformation will measure the extent to which the program possesses the transformational attributes (such as knowledge, speed, agility, and lethality that would be expected of a transformed uniformed force) specified by OSD leadership.

Interoperability

The extent to which the program complies with/has embedded within it the architectural/engineering characteristics (compliance with the Global Information Grid (GIG)/Information Dissemination Management (IDM) Capstone Requirements Document (CRD), Defense Information Infrastructure (DII), Open architecture protocols) which would allow it to interoperate across systems.

Joint

Jointness is the extent to which the program is usable by other services, joint operations, and coalitions without unique support arrangements being made by those users.  The focus of this factor is on Doctrine, Organization, Training, Material, Leadership and Education, Personnel and Facilities.

DoD Vision Metric 

Pre-Milestone B (value is 7.5  Pts Max)

The DoD Vision metric will be assigned a value and color rating based on the program office’s assessment. Total points available will not exceed 7.5 (increments of .5 units only (i.e. 6.0, 6.5, 7.0, or 7.5)):

· Green (5 to 7.5)

· Program is in strong alignment with DoD’s Transformation/Interoperability/Joint Operations Vision

· Strong fit into future force structure

· Yellow (3 to <5)

· Program is in mild/moderate alignment with DoD’s Transformation/Interoperability/Joint Operations Vision

· Neutral fit into future force structure 

· Red (<3)

· Program is not in alignment with DoD’s Transformation/Interoperability/Joint Operations Vision

· Weak fit into future force structure

· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists. Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

4.15.2    Within the HQAF Vision Metric
Determine where the program plays in the Current/Future Forces vision. 

This metric will be assigned a value and color rating based on the program office’s assessment. Points assigned by how well program or transformational activities support the AF Distinctive Capabilities (AFDC), listed below along with their source link.  

http://www.oft.osd.mil/library/library_files/document_385_2004_USAF_Transformation_Flight_Plan.pdf
Air and Space Superiority:

· Negating Enemy Air Defenses: Penetration of advanced enemy air defenses to clear the path for follow-on joint forces.  Effective and persistent air, space, and information operations beyond the range of enemy air defenses under adverse weather conditions. 

· Space Superiority: Protection and survivability of vital space assets.   Negation of an adversary’s access to space services.

· Missile Destruction in Flight: Detection of ballistic and cruise missile launches and destruction of those missiles in flight.

Information Superiority:  

· Seamless, joint machine-to-machine integration of all manned, unmanned, and space systems

· Real-time picture of the battlespace 

· Predictive Battlespace Awareness

· Ensured use of the information domain via effective information assurance and information operations

· Denial of effective C4ISR to adversaries via effective information operations

Rapid Global Mobility: 

· Rapid establishment of air operations, an air bridge, and movement of military capability in support of operations anywhere in the world under any conditions

· Responsive launch and operation of new space vehicles and refueling/repair/relocation of future on-orbit assets

Global Attack:  

· Rapid and precise attack of any target on the globe with persistent effects

Agile Combat Support:

· Significantly lighter, leaner, faster combat support to enable responsive, persistent, and effective combat operations under any condition

Precision Engagement:

· Order of magnitude increase in number of targets hit per sortie

· Achievement of specific, tailored effects on a target short of total destruction

HQAF Vision Metric 

Pre-Milestone B (value is 7.5 pts max)

The HQAF Vision metric will be assigned a value and color rating based on the program office’s assessment. Total points available will not exceed 7.5 (increments of .5 units only (i.e. 6.0, 6.5, 7.0, or 7.5)):

· Green (5 to 7.5)

· Program is in significant alignment with the AFDC and/or future force structure

· Program is on track to provide planned capability

· Yellow (3 to <5)

· Program is in secondary/peripheral alignment with the AFDC and/or future force structure OR

· Program is a planned key/core supporter and is encountering problems impacting its ability to provide planned capability 

· Red (<3)

· Program does not fit the AFDC and/or future force structure

· Program is encountering problems which will prevent it from providing planned key capability

· Killer Blow (0) - A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Level 1 “Fit in the Vision” Factor Calculation = value (DoD vision) + value (Air Force vision) = 15 points max

· Green: (10  to 15)

· Yellow: (6 to <10)

· Red: (<6)
· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
4.16    PROGRAM ADVOCACY FACTOR

Program Advocacy Factor Introduction

The final level 1 Factor is Program Advocacy.  Advocacy measures the support for a program on the part of senior decision makers. 

Definitions/Notes

PEO will prepare this information.

· PM will consult with outside sources (Program Element Managers (PEMs), Legislative Liaisons, and/or warfighter representatives, as appropriate) in order to provide a preliminary assessment

· PEO will provide the final evaluation

· PM / PEO can modify the list of advocates to include entities not listed,  particularly for ACAT III programs (e.g.  For ACAT III programs, keep warfighter, OSD, Industry, and International (if appropriate) as advocacy entries, and modify advocacy listing for Congress, HQ Air Force, and Joint Staff to other sources that provide advocacy for the program, as appropriate)

· HQ Air Force can be swapped out with AQ

· PEO can’t be an advocate

· Points given to the individual component metrics comprising the advocacy metric can be readjusted between them as appropriate.

The Program Executive Office will update the Program Advocacy factor semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this factor changes significantly.

Red/Yellow/Green evaluations should be based on statements, documents, and/or decisions that are “Matters of Record”.  Voice over by the PEO while briefing can provide amplifying/supporting data.

· Advocacy – Actual or 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. 

· Advocate – An elected or appointed governmental official; a flag officer; or a career Senior Executive Service in a leadership position within an advocacy group.

· OSD – Flag/SES level decision makers in OSD organization (e.g., USD(AT&L); ASD (C3I); Director, PA&E; Director, DOT&E; ASD (Comptroller) – may not be applicable for non-ACAT/ACAT III programs.

· Joint Staff – Flag/SES level in Joint Staff, (particularly FCB, JCP and Joint Requirement Oversight Council processes) – may not be applicable for non-ACAT/ACAT III programs.

· War Fighter – Flag/SES level in Service and Joint warfighting commands, CSA staff.

· HQAF – SES/Flag incumbents at DAF level and above.

· Congressional  – Senators/Members of Congress/Professional Staff of the four committees (HASC/SASC/ HAC/SAC). Personal staff of congressional members.

· Industry – Senior Executives of involved corporations.

· International (as applicable): – Senior governmental decision makers / Executives of foreign industry partners / foreign military sales / international partnerships

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.  

Pre-MS B Program Advocacy Factor Calculation (max value is 20 Points)

· Green – Warfighter (5 to 6), Congress (3 to 4), OSD (2 or 2 to 3), Joint Staff (2), AF HQ (2), Industry (2 or 2 to 3), International (2 or 0)

· 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

· Air Staff, warfighter, user, and Product Center communications healthy, monitoring POM process, answering routine congressional inquiries as required

· Congressional support evident in terms of a direct sponsor

· For Foreign Military Sales

· No FMS is anticipated or FMS is planned/ongoing and FMS approvals/authorities/documentation have been assessed and accomplished --- FMS contributed funding helps stabilize the program by reducing/augmenting US investment funding or FMS orders stabilize planned production quantity procurement profiles and testing/production plans are complete.

· COCOM(s) concurs with requirement

· Yellow - Warfighter (3 to <5), Congress (2 to <3), OSD (1), Joint Staff (1), AF HQ (1), Industry (1), International (1 or 0)

· No position on program taken

· No actions (positive or negative) taken on program budget

· Disconnects in communications between Air Staff, warfighter, user, and Product Center leading to POM disconnects

· For Foreign Military Sales

· FMS is planned, FMS approvals/authorities/documentation have been assessed and some are NOT accomplished and the time required to obtain approval or complete documentation may impact the Program’s overall schedule or cost.  

· COCOM(s) position requested; response not received

· Red - Warfighter (<3), Congress (<2), OSD (0), Joint Staff (0), AF HQ (0), Industry (0), International (0)

· 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 “string out” (length of buy increased while yearly quantities dropped)

· Negative statement/decisions/actions on program by decision-makers
· For Foreign Military Sales
· FMS is anticipated, but FMS approvals/authorities/documentation have NOT been assessed or completed
· No COCOM(s) position requested
Level 1 Pre-MS B Advocacy Factor Calculation (max value 20 points) = sum of all level 2 Advocacy metrics.  Sample allocated values follow: Warfighter (6 points) and Congress (4 points); and all remaining are 2 points each.  If you do not have international involvement, “gray” out the International metric and take the 2 points, and allocate 1 additional to OSD (3 pts max) and 1 additional to Industry (3 pts max) .  The advocacy rating is based on the PEO’s assessment. The color rating will be based on the total assigned points across advocacy categories. 

· Green: (16 to 20)

· Yellow: (12 to <16) 

· Red: (<12)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
5.0 Post- Milestone B Documentation

5.1    Introduction
For programs between Milestone B and Milestone C, the set of criteria outlined in Chapter 5 should be used for evaluation.  Figure 9 below details the Windshield Chart to be used for programs in the Post-Milestone B phase of the acquisition cycle.   
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Figure 9.  Post-Milestone B Windshield Chart Example

Note:  For Post-Milestone B, software risk is evaluated separately for programs which are software-intensive.  Otherwise, software is evaluated as part of the Top 5 Program Risks under Program Risk Assessment.

5.2 REQUIREMENTS – PROGRAM PARAMETER STATUS METRIC

Requirements – Program Parameter Status Metric Introduction

The first Level 2 metric under Program Requirements is the Program Parameter Status metric.  This metric is designed to evaluate the program’s status in meeting the performance levels mandated by the warfighter.  Performance parameters are selectable at the discretion of the PM:

· Will usually contain all  Key Performance Parameters (KPP)

· Can include non-KPPs (to include Program Acquisition Unit Cost (PAUC), Average Procurement Unit Cost (APUC), Average Unit Procurement Price (AUPP) and/or Average Unit Production Cost (AUPC)) if the PM believes it important to include them

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Program Parameter Status metric quarterly, but can update the metric more frequently if data represented changes significantly. The Program Parameters and Key Performance Parameters may be included at the discretion of the PM/PEO if they are considered to be critical to the measurement of Program Success.  The PM can select parameters identified from the Monthly Acquisition Report (MAR) or Acquisition Program Baseline (APB).  Additionally, PMs can add parameters not currently listed.  The criteria below should be consistent with the ACAT level of the program being evaluated.

The Department of Defense Architecture Framework (DoDAF) is a framework for development of a systems architecture or enterprise architecture (EA).  All major U.S. Government Department of Defense (DoD) weapons and information technology systems that are components of collaborative techniques that involve multi-weapon systems or are components of a System of Systems capability, should develop an EA and document that architecture using architectural descriptions/views.  These architectural descriptions/views should provide a description of the capability inter-relationships of the component systems, mission environment and threat environment as well as describe the inter-relationship of the systems for the System of Systems capability.

Post-MS B Program Parameter Status Metric Calculation (max value is 10 points)

· Green (8 to 10) 
· Performance Requirements are clearly understood, are well managed by warfighter and/or AFOTEC, and are being well realized by Program Manager.
· KPP/selected non-KPP Threshold values are met by latest testing results (or latest analysis if testing has not occurred).  
· If applicable, AUPP/AUPC and/or PAUC/APUC are stable and within AoA Threshold values.  
· Concept of operations is available and well understood. 
· A Preliminary Design Review has been successfully conducted.
· An Integrated Baseline Review has been conducted. 
· System-specific threat assessment (e.g. System Threat Assessment Report) is published, current, and validated; intelligence infrastructure and supportability have been assessed and there are no known shortfalls; intelligence (e.g. Threat Working Group) assesses there are no changes to adversary capabilities, tactics, or procedures that significantly affect U.S. or coalition operations in area of interest.

· Requirements/configuration changes at any level in the functional architecture include complete assessments of impacts on the allocated subsystem requirements, system requirements, certifications, OSS&E baseline, and the OSS&E baseline Document (OBD), if applicable.
· All of the following areas are traceable to the allocated system and subsystem requirements: technical performance measures, contractual requirements, maturity indicators, and acceptance criteria, if applicable.
· For all weapon systems that are components of Systems of System capability: Current architectural descriptions/views of that Systems of System capability, have been developed and are used.
· Yellow (6 to <8) 

· Requirements are understood but are in flux (emergent changes from warfighter and/or AFOTEC) – one or more critical requirements remain undefined after Systems Requirements Review or KPP/non-KPP change within the last 12 months or the program has been given a temporary relief from meeting a KPP

· Warfighter management and/or PM execution of requirements has created some impact to original requirements set (set de-scope, 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).  

· If applicable, AUPP/AUPC and/or PAUC/APUC values have not exceeded 10% deviation from Threshold AoA values.  

· Concept of operations is vague or still in draft format. 
· A Preliminary Design Review has been scheduled, but not yet conducted.

· An Integrated Baseline Review has been scheduled, but not yet conducted. 

· System-specific threat assessment requires updating; intelligence infrastructure has not been fully assessed or minor intelligence infrastructure modifications are necessary; intelligence supportability has not been fully assessed or minor shortfalls have been identified; intelligence has identified a significant Critical Intelligence Parameter breach or a new threat that significantly affects mission accomplishment.
· Requirements/configuration changes at any level in the functional architecture include incomplete assessments of impacts on the allocated subsystem requirements, system requirements, certifications, OSS&E baseline, and the OBD, if applicable.

· Two or three of the following areas are traceable to the allocated system and subsystem requirements: technical performance measures, contractual requirements, maturity indicators, and acceptance criteria, if applicable.
· For all weapon systems that are components of Systems of System capability: Current architectural descriptions/views of that Systems of System capability, have been developed but are not used.

· Red (<6) 

· Requirements flux/”creep” has resulted in significant real-time changes to program plan requiring program rebaselining/restructure – proposed design does not meet all KPPs after PDR.  

· A requirement is under review in the AFSPC “urgent and compelling” process.  One or more KPP/selected non-KPPs did not meet Threshold values as evaluated during OA/Operational testing.  

· If applicable, AUPP/AUPC and/or PAUC/APUC values are unstable and are climbing with unacceptable slope (values are above 10% deviation from Threshold AoA values).  

· Concept of operations is not available.  

· A Preliminary Design Review has not been planned and/or scheduled.

· An Integrated Baseline Review has not been planned and/or scheduled.

· System-specific threat assessment is outdated; intelligence infrastructure has not been assessed or multiple/major intelligence infrastructure modifications are necessary; intelligence supportability has not been assessed or multiple/major shortfalls have been identified; intelligence has identified multiple Critical Intelligence Parameter breaches or new threats that will preclude the planned system from performing its mission.
· Requirements/configuration changes at any level in the functional architecture do not include assessments of impacts on the allocated subsystem requirements, system requirements, certifications, OSS&E baseline, and the OBD, if applicable.

· Less than two of the following areas are traceable to the allocated system and subsystem requirements: technical performance measures, contractual requirements, maturity indicators, and acceptance criteria, if applicable.
· For all weapon systems that are components of Systems of System capability: Current architectural descriptions/views of that Systems of System capability, have not been developed.
· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., zeroing of program budget by Congressional committee/conference, Nunn-McCurdy breaches, the need generated for a program rebaseline, etc.).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

5.3   REQUIREMENTS – PROGRAM SCOPE EVOLUTION METRIC
Requirements – Program Scope Evolution Metric Introduction

The second Level 2 metric under Program Requirements is Program Scope Evolution. This metric is designed to illustrate the degree of program risk inherent in overall program scope growth, from the time (pre-program initiation) where program scope was first determined, to the present. 

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Program Scope Evolution metric semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

The objective of this metric is to show overall program scope growth, from pre-program initiation, where program scope was first determined, to the present. It’s important to note the “original” data for cost and schedule comes, not from the initial Acquisition Program Baseline (APB) but from studies (Analyses of Alternatives, Cost Analysis Improvement Group (CAIG) and/or Independent Cost Estimate (ICE) teams) that were done to bound the program prior to program initiation.  If during the life of the program the program scope changed, the program should use the most recent independent cost estimate for the original value. 

· Original: Scoped Requirements/Cost/Schedule that came from the “clean sheet of paper” studies prior to program initiation (original ICD/Analysis of Alternative (AOA)/ICE or CAIG).  If there has been significant change in the program from program initiation to present, program office can use the latest independent assessment for cost and schedule predictions. 

· Current: Requirements/Cost/Schedule resources as represented in the current ICD/CDD/CPD/APB/Program Budget.  

Post-MS B Program Scope Evolution Metric Calculation (max value is 10 points)

· Green (8 to 10) 

· Program is being executed as originally scoped in “clean sheet of paper” analyses. The original scope of program is accurate; minor changes (0% – 5% of original values) only, since program initiation or re-baseline.  

· Yellow (6 to <8) 

· Program is executing with some changes (increase or decrease) from “clean sheet of paper” analyses. The requirements, cost, and/or schedule have been changed (between 5% and 10% of original values or re-baseline, in the direction of higher risk); without corresponding adjustment/infusion of resources to mitigate risk.

· Red (<6) 

· Program is executing with significant changes (increase or decrease) from “clean sheet of paper” analyses. The requirements, cost, and/or schedule have been changed (> 10% of original values or re-baseline, in the direction of higher risk); without corresponding adjustment/infusion of resources to mitigate risk; or program is in an APB breach/Nunn-McCurdy breach status, which has not been resolved.

· Killer Blow (0) - A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., zeroing of program budget by Congressional committee/conference, Nunn-McCurdy breaches, the need generated for a program rebaseline, etc).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Post-MS B Level 1 Requirements Factor Calculation (max value 20 points) = value (Program Parameter Status – max 10 pts) + value (Program Scope Evolution – max 10 pts)

· Green (16 to 20)

· Yellow (12 to <16) 

· Red (<12)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
5.4    RESOURCES – BUDGET METRIC

Resources – Budget Metric Introduction

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 through the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP). This metric also reflects sufficiency for each program appropriation. Sufficiency is defined as the degree to which the amount and phasing of each appropriation within a program retires programmatic risk. High sufficiency equates to low budgetary risk, and vice versa. 

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Budget metric quarterly, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

· Cost Estimate – This is the initial program cost estimate which has been benchmarked/validated against similar programs.
· Life Cycle Costs –  Life Cycle Costs (LCC) are acquisition and sustainment costs (cradle to grave) to include the costs of implementing and maintaining disciplined lifecycle systems engineering and OSS&E.
· Execution – This is the status of fund obligations compared to established goals and targets.
· Budget – This is the entire budget for the program broken down by appropriation for prior and execution-year funds. 

· Sufficiency (SUF) – This is the extent to which programmatic risk is retired by the amount and phasing of funds (by appropriation) in a program’s budget (APB/Selective Acquisition Report (SAR)).

· APB data is baseline for overall program spending

· SAR data breaks down funding by year

· Sufficiency is assessed in each year.  The PM will assess sufficiency and assign appropriate color rating that will be used during the budget metric criteria evaluation. 

· Green: Budget amount/phasing supports low program risk. 

· Yellow: Budget amount/phasing supports medium program risk. 

· Red: Budget amount/phasing supports high program risk.

Post-MS B Budget Metric Calculation (max value is 14 points)

· Green (11 to 14) – Cost estimate has been benchmarked/validated against like programs with appropriate margin added for differences. An independent estimate of cost was accomplished by an organization outside the Program Office Reporting Chain. Budget is sufficient (does not exceed 0 – 5% deviation from original values) to allow approved program to be executed with low risk. No more than one overall sufficiency “Yellow” rating across all appropriations, across the FYDP.  The budget and the independent estimate of cost are not equal, and deviate between 0 and 5%.  Life Cycle Costs are sufficient (does not exceed 0 – 5% deviation from original values) to allow approved program to proceed with low risk. 

· Yellow (8 to <11) – Cost estimate has been benchmarked/validated against like programs without consideration for added differences.  An independent estimate of cost has been accomplished using essential data provided by the program office. Budget is sufficient (exceeded values are between 5% and 10% deviation from original values) to allow program to be executed with moderate risk.  The budget and the independent estimate of cost are not equal, and deviate between 5 and 10%. Life Cycle Costs are sufficient (exceeded values are between 5% and 10% deviation from original values) to allow approved program to proceed with moderate risk.

· No more than two overall sufficiency “Yellow” ratings across all appropriations, across the FYDP.

· Red (<8) – Cost estimate has NOT been benchmarked/validated against like programs.  No independent estimate of cost accomplished or the budget and the independent estimate of cost are not equal and deviate beyond 10%. Budget is insufficient (exceeded values are > 10% deviation from original values) to allow program to be executed without high risk.  The budget and the independent estimate of cost are not equal and deviate beyond 10%.  Life Cycle Costs are insufficient (exceeded values are >10% deviation from original values) to allow program to proceed without high risk. 

· Three or more overall sufficiency “Yellow” ratings and/or one or more overall sufficiency “Red” ratings across all appropriations, across the FYDP.

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., zeroing of program budget by Congressional committee/conference, Nunn-McCurdy breaches, the need generated for a program rebaseline, etc).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

5.5    RESOURCES – MANNING METRIC

Resources – Manning Metric Introduction

Manning is critical to the ability of any program to execute its responsibilities. The first of these metrics, Government Program Office Manning is intended to show several key aspects of Program Office staffing status.  Civilian, military, matrix and contracted support personnel statuses are addressed.  All billets belonging to the Program Office should be accounted for across the categories.  Program Offices should report the manning that personally support the Program Office specifically.  Manning should represent the personnel who support the function of the Program Office and not the execution. Personnel can be co-located or off site to the program office.  Manning must be sufficient to support the functional areas that are critical to a program (e.g. program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering, etc).   During this phase, key sustainment manning must continue to be included as essential personnel to the Program Office (e.g. System Support Manager (SSM), Engineer, Equipment Specialist (ES), Item Manager (IM), for Space the appropriate operations/sustainment functions – mission control team/operations staff, etc.).  It is not intended to capture work hours associated with the use of an organization that is supporting the Program Office i.e. laboratories, test organization, etc...  Specific personnel issues impacting on the program’s ability to successfully execute the program (e.g., what key specialties are missing; what key billets are unfilled/about to be vacated) should be highlighted in the comments section of the spreadsheet.

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Manning metric semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

Manning and Qualification

This metric is intended to show Program Office staffing status as of the reporting date. Civilian, military, matrix, contracted support personnel statuses are addressed. 

· All billets belonging to the Program Office should be accounted for across the categories

· Specific personnel issues impacting on the program’s ability to successfully execute the program (i.e. what key specialties are missing; what key billets are unfilled/about to be vacated) should be highlighted in the comments section of the spreadsheet

Post-MS B Manning Metric Calculation (max value is 3 points)

· Green (2 to 3)  

· 90% or above of all Program Office authorized/funded billets (including in house contractor support – i.e. A&AS, FFRDC, etc. and key functional - program management, contracting, logistics (sustainment), financial management, engineering,  etc - billets, as appropriate)  are filled – staffed to within 90% of benchmark (or manpower model substantiated) program levels.

· Key program leadership positions are stable.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for over a year. Key leadership is defined as Wing, Group, or Squadron Director/Commander, Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate, and are those leadership positions that are directly associated with the program.

· The most recent key personnel change is more than 3 months ago and no changes are planned within the next 3 months.

· Rotation of Critical Acquisition Position (CAP) personnel are at or beyond 3 years cycles.

· 90% (or more) of all government program IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  At least 50% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Contracted support personnel funding levels are below Center approved limits.

· Yellow (1)  

· 80% to 89% of all Program Office authorized/funded billets (including in house contractor support – i.e. A&AS, FFRDC, etc. and key functional - program management, contracting, logistics (sustainment), financial management, engineering,  etc - billets, as appropriate) are filled – staffed to 70% to 89% of benchmarked program levels.

· Key program leadership positions have some movement volatility.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for less than a year. Key leadership is defined Wing, Group, or Squadron Director/Commander, Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate.

· One key personnel change has been made within the past 3 months or is projected within the next 3 months.  NOTE: If 2 or more key personnel changes have occurred within the last 6 months then this metric rating is reduced to red (see below).

· Rotation of CAP personnel within 3 years.

· 80% to 89%  of all government program IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  At least 40% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Contracted support personnel funding levels approaching Center approved limits.

· Red (0)  

· Less than 80% of all Program Office authorized/funded billets (including in house contractor support – i.e. A&AS, FFRDC, etc. and key functional - program management, contracting, logistics (sustainment), financial management, engineering,  etc - billets, as appropriate) are filled – staffed at less than 70% of benchmarked program levels.

· Key program leadership positions are very unstable and have significant movement volatility.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for less than six months. Key leadership is defined as Wing, Group, or Squadron Director/Commander, Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate.

· Two or more key personnel changes have been made  within the last 6 months, or 2 or more changes are forecast within the next 6 months.

· Rotation of CAP within 18 months.

· Less than 80% of all government program IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  Less than 40% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Contracted support personnel funding levels are above Center approved limits.

· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., volatility of manning movement or reduction in program manning make the program non-executable, etc.).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

5.6    RESOURCES – CONTRACTOR/DEVELOPER HEALTH METRIC

Resources – Contractor/Developer Health Metric Introduction

· In order to effectively partner with industry, the government Program Manager has to understand what industry-specific measures of success are truly important to his industry partner. This metric provides an evaluation of the state of the contractor/developer’s business, and his team, to the PM, the Program Executive Office (PEO) and the Service Acquisition Executive. 

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Contractor/Developer Health metric semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

Data for this metric should be developed in conjunction with the Prime contractor/developer (and key subcontractors) and the assigned Defense Contract Management Agency (DCMA) PI/ACO organization, if appropriate. If DCMA PI/ACO is used, weight their color input by 50%.  If DCMA PI/ACO is unused, the PM (contractor/developer inputs should be solicited) is responsible for 100% of the evaluation color.  Rating should be based on the most limiting contractor.

Post-MS B Contractor/Developer Health Metric Calculation (max value is 3 pts)

· 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) – program has been executing according to program plan and execution manning levels are within 0 - 5% in deviation from current approved baselines (e.g. proposal or latest approved).

· Contractor/Developer key program leadership positions are stable.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for over a year. Key leadership is defined as Contractor/Developer Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate, and are those leadership positions that are directly associated with the program.

· The most recent key personnel change is more than 3 months ago and no changes are planned within the next 3 months.

· Contractor/developer facilities have no significant issues

· Corporate management demonstrates high commitment to program

· Yellow (1)  

· Some corporate/group issues affecting program

· Program is peripheral to core capability of business unit

· Program has some manning issues (team and/or key personnel) which are affecting program execution – execution manning levels are between 5 - 10% in deviation from current approved baselines (e.g. proposal or latest approved).

· Contractor/Developer key program leadership positions have some movement volatility.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for less than a year. Key leadership is defined as Contractor/Developer Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate, and are those leadership positions that are directly associated with the program.

· One key personnel change has been made within the past 3 months or is projected within the next 3 months.  NOTE: If 2 or more key personnel changes have occurred within the last 6 months then this metric rating is reduced to red (see below).

· Contractor/developer facilities have some issues affecting program execution

· Corporate management demonstrates moderate commitment to program

· Red (0)  

· Major corporate/group issues affecting program

· Program is not aligned with core capability of business unit

· Program has significant manning issues (team and/or key personnel) which impede program execution – execution manning levels are greater than 10% in deviation from current approved baselines (e.g. proposal or latest approved).

· Contractor/Developer key program leadership positions are very unstable and have significant movement volatility.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for less than six months.  Key leadership is defined as Contractor/Developer Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate, and are those leadership positions that are directly associated with the program.

· Two or more key personnel changes have been made within the last 6 months, or 2 or more changes are forecast within the next 6 months.

· Contractor/developer facilities have major issues which impede program execution

· Corporate management demonstrates low commitment to program

· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Post-MS B Level 1 Resources Factor Calculation (max value 20 points) = value (Budget – max value 14 pts) + value (Gov’t manning/qual – max value 3 pts) + value (Ctr health – max value 3 pts)

· Green (16 to 20) 

· Yellow (12 to <16) 

· Red (<12)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
5.7    EXECUTION – COST/SCHEDULE PERFORMANCE METRIC 

Execution – Cost/Schedule Performance Metric Introduction

This metric evaluates cost based contract performance.  If the contractor/developer has implemented an Earned Value Management System, the EVM evaluation criteria shall be used.  EVM evaluation criteria will incorporate Cost Performance Index, Schedule Performance Index, Estimate to Complete and Contract Schedule.  If the contractor/developer has not implemented an EVM system, the alternate criteria shall be used.    

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Cost/Schedule Performance Metric monthly. The Program Office can update the metric more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

Earned Value Criteria below shall be used if an Earned Value Management System has been imposed:

Terms used for this metric are standard Earned Value Management System (EVMS) terms:

ACWP – Actual Cost of Work Performed. Cost of work accomplished.

BCWS – Budgeted Cost of Work Scheduled.  Planned value of work to perform.

BAC – Budget at Completion. Total budget – for total contract thru any given level.

BCWP – Budgeted Cost for Work Performed. Value of work accomplished – Earned Value.

Cost Variance – Earned value compared with the actual cost incurred (from contractor/developer accounting systems) for the work performed provides an objective measure of planned and actual cost. Any difference is called a cost variance. A negative variance means more money was spent for the work accomplished than was planned.

Performance Indices – (Favorable is > 1.0, Unfavorable is < 1.0.)

Higher is better

             Cost Performance Index (CPI).  Cost Efficiency
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             Schedule Performance Index (SPI).  Schedule Efficiency
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Lower is more realistic

              To Complete Performance Index (TCPI).  Cost Efficiency required to meet EAC

[image: image17.bmp]
Schedule Variance – As work is performed, it is “earned” on the same basis as it was planned in dollars or other quantifiable units such as labor hours. Planned value compared with earned value measures the dollar volume of work planned vs. the equivalent dollar volume of work accomplished. Schedule values (start/finish months) change if program has been officially re-baselined. Schedule variance is a significant leading indicator. 

BAC – Budget at Completion.  Total budget – Target cost for total contract.

EAC – Estimate at Completion. Contractor/developer estimate of total cost – for total contract.

TAB – Total Allocated Budget. Sum all budgets for work on contract – NCC, CBB, or OTB.

NCC – Negotiated Contract Cost. Contract price less profit/fee(s).

CBB – Contract Budget Base. Sum of NCC and AUW.

OTB – Over Target Baseline. Sum of CBB and recognized overrun.

AUW – Authorized Unpriced Work. Work approved, but not yet negotiated.

A Cost/Schedule Performance metric should be constructed for each of the major developmental contracts supervised by the Program Office. The PM will select the contract data with the most significant impact to the program. 

The following summary table provides guidance as to what point structure should be used for the Cost/Schedule Performance Metric and the Fixed Price Performance Metric:

	Fixed Price or Cost Plus-Type   
	EVM Data ?
	C/S Perf Max Score
	FP Perf Max Score

	Both
	Yes
	2 (use Rating Set A)
	2 (use Rating Set E)

	CP-type only
	Yes
	4 (use Rating Set B)
	0

	Both
	No
	2 (use Rating Set C)
	2 (use Rating Set E)

	CP-type only
	No
	4 (use Rating Set D)
	0

	Fixed Price only
	N/A
	0
	4 (use Rating Set F)


Post-MS B Cost/Schedule Performance Metric Calculation (max value is 2 points) 

RATING SET A

· Green (2) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by 0 – 5%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/developer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by 0 – 5%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI points lie in between 1.1 and 0.95 or better.  No EVM performance issues. 

· Yellow (1) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by between 5% and 10%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/developer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by between 5% and 10%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI point lie below the above listed region but inside 0.95 and 0.90.  Minor EVM performance issues.
· Red (0) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by more than 10%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/developer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by more than 10%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI point lie outside of the Yellow or Green regions.  EVM Data is held in abeyance during program disturbance.  Major EVM performance issues.

· Killer Blow (0) – Any projected cost growth is beyond available budget and exceeds the PEOs BTR (Below Threshold Reprogramming) authority.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

If you are evaluating a Post-MS B program that does not have a fixed price contract, reallocation of points between cost/schedule performance metric and fixed price performance metric is appropriate.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined as following:

Cost/Schedule Performance Metric (4) and Fixed Price Performance Metric (0)

RATING SET B
· Green (3 to 4) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by 0 – 5%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/developer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by 0 – 5%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI points lie in between 1.1 and 0.95 or better.  No EVM performance issues. 

· Yellow (2) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by between 5% and 10%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/developer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by between 5% and 10%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI point lie below the above listed region but inside 0.95 and 0.90.  Minor EVM performance issues.
· Red (<2) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by more than 10%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/developer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by more than 10%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI point lie outside of the Yellow or Green regions.  EVM Data is held in abeyance during program disturbance.  Major EVM performance issues.

· Killer Blow (0) – Any projected cost growth is beyond available budget and exceeds the PEOs BTR (Below Threshold Reprogramming) authority.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

The following criteria will be used for cost-type contracts with no EVMS for Post-MS B:

Post-MS B Cost/Schedule Performance Metric Calculation (max value is 2 points) 

RATING SET C

· Green (2) –  Contractor/Developer is on schedule as per the Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) and the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion does not exceed the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR (DD Form 1586, block 10a) by more than 5% and is within the program office’s internal available management reserve.

· Yellow (1) –  Contractor/Developer may miss a schedule milestone on the critical path as per the IMS, or the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion exceeds the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR (DD Form 1586, block 10a) by 5-10% and is within the program office’s internal available management reserve.

· Red (0) –  Contractor/Developer has missed a schedule milestone on the critical path as per the IMS, or the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion exceeds the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR (DD Form 1586, block 10a) by more than 10% or exceeds the program office’s internal available management reserve.

· Killer Blow (0) – Any projected cost growth is beyond available budget and exceeds the PEOs BTR (Below Threshold Reprogramming) authority.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

If you are evaluating a Post-MS B program that does not have a fixed price contract, reallocation of points between cost/schedule performance metric and fixed price performance metric is appropriate.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined as following:

Cost/Schedule Performance Metric (4) and Fixed Price Performance Metric (0) 

RATING SET D

· Green (3 to 4) –  Contractor/Developer is on schedule as per the Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) and the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion does not exceed the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR (DD Form 1586, block 10a) by more than 5% and is within the program office’s internal available management reserve.

· Yellow (2) –  Contractor/Developer may miss a schedule milestone on the critical path as per the IMS, or the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion exceeds the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR(DD Form 1586, block 10a)  by 5-10% and is within the program office’s internal available management reserve.
· Red (<2) –  Contractor/Developer has missed a schedule milestone on the critical path as per the IMS, or the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion exceeds the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR (DD Form 1586, block 10a) by more than 10% and is within the program office’s internal available management reserve.

· Killer Blow (0) – Any projected cost growth is beyond available budget and exceeds the PEOs BTR (Below Threshold Reprogramming) authority.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

5.8    EXECUTION – CONTRACTOR/DEVELOPER PERFORMANCE METRIC

Execution – Contractor/Developer Performance Metric Introduction

This metric evaluates contractor/developer performance.  The Contractor/Developer Performance metric provides the track record of the contractor/developer by looking at performance and rating history for the contract(s) in question (CPARs), and the history of award/incentive fee increments provided to the contractor/developer (as compared to the amounts specified in the award/incentive fee plan).  Assume a color rating of green for newly awarded contracts that don’t have CPAR or award/incentive fee date.  This metric will allow a PM subjective assessment for organic developers who are not rated under a CPAR or award/incentive fee system.  
Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Contractor/Developer Performance metric semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly. Prepare one rating for each program contract, as applicable. The PM will select the contract to use in the calculation of this metric --- assign a numeric to only the most “limiting” contract. 

· Cover through the full period of performance for the contract

· Be prepared to address any disconnects between award fee percentage, incentive fee percentage, and ratings

Post-MS B Contractor/Developer Performance Metric Calculation (max value is 2 points)

· Green (2) – All CPAR factor ratings of Green or above, and Contractor/Developer is at 80% (or above) of award / incentive fee for duration of contract to date.  Or if CPAR/AF/IF data is not available, PM subjective evaluation using CPAR factor categories would have met criteria for Green.
· Yellow (1) – Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with no more than one factor Red), and/or Contractor/Developer is at 60 - 79% of possible award / incentive fee for duration of contract to date.  Or if CPAR/AF/IF data is not available, PM subjective evaluation using CPAR factor categories would have met criteria for Yellow.

· Red (0) – Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with two or more factors Red); or Contractor/Developer is below 60% of possible award / incentive fee for duration of contract to date.  Or if CPAR/AF/IF data is not available, PM subjective evaluation using CPAR factor categories would have met criteria for Red.

· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

5.9   EXECUTION – FIXED PRICE PERFORMANCE METRIC

Execution – Fixed Price Performance Metric Introduction

Fixed price contracts require their own evaluation scheme. Earned value metrics, while key to managing cost-plus contracts, are not useful in evaluating fixed price vehicles. Therefore the Level 2 metric for fixed price contracts includes: a DCMA PI/ACO or your program plant representative evaluation; the rating history for the contract(s) in question (CPARS), progress payments, and performance based payments. Assume a CPAR color rating of green for newly awarded contracts that don’t have CPAR data.

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Fixed Price Performance metric monthly. The Program Office can update the metric more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

Each contract should be evaluated on the following items:

A Fixed Price Performance metric should be constructed for each major fixed price contract supervised by the Program Office. The Program Office will determine the overall rating when the program has multiple contracts.

· DCMA PI/ACO Evaluation

· The DCMA representative for the plant producing the item should provide input on overall contractor/developer performance

· Identify any particularly superior performance and/or any ongoing/emergent problems, along with their assessment of root causes and potential solutions

· Contractor Performance Assessment Report

· The CPAR rating will be used to determine contractor/developer performance

· Performance based payments

· Detail the actual status of performance based payments on the specific  contract

· Progress Payments Status

· Detail the actual status of progress payments on the specific contract

· Address reasons for less-than-planned payments (if applicable)

The following summary table provides guidance as to what point structure should be used for the Cost/Schedule Performance Metric and the Fixed Price Performance Metric:

	Fixed Price or Cost Plus-Type   
	EVM Data ?
	C/S Perf Max Score
	FP Perf Max Score

	Both
	Yes
	2 (use Rating Set A)
	2 (use Rating Set E)

	CP-type only
	Yes
	4 (use Rating Set B)
	0

	Both
	No
	2 (use Rating Set C)
	2 (use Rating Set E)

	CP-type only
	No
	4 (use Rating Set D)
	0

	Fixed Price only
	N/A
	0
	4 (use Rating Set F)


Post-MS B Cost/Schedule  Performance Metric Calculation (max value is 2 points)

 RATING SET E

· Green (2) – All CPAR factor ratings of Green or above, Actual Production/delivery profile is ahead or on contract schedule; no DCMA PI/ACO issues; progress payments indicate no loss, or performance based payments are on schedule. 

· Yellow (1) – Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with no more than one factor Red), Actual Production/delivery profile is behind contract schedule; DCMA PI/ACO issues are minor and being resolved; progress payments indicate a loss ratio between 0 – 10%, or performance based payment milestones are late by 1-3 months.  Open Corrective Action request.

· Red (0) – Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with two or more factors Red), Actual Production/delivery profile is significantly behind contract schedule; DCMA PI/ACO issues are major; progress payments indicate a loss ratio of greater than 10%, or performance-based payment milestones are late by more than 3 months.  Open Systemic Corrective Action Request.

· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when the corporation provides formal notification that they are unwilling to accept further losses on a program.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

If you are evaluating a Post-MS B program that has a fixed price contract but not contract earned value data, reallocation of points between cost/schedule performance metric and fixed price performance metric is appropriate.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined as following:

Cost/Schedule Performance Metric (0) and Fixed Price Performance Metric (4)

RATING SET F
· Green (3 to 4) – All CPAR factor ratings of Green or above, Actual Production/delivery profile is ahead or on contract schedule; no DCMA PI/ACO issues; progress payments indicate no loss, or performance based payments are on schedule. 

· Yellow (2) – Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with no more than one factor Red), Actual Production/delivery profile is behind contract schedule; DCMA PI/ACO issues are minor and being resolved; progress payments indicate a loss ratio between 0 – 10%, or performance based payment milestones are late by 1-3 months.  Open Corrective Action request.

· Red (<2) – Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with two or more factors Red), Actual Production/delivery profile is significantly behind contract schedule; DCMA PI/ACO issues are major; progress payments indicate a loss ratio of greater than 10%, or performance-based payment milestones are late by more than 3 months.  Open Systemic Corrective Action Request.

· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when a corporation provides formal notification that they are unwilling to accept further losses on a program.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

5.10   EXECUTION – PROGRAM RISK ASSESSMENT METRIC

Execution – Program Risk Assessment Metric Introduction

Program Risk Assessment covers all internal factors (requirements, resources and execution). It is designed to provide a concise summary of the key risks identified by the PM.  It uses a standard “risk square” display (with consequence of the risk on the x-axis, and likelihood of the risk on the y-axis – reference Figure 10 below). Coloration of the individual squares corresponds to the risk definitions (low, medium or high) assigned to each square of the 25-square display. Individual significant risks are plotted in the risk square by the (consequence and likelihood) x/y coordinates assigned. Call-out text boxes are used to provide a short summary of the particular risk identified.  A mitigation plan is an approach to reduce risk. The mitigation plan is the first step to resolve the risk, but by itself is not justification to move the risk to a different part of the risk cube.
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Figure 10.  Post-Milestone B Risk Square Example

Source:  Risk Management Guide for DoD Acquisition; Sixth Edition (Version 1.0), August 2006, Department of Defense
Definitions/Notes

Risk Assessment

The Program Office will update the Program Risk Assessment metric monthly. The Program Office can update this metric more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

The program office should select the top five program risks as assessed by the Program Office and contractor/developer team in accordance with the requirements in DoDI 5000.2 and the Risk Management Guide For DoD Acquisition.  In selecting the risks, consider all kinds of risks evaluated and tracked by the program’s risk management efforts to include cost, schedule, performance, security, and technical risks, as well as the risks assessed by the program’s system safety process.  Each risk needs to be identified and assessed as to likelihood and consequences (performance, schedule, or cost) of occurrence.  Each issue box should contain a brief statement of intended approach. 

The Program Manager should be prepared for more detailed discussion on these risks and alternative courses of action.  The Program Manager (PM) or Chief Engineer/Lead Engineer (CE/LE) should also be able to show how risks identified during design, test, verification and validation, configuration management, operations monitoring, safety and other lifecycle systems engineering processes are transferred to the risk management process and dealt with.  Furthermore, the PM or CE/LE should be able to show that mechanisms described in the SEP are fully implemented to continue periodic risk reassessments over the system/end-item lifecycle, and to ensure completion of approved actions to deal with significant risk.  NOTE:  The SEP is a living document and should be updated at least annually.

A mitigation plan is not justification for awarding an adjusted risk rating to a more favorable category.

In addition to the five risks documented in the 1) Program Office’s risk square, the PM should also consider 2) risks associated with OSS&E and systems engineering program execution, 3) any risks unique to a specific Center, 4) the accomplishment of required Milestone documents before the Milestone Decision Dates and 5) the need and sufficiency of planned Government Furnished Equipment in delivering the capability.  

After rating these considerations according to their criteria below, the PM should consult the summary criteria to determine the color/point value to be assigned.

Example:  Of the top 5 program risks listed in Program X’s risk square, one is red, three are yellow and one is green. Program X has no risks that are watch items for its particular product center (so NO color rating is assigned), systems engineering activities are on track (earning a “green” rating), and all milestone documentation is on track to be completed in a timely manner (earning a “green” rating).  Program X requires GFE for production, but the GFE has some unresolved maintainability issues involving data rights. This earns a “yellow” rating for GFE.  Thus, the PM earns a “red” rating for Risk Assessment based on the fact that of the 8 identified risk items, 3 are green, 4 are yellow and one is red.

1.  Top Five Program Risks
Top five program risks as jointly assessed by the Program Office and contractor/developer team have been identified and are “mapped” on a “risk square” display.  Each red or yellow stands alone for purposed of scoring below.
2.  Systems Engineering Risk
· Green

· User defined scenarios/use cases have been developed for V&V and trade studies are being performed to identify opportunities to decrease life cycle cost, reduce technical or schedule risks, and/or enhance Reliability, Availability, and Maintainability (RAM).

· A cross functional Configuration Change Board has been established and approves/disapproves all Engineering Change Proposals (ECPs), deviation, waivers, or temporary modifications.

· An approved SEP exists and is current.

· Yellow

· User defined scenarios/use cases are being developed for V&V and trade studies are planned to identify opportunities to decrease life cycle cost, reduce technical or schedule risks, and/or enhance RAM.

· A cross functional Configuration Change Board is being formed or has been established but does not approve/disapprove all Engineering Change Proposals (ECPs), deviation, waivers, or temporary modifications.

· An approved SEP exists but an annual update is required and is in progress.

· Red

· User defined scenarios/use cases for V&V and trade studies are not being used to identify opportunities to decrease life cycle cost, reduce technical or schedule risks, and/or enhance RAM.

· A cross functional Configuration Change Board has not been established.

· An approved SEP does not exist or an approved SEP exists but is outdated and no update is in progress.

3.  Any Risks Specific to a Center’s Mission Area

List any risks that are critical “watch” areas for a specific Center’s mission area.  The PM should assign a color value IAW the Risk Management Guide for DoD Acquisition to characterize the severity of those risks.

4.  Milestone Documentation

Post-MS B

· Green –  All required documentation (e.g. TEMP, ISP, SEP, LCMP, etc – reference Figure 2) will be signed within lead time necessary to meet the Milestone C Decision Date 

· Yellow –  One or more required Milestone documents (e.g. TEMP, ISP, SEP, LCMP, etc – reference Figure 2) may impact the ability to meet the Milestone Decision Date.

· Red -  One or more required Milestone documents (e.g. TEMP, ISP, SEP, LCMP, etc – reference Figure 2) will impact the ability to meet the Milestone Decision Date.

5.  Government Furnished Equipment

 Post-MS B

· Green –  Planned GFE (includes GFE for development, production, and sustainment)  is available and maintainable and not on the critical path.
· Yellow –  Planned GFE (includes GFE for development, production, and sustainment)   is available, but has maintainability issues or is on the critical path with no schedule impacts.
· Red –  GFE (includes GFE for development, production, and sustainment) is not available or is on the critical path with schedule impacts.
If you are not evaluating a Post-MS B software intensive program, allocate all available points (8 pts) to the program risk assessment metric.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined below.

Post-MS B Risk Assessment Metric (8 pts)

· Green (6 to 8) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risk issues as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2, 3, 4, and 5 above lie in the Green zone.   Zero areas in Red zone.

· Yellow (4 to <6) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risk issues as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2, 3, 4, and 5 above lie in Yellow zone.   Zero areas in Red zone.

· Red (<4) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risk issues as addressed above from the risk square plus (coloration) from risk items 2, 3, 4, and 5 above  lie in Yellow to Red zone; and one or more risk issues in Red zone.
· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

If you are evaluating a software intensive Post-MS B program, reallocation of points between the program risk assessment metric and software metric is appropriate.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined below:

Software Metric (6 pts) and Risk Assessment Metric (2 pts)
· Green (2) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risk issues as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2, 3, 4, and 5 above lie in the Green zone.   Zero areas in Red zone.

· Yellow (1) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risk issues as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2, 3, 4, and 5 above lie in Yellow zone.   Zero areas in Red zone.

· Red (0) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risk issues as addressed above from the risk square plus (coloration) from risk items 2, 3, 4, and 5 above  lie in Yellow to Red zone; and one or more risk issues in Red zone.

· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists. Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

5.11   EXECUTION – SUSTAINABILITY RISK ASSESSMENT METRIC
Execution – Sustainability Risk Assessment Metric Introduction

This metric includes the major activities and sustainment factor considerations to ensure adequate system support.  Sustainment planning is critical to the ability of any program to execute its product support responsibilities.  This metric evaluates the sustainment planning/execution status of the program and identifies any significant issues/risks for senior leadership.  

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Sustainability Risk Assessment metric monthly.  The Program Office can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

NOTE:  Key post-Milestone B sustainment/support activities include: System Support Manager (SSM) assignment, finalizing the product support strategy in the Life Cycle Management Plan (LCMP) (with input/support from SSM), Performance Based Logistics (PBL) Strategy development, Public-Private Partnership (PPP) considerations, data rights, supportability included in Expectation Management Agreements (EMAs), demonstrating Product Support capabilities as part of  system demonstration,  Source of Repair Assignment Process (SORAP) completion, product support management and product support budgeting and funding.

Product support management assesses the adequacy of the Life-Cycle Product Support Strategy to satisfy warfighter needs at best value. Product Support Budgeting and Funding assesses the adequacy of programmed resources to fully fund product support and sustainment planning. The sustainment elements refer to acquisition of sustainment capability to sustain the system.  Reliability, Availability and Maintainability assessment is included in the Supportability element

In addition, the Sustainment Elements are an integral part of sustainment planning/execution.  These elements (as identified in the Independent Logistics Assessment (ILA) Handbook) are:   manpower, personnel, maintenance, supportability, system engineering, data management, supply, transportation, configuration management and training.  

The technical approach for ensuring Operational Safety, Suitability, and Effectiveness (OSS&E) and lifecycle systems engineering in support of the sustainment and the product support strategy are included in the Systems Engineering Plan (SEP).  NOTE:  The SEP is a living document and should be updated at least annually.

The key OSS&E and lifecycle systems engineering processes are planning, systems management, design, verification & validation, risk management, inspections & maintenance, sources of supply, maintenance & repair, configuration management, requirements management, and technical management & controls (as identified in AFI 63-1201 and/or AFMCI 63-1201).

The requirements for this factor are consistent with AFI 63-107, Product Support, the Program Executive Officer (PEO) Program Supportability Assessment, the ILA Handbook and the DoD 5000 Integrated Defense Acquisition, Technology and Logistics Life Cycle Management Framework. 

Post-MS B Sustainability Risk Assessment Metric Calculation (max value is 2 points)

· Green (2)

· Key sustainment/product support planning (e.g. Product Support Budgeting and Funding, etc.) /OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities (as defined in the Definitions/Notes section above)  have been accomplished or there is a plan to accomplish in accordance with support strategy plan.  No impact to the program.  Key sustainment planning/OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities are identified in the Definitions/Notes section above.

· Performance/execution of the sustainment/support elements is on track or ahead of schedule.

· The program is procuring technical data for planned sources of supply, maintenance, and repair as needed to execute the product support strategy in the LCMP.

· Acquisition Logistics personnel (or operations center personnel for space programs) are integrated with the Program Office and are executing the Product Support Strategy.

· There is an open dialogue and/or active participation between the Program Office and the assigned Air Logistics Center (ALC) (or Sustaining Organization/Space Operations Center) with an agreement on the product support strategy. 

· An OSS&E baseline, if required,  exists and has been coordinated with the using Command and updated within the last 24 months.

· OSS&E compliance has been assessed within the last 6 months and status presented to the Center Commander/Director/PEO.

· Processes are in place to ensure that all CSIs/Mission Critical Items (MCI) with their critical characteristics and processes will be clearly identified in spares procurement technical data packages (TDPs).

· Yellow (1)

· Key sustainment/product support planning (e.g. Product Support Budgeting and Funding, etc.) /OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities (as defined in the Definitions/Notes section above) have not been accomplished which causes minor impacts to the program but there is a plan in place to mitigate impacts.

· Problems exist with the performance/execution of the sustainment/support elements but are resolvable within normal programmatic execution at PM/PEO level. 

· The program is planning to procure technical data for planned sources of supply, maintenance, and repair as needed to execute the product support strategy in the LCMP.

· Acquisition Logistics personnel (or operations center personnel for space programs) are integrated with the Program Office but there is some disagreement on execution of the Product Support Strategy. 

· There is an open dialogue and/or active participation between the Program Office and the assigned ALC (or Sustaining Organization/Space Operations Center), but there is some disagreement on the product support strategy.

· An OSS&E baseline, if required,  exists but it has been more than 24 months since it has been updated and coordinated with the using Command..

· OSS&E compliance has been assessed once within the past 12 months and status presented to the Center Commander/Director/PEO.

· All CSIs/MCIs have been clearly identified, but their critical characteristics and processes have not been identified in spares procurement TDPs.

· Red (0)

· Key sustainment/product support planning (e.g. Product Support Budgeting and Funding, etc.) /OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities (as defined in the Definitions/Notes section above) have not been accomplished in accordance with support strategy plan or current plan will cause major impacts to the program.

· Significant problems exist with performance/execution of the sustainment/support elements and are not resolvable within normal programmatic execution at PM/PEO level.

· The program has not developed a strategy to procure technical data for planned sources of supply, maintenance, and repair as needed to execute the product support strategy in the LCMP.

· Acquisition Logistics personnel (or operations center personnel for space programs) are not integrated with the Program Office and there are major disagreements on execution of the Product Support Strategy. 

· There is no dialogue and/or active participation is strained between the Program Office and the assigned ALC (or Sustaining Organization/Space Operations Center), and there are major disagreements on the product support strategy. 

· An OSS&E baseline, if required,  does not exist or if it exists has not been coordinated with the using Command and updated within the last 24 months.

· OSS&E compliance has not been assessed and status has not been presented to the Center Commander/Director/PEO within the past 12 months.

· Processes are not in place to identify CSIs/MCIs.

· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when readiness can not be achieved.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

5.12   EXECUTION – TESTING STATUS METRIC
Execution – Testing Status Metric Introduction

Testing Status is a key metric for any program, both as an indicator of product capability, and as a prerequisite for milestone approvals and budget release. This metric summarizes the testing status of the program, along with identifying any significant testing issues for the acquisition leadership.  During all phases, test planning should be realistic and include procedures for scheduling test rehearsals and back-up events, and identify the analytical tools, models, and simulations needed to predict, conduct, and evaluate major test events.

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Testing Status metric quarterly, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

The Test and Evaluation (T&E) Strategy documented in the Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP) is an element of the program manager’s overall Verification and Validation (V&V0 strategy detailed in the SEP.  The program manager, test managers, engineers, and logisticians shape the TEMP based on the overall V&V methodology, both to supplement test events and to ensure validation of models, analytical tools, and simulations and also to verify development or OSS&E and lifecycle systems engineering requirements are met, and that OSS&E and lifecycle systems engineering processes are in place.

Testing terms refer to the standard programmatic testing phases as used by Director, Operational Test and Evaluation (DOT&E) and the Services. Testing milestones included in the APB should be captured in this metric. 

For the Post-MS B testing phases:

· Green (2)  

· Testing on/ahead of schedule per the TEMP/contractor/developer plan

· Have benchmarked/validated test requirements against similar test programs.

· No significant problems exist (significant problems include such items as KPPs falling below threshold values; serious Reliability/Maintainability/ Availability issues; contractor/developer first article/integration failures, etc)

· All test documentation is current and has been signed.  Documentation includes Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP) and Initial Operational Test and Evaluation Plan (IOT&E). If there has been a recent rebaseline, the TEMP reflects the rebaseline.

· All test assets, range availability, program test priority, and readiness for testing have been addressed and no significant problems exist.

· There is an open dialogue between test organization and program office, and there is an agreement on testing requirements.

· Modeling and Simulation is being utilized, as appropriate.

· The approach to V&V includes the expected operating environment.

· Yellow (1)  

· Testing behind schedule per the TEMP/contractor/developer plan but not seriously impacting the program plan (i.e., to the APB breach level or creating serious budgetary impact)

· Have benchmarked test requirements against similar test programs but some differences are evident.

· Problems exist but are resolvable within normal programmatic execution at the PM/PEO level

· All test documentation is either not current or has not been signed OR if there has been a recent rebaseline, the TEMP does not reflect the rebaseline.

· All test assets, range availability, program test priority, and readiness for testing have been addressed and significant problems exist but are resolvable within normal programmatic execution at the PM/PEO levels.

· There is an open dialogue between test organization and program office, and there is a moderate disagreement on testing requirements.

· Modeling and Simulation is being utilized, as appropriate.

· The approach to V&V does not include the expected operating environment but an action plan is being worked to include the expected operating environment.

· Red (0)  

· Testing significantly behind schedule per the TEMP/contractor/developer plan and seriously impacting the program plan (i.e. APB breach or serious budgetary impact)

· Have not benchmarked against similar test programs.

· Significant problems exist that are not resolvable within normal programmatic execution at the PM/PEO level.

· All test documentation is not current and/or has not been signed.

· All test assets, range availability, program test priority, and readiness for testing have been addressed and significant problems exist that are not resolvable within normal programmatic execution at the PM/PEO levels AND if there has been a recent rebaseline, the TEMP does not reflect the rebaseline.

· There is not an open dialogue between test organization and program office and there is a significant disagreement on testing requirements.

· Modeling and Simulation is not being utilized. 

· The approach to V&V does not include the expected operating environment and no action plan is being worked to include the expected operating environment.

Post-MS B Testing Status Metric Calculation (max value is 2 points)

· Green (2) – Current Testing Status is Green. 

· Yellow (1) – Current Testing Status is Yellow.

·  Red (0) - Current Testing Status is Red. 

· Killer Blow (0) – (e.g. adverse testing phase report from service testing component/DOT&E).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

5.13   EXECUTION – TECHNICAL MATURITY METRIC

Execution – Technical Maturity Metric Introduction

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.  In 1999 and 2002, the General Accounting Office (GAO) produced two studies of best practices in acquisition programs and suggested metrics designed to gauge technology, design, and manufacturing maturity at key program “flow points.”

Since 1999, the Air Force and other DoD components have been developing, refining, and implementing more formalized and comprehensive methods for assessing overall technical maturity.  Technology Readiness Levels (TRLs) are the most developed of these methods, and satisfy the DoDI 5000.2 for Technology Readiness Assessments at Milestones B and C.  The Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Science and Technology publishes a regularly updated Technology Readiness Assessment Deskbook that contains guidance on TRLs and their assessment.  The Air Force is piloting the use of Manufacturing Readiness Levels (MRLs) to assess design and manufacturing maturity.  Alternatively, USD(AT&L) requires some programs to use Engineering Manufacturing Readiness Levels (EMRLs), developed by the Missile Defense Agency, to measure aspects of technical maturity.  As methods for assessing technical maturity evolve, this metric area may change.

The Technical Maturity Metric is currently composed of three subcomponents: Technology Readiness, Design Readiness, and Manufacturing Readiness.

· Technology Readiness relies on the required assessments of TRLs, using the guidance specific to the program’s phase in the Acquisition lifecycle (see the “Definitions/Notes” section, below).

· Design Readiness assesses whether major design responsibilities are assigned and key design activities are being executed.  At its core, the program’s design effort involves the application of engineering and technical management to transform operational needs into a definition of system and component capabilities/attributes.  Key activities include establishing processes that govern the contractor’s design effort, and acquiring and preserving the performance allocations and technical data that support development, manufacturing, and sustainment.  The program's design effort takes place throughout the lifecycle, and programs should evaluate Design Readiness using the guidance specific to the program’s phase (see the “Definitions/Notes” section, below).

· Those programs that have assessed MRLs or EMRLs should report those levels for Manufacturing Readiness, using the guidance specific to the program’s phase in the Acquisition lifecycle (see the “Definitions/Notes” section, below).  If a program has not assessed its MRLs or EMRLs, it should report Manufacturing Readiness only between Milestone B and Milestone C, using the alternative metric discussed in the “Definitions/Notes” section, below.

For the purpose of PoPS metric reporting, the diagram below portrays how TRLs, MRLs, and EMRLs correspond to the DoDI 5000.2 Acquisition lifecycle framework.  For TRLs – and for those programs using MRLs or EMRLs –  this diagram is the basis for the metric evaluation criteria that change with each program phase.

NOTE: This diagram portrays the relationship of the various readiness levels to the Acquisition Framework for the purposes of this PoPS metric only.  

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Technical Maturity metric semi-annually, but can update this metric more frequently if the Technical Maturity data changes significantly.

Post-Milestone B Metrics

NOTE: Use the MS B metric evaluation criteria, detailed in the Pre-MS B section for the first post‑MS B metric report cycle – if it occurs within six months of the MS B decision.  All Technical Maturity metric submissions made seven or more months after the MS B decision should use the metric evaluation criteria below.

Technology Readiness Post-MS B

All programs must report Technology Readiness.  For each of the program’s identified Critical Technology Elements (CTEs), the user enters the Technology Readiness Level (TRL), as assigned by the program in accordance with the guidance in the Technology Readiness Assessment Deskbook.  (NOTE: If appropriate, be sure to identify software and other information technology elements as CTEs.)  RED/YELLOW/GREEN evaluations will be based upon the TRL entries and the position of the program in the Acquisition Lifecycle.

· Early in System Development and Demonstration (SDD), in the period leading up to the Design Readiness Review

· Green:   All identified CTEs are at TRL 7 or above; or if any CTE is below TRL 7, a substitute mature technology is available that meets the user’s needs.

· Yellow:   One or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 6 (and there are no substitute mature technologies that meets the user’s needs), but none is below TRL 6.  In addition, the program is on track to have all CTEs at TRL 8 by Milestone C.

· Red: There is no Red rating.

· Killer Blow:  One or more of the program’s identified CTEs is below TRL 6, and there are no substitute mature technologies that meets the user’s needs, regardless of the existence of a TMP.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

· Late in SDD, in the 4 months period leading up to and including the MS C Decision

· Green:  All identified CTEs are at TRL 8 or above; or if any CTE is below TRL 8, a substitute mature technology is available that meets the user’s needs.

· Yellow:  One or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 7 (and there are no substitute mature technologies that meets the user’s needs), but none is below TRL 7.  In addition, each of those TRL 7 CTEs has a TMP in preparation for MDA approval.

· Red:  One or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 7 without an approvable TMP; or one or more of the program’s CTEs is at TRL 6, regardless of the existence of a TMP.

· Killer Blow:  One or more of the program’s identified CTEs is below TRL 6, and there are no substitute mature technologies that meets the user’s needs, regardless of the existence of a TMP.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Design Readiness Post-MS B

By Design Readiness Review (DRR), the goal is achieving product design stability. The user enters the percentage of the total number of required program Engineering Drawings have been approved and released for use.  Alternatively, if the program assesses Integration Readiness Levels (IRL) / Production Readiness Levels (PRL), the user may enter the percentage of program integration factors/program production factors which are at an IRL/PRL of 6 or higher. The system will calculate the RED/YELLOW/GREEN rating based upon the entries using the following criteria.

· Green:

· Contractual requirements define responsibilities for identifying and documenting all of the following: critical manufacturing processes, expected variability, critical spares, product acceptance criteria, and quality control capabilities.

· Incremental design activities are defined and directly linked with Technical Performance Measures (TPMs), Verification & Validation (V&V) methods, and entrance and exit criteria for formal technical reviews.
· 90 – 100% of drawings approved/released or IRLs/PRLs at or above 6

· Yellow:

· Contractual requirements define responsibilities for identifying and documenting two or three of the following: critical manufacturing processes, expected variability, critical spares, product acceptance criteria, and quality control capabilities.

· Incremental design activities are defined but indirectly linked with TPMs, V&V methods, and entrance and exit criteria for formal technical reviews.

· 70 – <89% of drawings approved/released or IRLs/PRLs at or above 6

· Red:

· Contractual requirements define responsibilities for identifying and documenting less than two of the following: critical manufacturing processes, expected variability, critical spares, product acceptance criteria, and quality control capabilities.

· Incremental design activities are not defined and not directly linked with TPMs, V&V methods, and entrance and exit criteria for formal technical reviews.

· < 70% of drawings approved/released or IRLs/PRLs at or above 6

Manufacturing Readiness Post-MS B

Only those programs that have assessed MRLs must report those levels for Manufacturing Readiness, using the guidance below.  Similarly, only those programs that have assessed EMRLs must report those levels for Manufacturing Readiness, using the guidance below.  Programs that use neither MRLs nor EMRLs should use the alternate metric – key manufacturing processes that are under statistical process control (SPC) – to report Manufacturing Readiness.
· Metric (1):  For those programs using MRLs

     

During System Development and Demonstration up to the Design Readiness Review

· Green:  At MRL 7 or higher.

· Yellow:  One of the elements is at MRL 6.

· Red:  Two or more of the elements are at MRL 6 or below.




Late in SDD, in the period leading up to and including the Milestone C Decision

· Green:  At MRL 8 or higher.

· Yellow:  One of the elements is at MRL 7.

· Red:  Two or more of the elements are at MRL 7 or below.

OR

· Metric (2):  For those programs using EMRLs

     

During System Development and Demonstration up to the Design Readiness Review

· Green:  Achieved EMRL 2 or higher.

· Yellow:  Achieved EMRL 1, but has not met all the exit criteria for EMRL 2.

· Red:  Program has not yet met the exit criteria for EMRL 1.




Late in SDD, in the period leading up to and including the Milestone C Decision

· Green:  Achieved EMRL 3 or higher.

· Yellow:  Achieved EMRL 2, but has not met the all exit criteria for EMRL 3.

· Red:  Program has not yet met the exit criteria for EMRL 2.

OR

· Metric (3): For those programs not using MRLs or EMRLs, report the percentage of key production processes (i.e. those processes that have a critical impact on the system’s key characteristics such as performance, service life, or manufacturability) that are under statistical process control (SPC).
· Values:

· Green: 80 – 100% of processes identified and under SPC

· Yellow: 60 – <80%

· Red: 
 <60%

Post-MS B Technical Maturity Metric Calculation (max value is 2 points) 

· Green (2) – All technical maturity metrics for current stage of the program are Green. 
· Yellow (1) – Any technical maturity metric for current stage of the program is Yellow, but none are red.
· Red (0) – Any metric for current stage of the program is Red.

· Killer Blow (0) -  The program is post-Milestone B, and any of its CTEs is below TRL 6.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

5.14   EXECUTION – SOFTWARE METRIC

Execution – Software Metric Introduction

The final Level 2 metric in the Execution factor is Software. Analyses of multiple major software intensive programs have shown this to be a critical metric to assess.  If the program is software intensive use this metric during the evaluation.
Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the software metric monthly, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

NOTE: The technical maturity of software and information technology Critical Technology Elements is also evaluated by Technology Readiness under the Technical Maturity Metric, above.

If you are evaluating a Post-MS B software intensive program, reallocation of points between the program risk assessment metric and software metric is appropriate.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined below.

Post-MS B Risk Assessment Metric (2 pts) and Software Metric (6 pts)
· Green (4 to 6) 
· Software is not on the critical path. 
· Yellow (2 to <4) 
·  Software is on the critical path with no schedule impacts.
· Red (<2) 

· Software is on the critical path with schedule impacts.

·  Killer Blow (0) 

· A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Post-MS B Level 1 Execution Factor Calculation (max value 20 points) = sum of all 8 metrics
· Green: (16 to 20)

· Yellow: (10 to <16)

· Red: (<10)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
5.15   PROGRAM “FIT” IN CAPABILITY VISION FACTOR

Program “Fit” in Capability Vision Factor Introduction
The first of the two external Level 1 Factors is Program “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.  OSD has strongly asserted its prerogatives in this area. 

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Program “Fit” Capability Vision factor semi-annually. The Program Office can update more frequently if data represented by this factor changes significantly.       

5.15.1   Within the DoD Vision Metric

Current DOD vision is centered on three basic principles, Transformation, Interoperability, and Joint Operations.  Combined, these will allow future forces from any service to be called upon jointly to achieve the desired effect with fewer assets.  For a more detailed description, please refer to 

http://www.oft.osd.mil/library/library_files/document_383_ElementsOfTransformation_LR.pdf
An extract describing the Force Transformation Vision is as follows:

...two salient characteristics seem to stand out: (1) It will be a joint, network-centric force; and (2) It will be capable of executing effects-based operations (EBO), enabled by Network-centric warfare (NCW).

Already, the combination of modern technology and new operational concepts has enabled networked units and individual platforms to operate together in ways not considered possible just a few years ago. NCW is characterized by the ability of geographically dispersed forces to attain a high level of shared battlespace awareness that is exploited to achieve strategic, operational, and tactical objectives in accordance with the commander’s intent. This linking of people, platforms, weapons, sensors, and decision aids into a single network creates a whole that is clearly greater than the sum of its parts. The result is networked forces that operate with increased speed and synchronization and are

capable of achieving massed effects, in many situations without the physical massing of forces required in the past.

The emerging way of war, constructed around the fundamental tenets of NCW and emphasizing high-quality shared awareness, dispersed forces, speed of command, and flexibility, will allow U.S. forces to exploit the potential of EBO in achieving strategic, operational, and tactical objectives. In the process of transforming the way that we fight, we should emerge with a force that is more expeditionary, agile, and lethal than the present force and more capable of employing operational maneuver and precision effects capabilities to achieve victory. The battlespace is expected to be a more dispersed one, within which our forces will conduct noncontiguous, mutually supporting operations. These operations will seamlessly tie in other government agencies, as well as multinational partners, in order to permit a smooth transition from Major Combat Operations (MCO) to Stability Operations.

An extract from AT&L memo:

October 2005, the Department established the Business Transformation Agency (BTA) to assist in transforming the business operations of DoD to achieve improved joint warfighter support and enable financial accountability across the Department.

The specific objectives of business transformation are outlined in the Department’s Enterprise Transition Plan which includes six Business Enterprise Priorities:

Personnel Visibility

Acquisition Visibility

Common Supplier Engagement

Materiel Visibility

Real Property Accountability, and

Financial Visibility

Transformation

Transformation will measure the extent to which the program possesses the transformational attributes (such as knowledge, speed, agility, and lethality that would be expected of a transformed uniformed force) specified by OSD leadership.

Interoperability

The extent to which the program complies with/has embedded within it the architectural/engineering characteristics (compliance with the Global Information Grid (GIG)/Information Dissemination Management (IDM) Capstone Requirements Document (CRD), Defense Information Infrastructure (DII), Open architecture protocols) which would allow it to interoperate across systems.

Joint

Jointness is the extent to which the program is usable by other services, joint operations, and coalitions without unique support arrangements being made by those users.  The focus of this factor is on Doctrine, Organization, Training, Material, Leadership and Education, Personnel and Facilities.

DoD Vision Metric 

Post-Milestone B (7.5 points max)

The DoD Vision metric will be assigned a value and color rating based on the program office’s assessment. Total points available will not exceed 7.5 (increments of .5 units only (i.e. 6.0, 6.5, 7.0, or 7.5)):

· Green (5 to 7.5)

· Program is in strong alignment with DoD’s Transformation/Interoperability/Joint Operations Vision

· Strong fit into future force structure

· Yellow (3 to <5)

· Program is in mild/moderate alignment with DoD’s Transformation/Interoperability/Joint Operations Vision

· Neutral fit into future force structure 

· Red (<3)

· Program is not in alignment with DoD’s Transformation/Interoperability/Joint Operations Vision

· Weak fit into future force structure

· Killer Blow (0)

· A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

5.15.2   Within the HQAF Vision Metric
Determine where the program plays in the Current/Future Forces vision. 

This metric will be assigned a value and color rating based on the program office’s assessment. Points assigned by how well program or transformational activities support the AF Distinctive Capabilities (AFDC), listed below along with their source link.  Total points available will not exceed 7.5.

http://www.oft.osd.mil/library/library_files/document_385_2004_USAF_Transformation_Flight_Plan.pdf
Air and Space Superiority:

· Negating Enemy Air Defenses: Penetration of advanced enemy air defenses to clear the path for follow-on joint forces.  Effective and persistent air, space, and information operations beyond the range of enemy air defenses under adverse weather conditions. 

· Space Superiority: Protection and survivability of vital space assets.   Negation of an adversary’s access to space services.

· Missile Destruction in Flight: Detection of ballistic and cruise missile launches and destruction of those missiles in flight.

Information Superiority:  

· Seamless, joint machine-to-machine integration of all manned, unmanned, and space systems

· Real-time picture of the battlespace 

· Predictive Battlespace Awareness

· Ensured use of the information domain via effective information assurance and information operations

· Denial of effective C4ISR to adversaries via effective information operations

Rapid Global Mobility: 

· Rapid establishment of air operations, an air bridge, and movement of military capability in support of operations anywhere in the world under any conditions

· Responsive launch and operation of new space vehicles and refueling/repair/relocation of future on-orbit assets

Global Attack:  

· Rapid and precise attack of any target on the globe with persistent effects

Agile Combat Support:

· Significantly lighter, leaner, faster combat support to enable responsive, persistent, and effective combat operations under any condition

Precision Engagement:

· Order of magnitude increase in number of targets hit per sortie

· Achievement of specific, tailored effects on a target short of total destruction

HQAF Vision Metric 

Post-Milestone B (7.5 points max)

The HQAF Vision metric will be assigned a value and color rating based on the program office’s assessment. Total points available will not exceed 7.5 (increments of .5 units only (i.e. 6.0, 6.5, 7.0, or 7.5)):

· Green (5 to 7.5)

· Program is in significant alignment with the AFDC and/or future force structure

· Program is on track to provide planned capability

· Yellow (3 to <5)

· Program is in secondary/peripheral alignment with the AFDC and/or future force structure OR

· Program is a planned key/core supporter and is encountering problems impacting its ability to provide planned capability

· Red (<3)

· Program does not fit the AFDC and/or future force structure

· Program is encountering problems which will prevent it from providing planned capability 

· Killer Blow (0)

·  A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric

      Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Level 1 “Fit in the Vision” Factor Calculation = value (DoD vision – max value 7.5 pts) + value (Air Force vision – max value 7.5 pts) = 15 points max

· Green: (10 to 15)

· Yellow: (6 to <10)

· Red: (<6)
· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
5.16   PROGRAM ADVOCACY FACTOR

Program Advocacy Factor Introduction

The final Level 1 Factor is Program Advocacy.  Advocacy measures the support for a program on the part of senior decision makers. 

Definitions/Notes

PEO will prepare this information.

· PM will consult with outside sources (Program Element Managers (PEMs), Legislative Liaisons, and/or warfighter representatives, as appropriate) in order to provide a preliminary assessment

· PEO will provide the final evaluation

· PM / PEO can modify the list of advocates to include entities not listed,  particularly for ACAT III programs (e.g.  For ACAT III programs, keep warfighter, OSD, Industry, and International (if appropriate) as advocacy entries, and modify advocacy listing for Congress, HQ Air Force, and Joint Staff to other sources that provide advocacy for the program, as appropriate)

· HQ Air Force can be swapped out with AQ

· PEO can’t be an advocate

· Points given to the individual component metrics comprising the Advocacy Factor can be readjusted between them as appropriate.

The Program Executive Office will update the Program Advocacy factor semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this factor changes significantly.

Red/Yellow/Green evaluations should be based on statements, documents, and/or decisions that are “Matters of Record”.  Voice over by the PEO while briefing can provide amplifying/supporting data.

· Advocacy – Actual or 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. 

· Advocate – An elected or appointed governmental official; a flag officer; or a career Senior Executive Service in a leadership position within an advocacy group.

· OSD – Flag/SES level decision makers in OSD organization (e.g., USD(AT&L); ASD (C3I); Director, PA&E; Director, DOT&E; ASD (Comptroller) – may not be applicable for non-ACAT/ACAT III programs.

· Joint Staff – Flag/SES level in Joint Staff, (particularly FCB, JCP and Joint Requirement Oversight Council processes) – may not be applicable for non-ACAT/ACAT III programs.

· War Fighter – Flag/SES level in Service and Joint warfighting commands.

· HQAF – SES/Flag incumbents at DAF level and above.

· Congressional  – Senators/Members of Congress/Professional Staff of the four committees (HASC/SASC/ HAC/SAC). Personal staff of congressional members.

· Industry – Senior Executives of involved corporations.

· International (as applicable): – Senior governmental decision makers / Executives of foreign industry partners / foreign military sales / international partnerships

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.  

Post-MS B Program Advocacy Factor Calculation (max value is 25 points)

· Green – Warfighter (7 to 9), Congress (4 to 5), OSD (2 to 3 or 3 to 4), Joint Staff (2), AF HQ (2), Industry (2 or 3), International (2 or 0)

· 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

· Air Staff, warfighter, user, and Product Center communications healthy, monitoring POM process, answering routine congressional inquiries as required

· Congressional support evident in terms of a direct sponsor

· For Foreign Military Sales

· No FMS is anticipated or FMS is planned/ongoing and FMS approvals/authorities/documentation have been assessed and accomplished --- FMS contributed funding helps stabilize the program by reducing/augmenting US investment funding or FMS orders stabilize planned production quantity procurement profiles and testing/production plans are complete.

· COCOM(s) concurs with requirement

· Policy issues resolved

· Top-line and inter agency approvals complete

· Letter of Agreement (LOA) signed

· Data Disclosure Language (DDL) approved and disseminated
· Yellow - Warfighter (5 to <7), Congress (3), OSD (1 or 2), Joint Staff (1), AF HQ (1), Industry (1 or 2), International (1 or 0)

· No position on program taken

· No actions (positive or negative) taken on program budget

· Disconnects in communications between Air Staff, warfighter, user, and Product Center leading to POM disconnects

· For Foreign Military Sales

· FMS is planned, FMS approvals/authorities/documentation have been assessed and some are NOT accomplished and the time required to obtain approval or complete documentation may impact the Program’s overall schedule or cost.  

· Technical elements (anti-tamper features, modified software/firmware) have been assessed, are required, and have been planned but some are not completed.  

· FMS related testing drives additional schedule or resources needs and planning/budgeting is not complete.  

· FMS hardware production profiles drive additional management or resources and scheduling/budgeting is not complete.

· COCOM(s) position requested; response not received

· Policy issues defined; resolution sought

· Top-line or inter agency approvals initiated

· LOA in-work

· DDL initiated
· Red - Warfighter (<5), Congress (<3), OSD (0 or <2), Joint Staff (0), AF HQ (0), Industry (0 or <2), International (0)

· 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 “string out” (length of buy increased while yearly quantities dropped)

· Negative statement/decisions/actions on program by decision-makers
· For Foreign Military Sales
· FMS is anticipated, but FMS approvals/authorities/documentation have NOT been assessed or completed
· Technical elements (anti-tamper features, modified software/firmware) have not been assessed, planned, or budgeted.  
· FMS related testing has not been assessed or planned
· Planning/budgeting for FMS hardware production profiles has not been assessed
· No COCOM(s) position requested
· Policy issues not defined
· No Top-line or inter agency approvals initiated
· No LOA
· No DDL initiated
Level 1 Post-MS B Advocacy Factor Calculation (max value 25 points) = sum of all level 2 Advocacy metrics. Sample allocated values follow: Warfighter (9 points max); Congressional/OSD/Joint Staff (total 10 pts with no more than 5 to any one metric); all others are 2 points each.  If you do not have international involvement, “gray” out the metric and reallocate the 2 points (1 point additionally to OSD (4 pts maximum) and 1 point additionally to Industry (3 pts maximum).  The advocacy rating is based on the PEO’s assessment. The color rating will be based on the total assigned points across advocacy categories. 

· Green: (20 to 25)

· Yellow: (15 to <20)

· Red: (<15)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red 

6.0 POST-MILESTONE C DOCUMENTATION

6.1    Introduction

Programs which are beyond Milestone C, but not yet in Sustainment should use the set of criteria in Chapter 6 for program evaluation.  Figure 11 details the Windshield Chart to be used for programs in the Post-Milestone C phase of the acquisition cycle.   
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Figure 11.  Post-Milestone C Windshield Chart Example

*Note:  For Post-Milestone C, software risk is evaluated as part of Program Risk Assessment

6.2     REQUIREMENTS – PROGRAM PARAMETER STATUS METRIC

Requirements – Program Parameter Status Metric Introduction

The first Level 2 metric under Program Requirements is the Program Parameter Status metric.  This metric is designed to evaluate the program’s status in meeting the performance levels mandated by the warfighter.  Performance parameters are selectable at the discretion of the PM:

· Will usually contain all  Key Performance Parameters (KPP)

· Can include non-KPPs (to include Program Acquisition Unit Cost (PAUC), Average Procurement Unit Cost (APUC), Average Unit Procurement Price (AUPP) and/or Average Unit Production Cost (AUPC)) if the PM believes it important to include them

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Program Parameter Status metric quarterly, but can update the metric more frequently if data represented changes significantly. The Program Parameters and Key Performance Parameters may be included at the discretion of the PM/PEO if they are considered to be critical to the measurement of Program Success.  The PM can select parameters identified from the Monthly Acquisition Report (MAR) or Acquisition Program Baseline (APB).  Additionally, PMs can add parameters not currently listed.  The criteria below should be consistent with the ACAT level of the program being evaluated.

The Department of Defense Architecture Framework (DoDAF) is a framework for development of a systems architecture or enterprise architecture (EA).  All major U.S. Government Department of Defense (DoD) weapons and information technology systems that are components of collaborative techniques that involve multi-weapon systems or are components of a System of Systems capability, should develop an EA and document that architecture using architectural descriptions/views.  These architectural descriptions/views should provide a description of the capability inter-relationships of the component systems, mission environment and threat environment as well as describe the inter-relationship of the systems for the System of Systems capability.

Post-MS C Program Parameter Status Metric Calculation (max value is  6 points)

· Green (5 to 6) 

· Performance Requirements are clearly understood, are well managed by warfighter and/or AFOTEC, and are being well realized by Program Manager.

· KPP/selected non-KPP Threshold values are met by latest testing results (or latest analysis if testing has not occurred).  

· If applicable, AUPP/AUPC and/or PAUC/APUC are stable and within Threshold AoA values.  

· System-specific threat assessment (e.g. System Threat Assessment Report) is published, current, and validated; intelligence supportability has been assessed and documented (e.g. Information Support Plan) and there are no known intelligence infrastructure shortfalls; intelligence (e.g. Threat Working Group) assesses there are no changes to adversary capabilities, tactics, or procedures that significantly affect U.S. or coalition operations in area of interest.
· Requirements/configuration changes at any level in the functional architecture include complete assessments of impact on the allocated subsystem requirements, system requirements, certifications, OSS&E baseline, and the OSS&E baseline Document (OBD), if applicable.

· All of the following areas are traceable to the allocated system and subsystem requirements: technical performance measures, contractual requirements, maturity indicators, and acceptance criteria, if applicable.
· For all weapon systems that are components of Systems of System capability: Current architectural descriptions/views of that Systems of System capability, have been developed and are used.
· Yellow (3 to < 5 ) 
· Requirements are understood but are in flux (emergent changes from warfighter and/or AFOTEC) KPP/non-KPP change imminent or the program has been given a temporary relief from meeting a KPP; warfighter management and/or PM execution of requirements has created some impact to original requirements set (set de-scope, or modification to original Objective/Threshold values has/is occurring). 
· One or more KPP/selected non-KPPs are potentially below Threshold values in Operational Assessment testing (or analysis if OA testing has not occurred). 
· If applicable, AUPP/AUPC and/or PAUC/APUC values have not exceeded 10% deviation from Threshold  AoA. 
· System-specific threat assessment requires updating; intelligence infrastructure has not been fully assessed or minor infrastructure modifications are necessary; intelligence supportability has not been fully assessed or minor shortfalls have been identified; intelligence has identified a significant Critical Intelligence Parameter breach or a new threat that significantly affects mission accomplishment.
· Requirements/configuration changes at any level in the functional architecture include incomplete assessments of impact on the allocated subsystem requirements, system requirements, certifications, OSS&E baseline, and the OBD, if applicable.

· Two or three of the following areas are traceable to the allocated system and subsystem requirements: technical performance measures, contractual requirements, maturity indicators, and acceptance criteria, if applicable.
· For all weapon systems that are components of Systems of System capability: Current architectural descriptions/views of that Systems of System capability, have been developed but are not used.
· Red (<3) 

· Requirements flux/”creep” has resulted in significant real-time changes to the baseline as understood , proposed design does not meet all KPPs .  

· One or more KPP/selected non-KPPs did not meet Threshold values as evaluated during OA/Operational testing.  

· If applicable, AUPP/AUPC and/or PAUC/APUC values are unstable and are climbing with unacceptable slope (values are above 10% deviation from Threshold AoA values).  

· System-specific threat assessment is outdated; intelligence infrastructure has not been assessed or multiple/major infrastructure modifications are necessary; intelligence supportability has not been assessed or multiple/major shortfalls have been identified; intelligence has identified multiple Critical Intelligence Parameter breaches or new threats that will preclude the planned system from performing its mission.
· Requirements/configuration changes at any level in the functional architecture do not include assessments of impact on the allocated subsystem requirements, system requirements, certifications, OSS&E baseline, and the OBD, if applicable.

· Less than two of the following areas are traceable to the allocated system and subsystem requirements: technical performance measures, contractual requirements, maturity indicators, and acceptance criteria, if applicable.
· For all weapon systems that are components of Systems of System capability: Current architectural descriptions/views of that Systems of System capability, have not been developed.
· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., zeroing of program budget by Congressional committee/conference, Nunn-McCurdy breaches, the need generated for a program rebaseline, etc).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

6.3   REQUIREMENTS – PROGRAM SCOPE EVOLUTION METRIC
Requirements – Program Scope Evolution Metric Introduction

The second Level 2 metric under Program Requirements is Program Scope Evolution. This metric is designed to illustrate the degree of program risk inherent in overall program scope growth, from the time (pre-program initiation) where program scope was first determined, to the present. 

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Program Scope Evolution metric semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

The objective of this metric is to show overall program scope growth, from pre-program initiation, where program scope was first determined, to the present. It’s important to note the “original” data for cost and schedule comes, not from the initial Acquisition Program Baseline (APB) but from studies (Analyses of Alternatives, Cost Analysis Improvement Group (CAIG) and/or Independent Cost Estimate (ICE) teams) that were done to bound the program prior to program initiation.  If during the life of the program the program scope changed, the program should use the most recent independent cost estimate for the original value. 

· Original: Scoped Requirements/Cost/Schedule that came from the “clean sheet of paper” studies prior to program initiation (original ICD/Analysis of Alternative (AOA)/ICE or CAIG).  If there has been significant change in the program from program initiation to present, program office can use the latest independent assessment for cost and schedule predictions. 

· Current: Requirements/Cost/Schedule resources as represented in the current ICD/CDD/CPD/APB/Program Budget.  

Post-MS C Program Scope Evolution Metric Calculation (max value is 10 points)

· Green (8 to 10)  

· Program is being executed as originally scoped in “clean sheet of paper” analyses. The original scope of program is accurate; minor changes (0% – 5% of original values (to include such things as quantity changes, etc.)) only, since program initiation or re-baseline.

· Yellow (6 to <8) 

· Program is executing with some changes (increase or decrease) from “clean sheet of paper” analyses. The requirements, cost, and/or schedule have been changed (between 5% and 10% of original values or re-baseline, in the direction of higher risk (to include such things as quantity changes, etc.)); without corresponding adjustment/infusion of resources to mitigate risk.

· Red (<6) 

· Program is executing with significant changes (increase or decrease) from “clean sheet of paper” analyses. The requirements, cost, and/or schedule have been changed (> 10% of original values or re-baseline, in the direction of higher risk (to include such things as quantity changes, etc.)); without corresponding adjustment/infusion of resources to mitigate risk; or program is in an APB breach/Nunn-McCurdy breach status, which has not been resolved. 

· Killer Blow (0) - A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., zeroing of program budget by Congressional committee/conference, Nunn-McCurdy breaches, the need generated for a program rebaseline, etc).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Post-MS C Level 1 Requirements Factor Calculation (max value 16 points) = value (Program Parameter Status – max 6 pts) + value (Program Scope Evolution – max 10 pts)

· Green (12 to 16)

· Yellow ( 8 to <12) 

· Red (<8)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
6.4   RESOURCES – BUDGET METRIC

Resources – Budget Metric Introduction

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 through the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP). This metric also reflects sufficiency for each program appropriation. Sufficiency is defined as the degree to which the amount and phasing of each appropriation within a program retires programmatic risk. High sufficiency equates to low budgetary risk, and vice versa. 

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Budget metric quarterly, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

· Cost Estimate – This is the initial program cost estimate which has been benchmarked/validated against similar programs.
· Life Cycle Costs – Life Cycle Costs (LCC) are acquisition and sustainment costs (cradle to grave) to include the costs of implementing and maintaining disciplined lifecycle systems engineering and OSS&E.
· Execution – This is the status of fund obligations compared to established goals and targets.
· Budget – This is the entire budget for the program broken down by appropriation for prior and execution-year funds. 

· Sufficiency (SUF) – This is the extent to which programmatic risk is retired by the amount and phasing of funds (by appropriation) in a program’s budget (APB/Selective Acquisition Report (SAR)).

· APB data is baseline for overall program spending

· SAR data breaks down funding by year

· Sufficiency is assessed in each year.  The PM will assess sufficiency and assign appropriate color rating that will be used during the budget metric criteria evaluation. 

· Green: Budget amount/phasing supports low program risk. 

· Yellow: Budget amount/phasing supports medium program risk. 

· Red: Budget amount/phasing supports high program risk.

Post-MS C Budget Metric Calculation (max value is 15 points)

· Green (12 to 15) – Cost estimate has been benchmarked/validated against like programs with appropriate margin added for differences. An independent estimate of cost was accomplished by an organization outside the Program Office Reporting Chain. Budget is sufficient (does not exceed 0 – 5% deviation from original values) to allow approved program to be executed with low risk. No more than one overall sufficiency “Yellow” rating across all appropriations, across the FYDP.  The budget and the independent estimate of cost are not equal, and deviate between 0 and 5%.  Life Cycle Costs are sufficient (does not exceed 0 - 5% deviation from original values) to allow approved program to proceed with low risk. 

· Yellow (9 to <12) – Cost estimate has been benchmarked/validated against like programs without consideration for added differences.  An independent estimate of cost has been accomplished using essential data provided by the program office. Budget is sufficient (exceeded values are between 5% and 10% deviation from original values) to allow program to be executed with moderate risk.  The budget and the independent estimate of cost are not equal, and deviate between 5 and 10%. Life Cycle Costs are sufficient (exceeded values are between 5% and 10% deviation from original values) to allow approved program to proceed with moderate risk.

· No more than two overall sufficiency “Yellow” ratings across all appropriations, across the FYDP.

· Red (<9) – Cost estimate has NOT been benchmarked/validated against like programs.  No independent estimate of cost accomplished or the budget and the independent estimate of cost are not equal and deviate beyond 10%. Budget is insufficient (exceeded values are > 10% deviation from original values) to allow program to be executed without high risk.  The budget and the independent estimate of cost are not equal and deviate beyond 10%.  Life Cycle Costs are insufficient (exceeded values are >10% deviation from original values) to allow program to proceed without high risk. 

· Three or more overall sufficiency “Yellow” ratings and/or one or more overall sufficiency “Red” ratings across all appropriations, across the FYDP.

· Killer Blow (0) - A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., zeroing of program budget by Congressional committee/conference, Nunn-McCurdy breaches, the need generated for a program rebaseline, etc).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

6.5   RESOURCES – MANNING METRIC

Resources – Manning Metric Introduction

Manning is critical to the ability of any program to execute its responsibilities. The first of these metrics, Government Program Office Manning is intended to show several key aspects of Program Office staffing status.  Civilian, military, matrix and contracted support personnel statuses are addressed.  All billets belonging to the Program Office should be accounted for across the categories.  Program Offices should report the manning that personally support the Program Office specifically.  Manning should represent the personnel who support the function of the Program Office and not the execution. Personnel can be co-located or off site to the program office.  Manning must be sufficient to support the functional areas that are critical to a program (e.g. program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering, etc).   During this phase, key sustainment manning must continue to be included as essential personnel to the Program Office (e.g. System Support Manager (SSM), Engineer, Equipment Specialist (ES), Item Manager (IM), for Space the appropriate operations/sustainment functions – mission control team/operations staff, etc.).  It is not intended to capture work hours associated with the use of an organization that is supporting the Program Office i.e. laboratories, test organization, etc...  Specific personnel issues impacting on the program’s ability to successfully execute the program (e.g., what key specialties are missing; what key billets are unfilled/about to be vacated) should be highlighted in the comments section of the spreadsheet.

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Manning metric semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

Manning and Qualification

This metric is intended to show Program Office staffing status as of the reporting date. Civilian, military, matrix, contracted support personnel statuses are addressed. 

· All billets belonging to the Program Office should be accounted for across the categories

· Specific personnel issues impacting on the program’s ability to successfully execute the program (i.e. what key specialties are missing; what key billets are unfilled/about to be vacated) should be highlighted in the comments section of the spreadsheet

Post-MS C Manning Metric Calculation (max value is 5 points)

· Green (4 to 5)  

· 90% or above of all Program Office authorized/funded billets (including in house contractor support – i.e. A&AS, FFRDC, etc. and key functional - program management, contracting, logistics (sustainment), financial management, engineering,  etc - billets, as appropriate) are filled – staffed to within 90% of benchmark (or manpower model substantiated) program levels.

· Key program leadership positions are stable.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for over a year. Key leadership is defined as Wing, Group, or Squadron Director/Commander, Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate, and are those leadership positions that are directly associated with the program.

· Most recent change is more than 3 months ago and no changes are planned within the next 3 months.

· Rotation of Critical Acquisition Position (CAP) personnel are at or beyond 3 years cycles.

· 90% (or more) of all government program IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  At least 50% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Contracted support personnel funding levels are below Center approved limits.

· Yellow (3)  

· 80% to 89% of all Program Office authorized/funded billets (including in house contractor support – i.e. A&AS, FFRDC, etc. and key functional - program management, contracting, logistics (sustainment), financial management, engineering,  etc billets, as appropriate) are filled – staffed to 70% to 89% of benchmarked program levels.

· Key program leadership positions have some movement volatility.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for less than a year. Key leadership is defined Wing, Group, or Squadron Director/Commander, Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate.

· One key personnel change has been made within the past 3 months or is projected within the next 3 months.  NOTE: If 2 or more key personnel changes have occurred within the last 6 months then this metric rating is reduced to red (see below).

· Rotation of CAP personnel within 3 years.

· 80% to 89%  of all government program IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  At least 40% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Contracted support personnel funding levels approaching Center approved limits.

· Red (<3)  

· Less than 80% of all Program Office authorized/funded billets (including in house contractor support – i.e. A&AS, FFRDC, etc. and key functional - program management, contracting, logistics (sustainment), financial management, engineering,  etc - billets, as appropriate) are filled – staffed at less than 70% of benchmarked program levels.

· Key program leadership positions are very unstable and have significant movement volatility.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for less than six months. Key leadership is defined as Wing, Group, or Squadron Director/Commander, Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate.

· Two or more key personnel changes have been made within the last 6 months or 2 or more changes are forecast within the next 6 months.

· Rotation of CAP within 18 months.

· Less than 80% of all government planning IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  Less than 40% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Contracted support personnel funding levels are above Center approved limits.

· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., volatility of manning movement or reduction in program manning make the program non-executable, etc.).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

6.6   RESOURCES – CONTRACTOR/MANUFACTURER HEALTH METRIC

Resources – Contractor/Manufacturer Health Metric Introduction

· In order to effectively partner with industry, the government Program Manager has to understand what industry-specific measures of success are truly important to his industry partner. This metric provides an evaluation of the state of the contractor/manufacturer’s business, and his team, to the PM, the Program Executive Office (PEO) and the Service Acquisition Executive. 

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Contractor/Manufacturer Health metric semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

Data for this metric should be developed in conjunction with the Prime contractor/manufacturer (and key subcontractors) and the assigned Defense Contract Management Agency (DCMA) PI/ACO organization, if appropriate. If DCMA PI/ACO is used, weight their color input by 50%.  If DCMA PI/ACO is unused, the PM (contractor/manufacturer inputs should be solicited) is responsible for 100% of the evaluation color.  Rating should be based on the most limiting contractor.

Post-MS C Contractor/Manufacturer Health Metric Calculation (max value is 5 pts)

· Green (4 to 5)  

· No significant corporate/group issues affecting program

· Program is aligned with core business of business unit

· Program is properly staffed (team and key personnel) – program has been executing according to program plan and execution manning levels are within 0 - 5% in deviation from current approved baselines (e.g. proposal or latest approved).

· Contractor/Manufacturer key program leadership positions are stable.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for over a year. Key leadership is defined as Contractor/Manufacturer Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate, and are those leadership positions that are directly associated with the program.

· Most recent change is more than 3 months ago and no changes are planned within the next 3 months.

· Contractor/manufacturer facilities have no significant issues

· Corporate management demonstrates high commitment to program

· Yellow (3)  

· Some corporate/group issues affecting program

· Program is peripheral to core capability of business unit

· Program has some manning issues (team and/or key personnel) which are affecting program execution – execution manning levels are between 5 - 10% in deviation from current approved baselines (e.g. proposal or latest approved).

· Contractor/Manufacturer key program leadership positions have some movement volatility.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for less than a year. Key leadership is defined as Contractor/Manufacturer Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate, and are those leadership positions that are directly associated with the program.

· One key personnel change has been made within the past 3 months or is projected within the next 3 months.  NOTE: If 2 or more key personnel changes have occurred within the last 6 months then this metric rating is reduced to red (see below).

· Contractor/manufacturer facilities have some issues affecting program execution

· Corporate management demonstrates moderate commitment to program

· Red (<3)  

· Major corporate/group issues affecting program

· Program is not aligned with core capability of business unit

· Program has significant manning issues (team and/or key personnel) which impede program execution – execution manning levels are greater than 10% in deviation from current approved baselines (e.g. proposal or latest approved).

· Contractor/Manufacturer key program leadership positions are very unstable and have significant movement volatility.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for less than six months.  Key leadership is defined as Contractor/Manufacturer Program Manager, Deputy Program Manager and chief functionals, as appropriate, and are those leadership positions that are directly associated with the program.

· Two or more key personnel changes have been made within the last 6 months, or 2 or more changes are forecast within the next 6 months.

· Contractor/manufacturer facilities have major issues which impede program execution

· Corporate management demonstrates low commitment to program

· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Post-MS C Level 1 Resources Factor Calculation (max value 25 points) = value (Budget – max value 15 pts) + value (Gov’t manning/qual – max value 5 pts) + value (Ctr health – max value 5 pts)

· Green (20 to 25) 

· Yellow (15 to <20) 

· Red (<15)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
6.7   EXECUTION – COST/SCHEDULE PERFORMANCE METRIC 

Execution – Cost/Schedule Performance Metric Introduction

This metric evaluates cost based contract performance.  If the contractor/manufacturer has implemented an Earned Value Management System, the EVM evaluation criteria shall be used.  EVM evaluation criteria will incorporate Cost Performance Index, Schedule Performance Index, Estimate to Complete and Contract Schedule.  If the contractor/manufacturer has not implemented an EVM system, the alternate criteria shall be used.    

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Cost/Schedule Performance Metric monthly. The Program Office can update the metric more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

Earned Value Criteria below shall be used if an Earned Value Management System has been imposed:

Terms used for this metric are standard Earned Value Management System (EVMS) terms:

ACWP – Actual Cost of Work Performed. Cost of work accomplished.

BCWS – Budgeted Cost of Work Scheduled.  Planned value of work to perform.

BAC – Budget at Completion. Total budget – for total contract thru any given level.

BCWP – Budgeted Cost for Work Performed. Value of work accomplished – Earned Value.

Cost Variance – Earned value compared with the actual cost incurred (from contractor/manufacturer accounting systems) for the work performed provides an objective measure of planned and actual cost. Any difference is called a cost variance. A negative variance means more money was spent for the work accomplished than was planned.

Performance Indices – (Favorable is > 1.0, Unfavorable is < 1.0.)

Higher is better

             Cost Performance Index (CPI).  Cost Efficiency
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             Schedule Performance Index (SPI).  Schedule Efficiency
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Lower is more realistic

              To Complete Performance Index (TCPI).  Cost Efficiency required to meet EAC
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Schedule Variance - As work is performed, it is “earned” on the same basis as it was planned in dollars or other quantifiable units such as labor hours. Planned value compared with earned value measures the dollar volume of work planned vs. the equivalent dollar volume of work accomplished. Schedule values (start/finish months) change if program has been officially re-baselined. Schedule variance is a significant leading indicator. 

BAC – Budget at Completion.  Total budget – Target cost for total contract.

EAC – Estimate at Completion. Contractor/manufacturer estimate of total cost – for total contract.

TAB – Total Allocated Budget. Sum all budgets for work on contract – NCC, CBB, or OTB.

NCC – Negotiated Contract Cost. Contract price less profit/fee(s).

CBB – Contract Budget Base. Sum of NCC and AUW.

OTB – Over Target Baseline. Sum of CBB and recognized overrun.

AUW – Authorized Unpriced Work. Work approved, but not yet negotiated.

A Cost/Schedule Performance metric should be constructed for each of the major production contracts supervised by the Program Office. The PM will select the contract data with the most significant impact to the program. 

The following summary table provides guidance as to what point structure should be used for the Cost/Schedule Performance Metric and the Fixed Price Performance Metric:

	Fixed Price or Cost Plus-Type   
	EVM Data ?
	C/S Perf Max Score
	FP Perf Max Score

	Both
	Yes
	4 (use Rating Set A)
	4 (use Rating Set E)

	CP-type only
	Yes
	8 (use Rating Set B)
	0

	Both
	No
	4 (use Rating Set C)
	4 (use Rating Set E)

	CP-type only
	No
	8 (use Rating Set D)
	0

	Fixed Price only
	N/A
	0
	8 (use Rating Set F)


Post-MS C Cost/Schedule Performance Metric Calculation (max value is 4 points) 

RATING SET A

· Green (3 to 4) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by 0 – 5%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/manufacturer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by 0 – 5%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI points lie in between 1.1 and 0.95 or better.  No EVM performance issues. 

· Yellow (2) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by between 5% and 10%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/manufacturer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by between 5% and 10%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI point lie below the above listed region but inside 0.95 and 0.90.  Minor EVM performance issues.
· Red (<2) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by more than 10%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/manufacturer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by more than 10%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI point lie outside of the Yellow or Green regions.  EVM Data is held in abeyance during program disturbance.  Major EVM performance issues.

· Killer Blow (0) – Any projected cost growth is beyond available budget and exceeds the PEOs BTR (Below Threshold Reprogramming) authority.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

If you are evaluating a Post-MS C program that does not have a fixed price contract, reallocation of points between cost/schedule performance metric and fixed price performance metric is appropriate.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined as following:

Cost/Schedule Performance Metric (8) and Fixed Price Performance Metric (0) 

RATING SET B

· Green (6 to 8) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by 0 – 5%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/manufacturer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by 0 – 5%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI points lie in between 1.1 and 0.95 or better.  No EVM performance issues. 

· Yellow (4 to <6) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by between 5% and 10%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/manufacturer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by between 5% and 10%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI point lie below the above listed region but inside 0.95 and 0.90.  Minor EVM performance issues.
· Red (<4) – Government’s independent estimate of the total program cost exceeds the total contract value by more than 10%.  For a program that is at least 20% complete as measured by the earned value system, the TCPI based on the contractor/manufacturer’s LRE exceeds the cumulative CPI by more than 10%. Value of most recent SPI and CPI point lie outside of the Yellow or Green regions.  EVM Data is held in abeyance during program disturbance.  Major EVM performance issues.

· Killer Blow (0) – Any projected cost growth is beyond available budget and exceeds the PEOs BTR (Below Threshold Reprogramming) authority.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

The following criteria will be used for cost-type contracts with no EVMS for Post-MS C:

Post-MS C Cost/Schedule Performance Metric Calculation (max value is 4 points)

RATING SET C

· Green (3 to 4) –  Contractor/Manufacturer is on schedule as per the Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) and the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion does not exceed the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR (DD Form 1586, block 10a) by more than 5% and is within the program office’s internal available management reserve.

· Yellow (2) –  Contractor/Manufacturer may miss a schedule milestone on the critical path as per the IMS, or the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion exceeds the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR (DD Form 1586, block 10a) by 5-10% and is within the program office’s internal available management reserve.

· Red (<2) –  Contractor/Manufacturer has missed a schedule milestone on the critical path as per the IMS, or the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion exceeds the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR (DD Form 1586, block 10a) by more than 10% or exceeds the program office’s internal available management reserve.

· Killer Blow (0) – Any projected cost growth is beyond available budget and exceeds the PEOs BTR (Below Threshold Reprogramming) authority.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

If you are evaluating a Post-MS C program that does not have a fixed price contract, reallocation of points between cost/schedule performance metric and fixed price performance metric is appropriate.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined as following:

Cost/Schedule Performance Metric (8) and Fixed Price Performance Metric (0)

RATING SET D

· Green (6 to 8) –  Contractor/Manufacturer is on schedule as per the Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) and the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion does not exceed the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR (DD Form 1586, block 10a) by more than 5% and is within the program office’s internal available management reserve.

· Yellow (4 to <6) –  Contractor/Manufacturer may miss a schedule milestone on the critical path as per the IMS, or the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion exceeds the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR(DD Form 1586, block 10a)  by 5-10% and is within the program office’s internal available management reserve.
· Red (<4) –  Contractor/Manufacturer has missed a schedule milestone on the critical path as per the IMS, or the contractor/developer’s accrued expenditures at completion exceeds the adjusted contract target price on the CFSR (DD Form 1586, block 10a) by more than 10% and is within the program office’s internal available management reserve.

· Killer Blow (0) – Any projected cost growth is beyond available budget and exceeds the PEOs BTR (Below Threshold Reprogramming) authority.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

6.8   EXECUTION – CONTRACTOR/MANUFACTURER PERFORMANCE METRIC

Execution – Contractor/ Manufacturer Performance Metric Introduction

This metric evaluates contractor/manufacturer performance.  The Contractor/Manufacturer Performance metric provides the track record of the contractor/manufacturer by looking at performance and rating history for the contract(s) in question (CPARs), and the history of award/incentive fee increments provided to the contractor/manufacturer (as compared to the amounts specified in the award/incentive fee plan).  Assume a color rating of green for newly awarded contracts that don’t have CPAR or award/incentive fee date.  This metric will allow a PM subjective assessment for organic manufacturers who are not rated under a CPAR or award/incentive fee system.  
Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Contractor/Manufacturer Performance metric semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly. Prepare one rating for each program contract, as applicable. The PM will select the contract to use in the calculation of this metric --- assign a numeric to only the most “limiting” contract. 

· Cover through the full period of performance for the contract

· Be prepared to address any disconnects between award fee percentage, incentive fee percentage, and ratings

Post-MS C Contractor/Manufacturer Performance Metric Calculation (max value is 4 points)

· Green (3 to 4) – All CPAR factor ratings of Green or above, and Contractor/ Manufacturer is at 80% (or above) of award / incentive fee for duration of contract to date.  Or if CPAR/AF/IF data is not available, PM subjective evaluation using CPAR factor categories would have met criteria for Green.
· Yellow (2) – Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with no more than one factor Red), and/or Contractor/Manufacturer is at 60 - 79% of possible award / incentive fee for duration of contract to date.  Or if CPAR/AF/IF data is not available, PM subjective evaluation using CPAR factor categories would have met criteria for Yellow.

· Red (<2) – Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with two or more factors Red); or Contractor/Manufacturer is below 60% of possible award / incentive fee for duration of contract to date.  Or if CPAR/AF/IF data is not available, PM subjective evaluation using CPAR factor categories would have met criteria for Red.

· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

6.9   EXECUTION – FIXED PRICE PERFORMANCE METRIC

Execution – Fixed Price Performance Metric Introduction

Fixed price contracts require their own evaluation scheme. Earned value metrics, while key to managing cost-plus contracts, are not useful in evaluating fixed price vehicles. Therefore the Level 2 metric for fixed price contracts includes: a DCMA PI/ACO or your program plant representative evaluation; the rating history for the contract(s) in question (CPARS), progress payments, and performance based payments. Assume a CPAR color rating of green for newly awarded contracts that don’t have CPAR data.

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Fixed Price Performance metric monthly. The Program Office can update the metric more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

Each contract should be evaluated on the following items:

A Fixed Price Performance metric should be constructed for each major fixed price contract supervised by the Program Office. The Program Office will determine the overall rating when the program has multiple contracts.

· DCMA PI/ACO Evaluation

· The DCMA representative for the plant producing the item should provide input on overall contractor/developer performance

· Identify any particularly superior performance and/or any ongoing/emergent problems, along with their assessment of root causes and potential solutions

· Contractor Performance Assessment Report

· The CPAR rating will be used to determine contractor/developer performance

· Performance based payments

· Detail the actual status of performance based payments on the specific  contract

· Progress Payments Status

· Detail the actual status of progress payments on the specific contract

· Address reasons for less-than-planned payments (if applicable)

The following summary table provides guidance as to what point structure should be used for the Cost/Schedule Performance Metric and the Fixed Price Performance Metric:

	Fixed Price or Cost Plus-Type   
	EVM Data ?
	C/S Perf Max Score
	FP Perf Max Score

	Both
	Yes
	4 (use Rating Set A)
	4 (use Rating Set E)

	CP-type only
	Yes
	8 (use Rating Set B)
	0

	Both
	No
	4 (use Rating Set C)
	4 (use Rating Set E)

	CP-type only
	No
	8 (use Rating Set D)
	0

	Fixed Price only
	N/A
	0
	8 (use Rating Set F)


Post-MS C Cost/Schedule  Performance Metric Calculation (max value is 4 points)

RATING SET E

· Green (3 to  4) – All CPAR factor ratings of Green or above, actual production/delivery profile is ahead or on contract schedule; no DCMA PI/ACO issues; progress payments indicate no loss, or performance based payments are on schedule. 

· Yellow (2) – Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with no more than one factor Red); actual production/delivery profile is behind contract schedule; DCMA PI/ACO issues are minor and being resolved; progress payments indicate a loss ratio between 0 – 10%, or performance based payment milestones are late by 1-3 months.  Open Corrective Action request.

· Red (<2) – Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with two or more factors Red); actual production/delivery profile is significantly behind contract schedule; DCMA PI/ACO issues are major; progress payments indicate a loss ratio of greater than 10%, or performance-based payment milestones are late by more than 3 months.  Open Systemic Corrective Action Request.

· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when the corporation provides formal notification that they are unwilling to accept further losses on a program.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

If you are evaluating a Post-MS C program that has a fixed price contract but not contract earned value data, reallocation of points between cost/schedule performance metric and fixed price performance metric is appropriate.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined as following:

Cost/Schedule Performance Metric (0) and Fixed Price Performance Metric (8) 

RATING SET F
· Green (6 to 8) – All CPAR factor ratings of Green or above; actual production/delivery profile is ahead or on contract schedule; no DCMA PI/ACO issues; progress payments indicate no loss, or performance based payments are on schedule. 

· Yellow (4 to <6) – Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with no more than one factor Red); actual production/delivery profile is behind contract schedule; DCMA PI/ACO issues are minor and being resolved; progress payments indicate a loss ratio between 0 – 10%, or performance based payment milestones are late by 1-3 months.  Open Corrective Action request.

· Red (<4) – Some CPAR factor ratings of Yellow (with two or more factors Red); actual production/delivery profile is significantly behind contract schedule; DCMA PI/ACO issues are major; progress payments indicate a loss ratio of greater than 10%, or performance-based payment milestones are late by more than 3 months.  Open Systemic Corrective Action Request.

· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when a corporation provides formal notification that they are unwilling to accept further losses on a program.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

6.10   EXECUTION – PROGRAM RISK ASSESSMENT METRIC

Execution – Program Risk Assessment Metric Introduction

Program Risk Assessment covers all internal factors (requirements, resources and execution). It is designed to provide a concise summary of the key risks identified by the PM.  It uses a standard “risk square” display (with consequence of the risk on the x-axis, and likelihood of the risk on the y-axis – reference Figure 12 below). Coloration of the individual squares corresponds to the risk definitions (low, medium or high) assigned to each square of the 25-square display. Individual significant risks are plotted in the risk square by the (consequence and likelihood) x/y coordinates assigned. Call-out text boxes are used to provide a short summary of the particular risk identified.  A mitigation plan is an approach to reduce risk. The mitigation plan is the first step to resolve the risk, but by itself is not justification to move the risk to a different part of the risk cube.
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Figure 12.  Post-Milestone C Risk Square Example

Source:  Risk Management Guide for DoD Acquisition; Sixth Edition (Version 1.0), August 2006, Department of Defense
Definitions/Notes

Risk Assessment

The Program Office will update the Program Risk Assessment metric monthly. The Program Office can update this metric more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

The program office should select the top five program risks as assessed by the Program Office and contractor/developer team in accordance with the requirements in DoDI 5000.2 and the Risk Management Guide For DoD Acquisition.  In selecting the risks, consider all kinds of risks evaluated and tracked by the program’s risk management efforts to include cost, schedule, performance, security, and technical risks, as well as the risks assessed by the program’s system safety process.  Each risk needs to be identified and assessed as to likelihood and consequences (performance, schedule, or costs) of occurrence.  Each issue box should contain a brief statement of intended approach. 

The Program Manager should be prepared for more detailed discussion on these risks and alternative courses of action.  The Program Manager (PM) or Chief Engineer/Lead Engineer (CE/LE) should also be able to show how risks identified during design, test, verification and validation, configuration management, operations monitoring, safety and other lifecycle systems engineering processes are transferred to the risk management process and dealt with.  Furthermore, the PM or CE/LE should be able to show that mechanisms described in the SEP are fully implemented to continue periodic risk reassessments over the system/end-item lifecycle, and to ensure completion of approved actions to deal with significant risk.  NOTE:  The SEP is a living document and should be updated at least annually.
A mitigation plan is not justification for awarding an adjusted risk rating to a more favorable category.
In addition to the five risks documented in the 1) Program Office’s risk square, the PM should also consider 2) risks associated with OSS&E and systems engineering, 3) any risks unique to a specific Center, 4) the accomplishment of required Milestone documents before the Milestone Decision Dates, 5) the need and sufficiency of planned Government Furnished Equipment in delivering the capability, and 6) any additional software risks that are not already covered in the risk square.

After rating these considerations according to their criteria below, the PM should consult the summary criteria to determine the color/point value to be assigned.

Example:  Of the top 5 program risks listed in Program X’s risk square, one is red, three are yellow, and one is green.  Program X has no risks that are watch items for its particular product center (so NO color rating is assigned), systems engineering activities are on track (earning a “green” rating), and all milestone documentation is on track to be completed in a timely manner (earning a “green” rating).  Program X required GFE for production, but the GFE has some unresolved maintainability issues involving data rights.  This earns a “yellow” rating for GFE.  Planned software updates are already included in the program office’s risk square.  Thus the PM earns a “red” rating for Risk Assessment based on the fact that of the 8 identified risk items, 3 are green, 4 are yellow, and one is red.

1.  Top Five Program Risks

Top five program risks as jointly assessed by the Program Office and contractor/developer team have been identified and are “mapped” on a “risk square” display.  Each red or yellow stands alone for purposes of scoring below.
2.  Systems Engineering Risk
· Green

· User defined scenarios/use cases have been developed for V&V and trade studies are being performed to identify opportunities to decrease life cycle cost, reduce technical or schedule risks, and/or enhance Reliability, Availability, and Maintainability (RAM).

· A cross functional Configuration Change Board has been established and approves/disapproves all Engineering Change Proposals (ECPs), deviations, waivers, or temporary modifications.

· An approved SEP exists and is current.

· Yellow

· User defined scenarios/use cases are being developed for V&V and trade studies are planned to identify opportunities to decrease life cycle cost, reduce technical or schedule risks, and/or enhance RAM.

· A cross functional Configuration Change Board is being formed or has been established but does not approve/disapprove all Engineering Change Proposals (ECPs), deviations, waivers, or temporary modifications.

· An approved SEP exists but an annual update is required and is in progress.

· Red

· User defined scenarios/use cases for V&V have not been defined and trade studies have not been performed to identify opportunities to decrease life cycle cost, reduce technical or schedule risks, and/or enhance RAM.

· A cross functional Configuration Change Board has not been established.

· An approved SEP does not exist or an approved SEP exists but is outdated and no update is in progress.

3.  Any Risks Specific to a Center’s Mission Area

List any risks that are critical “watch” areas for a specific Center’s mission area.  The PM should assign a color value IAW the Risk Management Guide for DoD Acquisition to characterize the severity of those risks.

4.  Documentation

Post-MS C

· Green –  All required documentation (reference Figure 2) has been signed and no significant changes have occurred.

· Yellow –  One or more required documents (reference Figure 2) have not been signed. 

· Red -  A significant change has occurred which requires documentation update.

5.  Government Furnished Equipment

 Post-MS C

· Green –  Planned GFE (includes GFE for production, and sustainment) is available and maintainable.
· Yellow –  Planned GFE (includes GFE for production, and sustainment) is available, but has some maintainability issues (e.g. MTTR, MTBF, etc. are increasing). 
· Red –  GFE (includes GFE for production, and sustainment) is not available or is not maintainable.
6.  Software

Unless specifically covered in your risk square, for any program with software updates, the following criteria will be used:

 Post-MS C

· Green – No Category1 software problems reports are over 30 days old
· Yellow – Any Category1 software problem reports are between 30 and 45 days old
· Red – Any Category 1 software problem reports are more than 45 days old 
Post-MS C Risk Assessment Metric Calculation (8 pts)

· Green (6 to 8) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risks as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2, 3, 4,  5, and 6 above lie in the Green zone.  Zero areas in Red zone.

· Yellow (4 to <6) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risks as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2, 3, 4,  5, and 6 above lie in Yellow zone.   Zero areas in Red zone.

· Red (<4) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risks as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 above lie in Yellow to Red zone; and one or more risks in Red zone.
· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

6.11   EXECUTION – SUSTAINABILITY RISK ASSESSMENT METRIC

Execution – Sustainability Risk Assessment Metric Introduction

This metric includes the major activities and sustainment factor considerations to ensure adequate system support.  Sustainment planning is critical to the ability of any program to execute its product support responsibilities.  This metric evaluates the sustainment planning/execution status of the program and identifies any significant issues/risks for senior leadership.  

Definition/Notes   

The Program Office will update the Sustainability Risk Assessment monthly.  The Program Office can update more frequently if data represented changes significantly.

NOTE  Key Post-Milestone C sustainment/support activities include: executing the product support strategy to include Performance Based Logistics (PBL) and Public-Private Partnering  (PPP) considerations, migration plan completion, supportability included in EMAs, validation of system supportability via analysis of Initial Operational Test and Evaluation (IOT&E) and Follow On Test and Evaluation (FOT&E) activities, sustainment vehicles (contract and/or organic) in place, site activation (SATAF), Initial Operational Capability (IOC) supportability assessment, preparation for and transfer of program responsibility from the assigned Product Center to the assigned ALC,  Diminishing Manufacturing Sources (DMS) plan, Disposal Plan,  Product Support Management and Product Support Budgeting and Funding.

Product support management assesses the adequacy of the Life-Cycle Product Support Strategy to satisfy warfighter needs at best value. Product Support Budgeting and Funding assesses the adequacy of programmed resources to fully fund product support and sustainment planning. The sustainment elements refer to acquisition of sustainment capability to sustain the system.  Reliability, Availability and Maintainability assessment is included in the Supportability element.    

The technical approach for ensuring Operational Safety, Suitability and Effectiveness (OSS&E) and lifecycle systems engineering in support of the sustainment and the product support strategy are included in the Systems Engineering Plan (SEP).  NOTE:  The SEP is a living document and should be updated at least annually.

The key OSS&E and lifecycle systems engineering processes are planning, systems management, design, verification & validation, risk management, inspections & maintenance, sources of supply, maintenance & repair, configuration management, requirements management, and technical management & controls (as identified in AFI 63-1201 and/or AFMCI 63-1201).

In addition, the Sustainment Elements are an integral part of sustainment planning/execution. These elements (as identified in the Independent Logistics Assessment (ILA) Handbook) are: manpower, personnel, maintenance, supportability, system engineering, data management, supply, transportation, configuration management and training.  Acquisition and delivery of the initial (for First Asset Available (FAA)) and full supply support, support equipment, technical data and training/training equipment commensurate with delivery of the weapons system is required.  

The requirements for this factor are consistent with AFI 63-107, Product Support, the Program Executive Officer (PEO) Program Supportability Assessment, the ILA Handbook and the DoD 5000 Integrated Defense Acquisition, Technology and Logistics Life Cycle Management Framework.   

During this phase of the acquisition cycle, a Program Transfer Eligibility date, when appropriate, should be established to address the timeline for transition of the program from the Product Center to the Sustaining Organization.   

If the Program Transfer Eligibility date is within 2-years, then the Transfer Readiness Assessment chart should also be used to complete this metric evaluation (reference Figure 13 below).   The criteria is used to validate the readiness of the program office to transfer the program, and the sustainment organization readiness to accept the program.  The program’s readiness to transfer from the product center is assessed by the task scoring on the left side in the figure.  The sustainment organization’s readiness to receive the program is assessed by the task scoring on the right side in the figure.    The chart depicted in the figure is designed to report the status of planned transfer activities that should be on-track to meet the planned transfer date.  The chart is not completed as part of the PoPS evaluation, but is accomplished independently and only the task scoring is used.
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     - Transportation  3 2 6      - Transportation  3 2 6

     - Configuration Mgt  4 2 8      - Configuration Mgt  4 2 8

     - Training  5 2 10      - Training  5 2 10

Program in Product/Deploy Phase 5 2 10  

Sustainment Activities Transferred to SSM 15 2 30 SSM Managing Sustainment Activities 15 2 30

Sustainment Funding Transferred to ALC 10 2 20 Sustainment Funding In-Place/Projected  10 1 10

Sustainment Contract Transferred to ALC 5 2 10 Sustainment Contract Executed/Follow-on  5 1 5

Planning for DSM roles/resp completed 5 2 10 Execute DSM Rqmnts/Funding Process 5 2 10

Transition Support Plan Negotiated 10 2 20 Transition Support Plan Signed 10 1 10

Site Activation Planning Updated  5 2 10 Site Activation Mgt Resources In-Place 5 2 10

SPM PMO Resources Identified 5 2 10 SPM PMO RESOURCES IN-PLACE 10 1 10

   

On-Track to Transfer   200 On Track to Accept     165

SPM Assessment (Subjective) SSM Assessment (Subjective)

 


Figure 13.   Program Transfer Readiness Assessment Template

After the Milestone C Decision use the criteria below.  

· Green 

· Key sustainment/support/OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities have been accomplished or there is a plan to accomplish in accordance with the support strategy plan.  No impact to the program.  Key sustainment/support/OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities are identified in the Definitions/Notes section above.

· Performance/execution of the sustainment/support elements is on track or ahead of schedule.

· The program is procuring technical data for planned sources of supply, maintenance, and repair as needed to execute the product support strategy in the LCMP.

· Program Transfer Date has been established, when appropriate

· Acquisition Logistics personnel (or operations center personnel for space programs) are integrated with the Program Office and are executing the Product Support Strategy. 

· The assigned Air Logistics Center (ALC) (or Sustaining Organization/Space Operations Center) is actively participating in execution of the product support strategy.

· An OSS&E baseline, if required,  exists and has been coordinated with the using Command and updated within the last 24 months.

· OSS&E compliance has been assessed within the last 6 months and status presented to the Center Commander/Director/PEO.

· Processes are in place to ensure that all CSIs/Mission Critical Items (MCI) with their critical characteristics and processes will be clearly identified in spares procurement technical data packages (TDPs).

· Yellow

· Key sustainment/support/ OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities have not been accomplished in accordance with the support strategy plan, which causes minor impacts to the program but there is a plan in place to mitigate impacts.

· Problems exist with the performance/execution of the sustainment elements but are resolvable within normal programmatic execution at PM/PEO level.

· Program Transfer Date has not been established but is in work.

· The program is planning to procure technical data for planned sources of supply, maintenance, and repair as needed to execute the product support strategy in the LCMP.

· Acquisition Logistics personnel (or operations center personnel for space programs) are integrated with the Program Office but there is some disagreement on execution of the Product Support Strategy. 

· The assigned ALC (or Sustaining Organization/Space Operations Center) is participating but there is some disagreement on execution of the product support strategy.

· An OSS&E baseline, if required,  exists but it has been more than 24 months since it has been updated and coordinated with the using Command.

· OSS&E compliance has been assessed once within the past 12 months and status presented to the Center Commander/Director/PEO.

· All CSIs/MCIs have been clearly identified, but their critical characteristics and processes have not been identified in spares procurement TDPs.

· Red

· Key sustainment/support/ OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities have not been accomplished in accordance with the support strategy plan or current plan will cause major impacts to the program.

· Significant problems exist with performance/execution of the sustainment elements and are not resolvable within normal programmatic execution at PM/PEO level.

· The program has not developed a strategy to procure technical data for planned sources of supply, maintenance, and repair as needed to execute the product support strategy in the LCMP.

· Acquisition Logistics personnel (or operations center personnel for space programs) are not integrated with the Program Office and there are major disagreements on execution of the Product Support Strategy. 

· Program Transfer Date has not been established AND is not in work. 

· There is no dialogue or the dialogue is strained between the Program Office and the assigned ALC (or Sustaining Organization/Space Operations Center) and there are major disagreements on the execution of the product support strategy. 

· An OSS&E baseline, if required,  does not exist or if it exists has not been coordinated with the using Command and updated within the last 24 months.

· OSS&E compliance has not been assessed and status has not been presented to the Center Commander/Director/PEO within the past 12 months.

· Processes are not in place to identify CSIs/MCIs.

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when readiness cannot be achieved.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

AND within 24 months of the projected transfer of the program to a sustainment organization, additionally use the criteria below:

· Program Office Readiness to Transfer the Program (SPM/DSM assessment)

· Green – System Program Manager Assessment from the Transfer Readiness Assessment is 160 to 200.  Transfer is ready or completed.

· Yellow – System Program Manager Assessment from the Transfer Readiness Assessment is 120 to 159.  Transfer is ready, but with minor issues.

· Red – System Program Manager Assessment from the Transfer Readiness Assessment is less than 120.  Transfer is NOT ready.  There are major issues.

· Sustainment Organization Readiness to Accept the Program (SSM assessment)

· Green – System Support Manager Assessment from the Transfer Readiness Assessment is 160 to 200.  Transfer is ready or completed.

· Yellow – System Support Manager Assessment from the Transfer Readiness Assessment is 120 to 159.  Transfer is ready, but with minor issues.

· Red – System Support Manager Assessment from the Transfer Readiness Assessment is less than 120.  Transfer is NOT ready.  There are major issues.

Post-MS C Sustainability Risk Assessment Metric Calculation (max value is 6 points)

· Green (5 to 6) – All sustainment metrics for current stage of the program are green.

· Yellow (2 to < 5) – Any sustainment metric for current stage of the program is yellow, but none are red.

· Red (< 2) – Any sustainment metric for current stage of the program is red.

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when readiness can not be achieved.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

6.12   EXECUTION – TESTING STATUS METRIC

Execution – Testing Status Metric Introduction

Testing status is a key metric for any program, both as an indicator of product capability, and as a prerequisite for milestone approvals and budget release.  Post-Milestone C testing includes LFT&E, IOT&E, FOT&E, Interoperability Certification, and FDE (Force Development Evaluation) - TD&E & WSEP are tailored forms of FDE.  This metric summarizes the testing status of the program, along with identifying any significant testing issues for the acquisition/sustainment leadership.  During all phases, test planning should be realistic and include procedures for scheduling test rehearsals and back-up events, and identify the analytical tools, models, and simulations needed to predict, conduct, and evaluate major test events.

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Testing Status metric quarterly, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

The Test and Evaluation (T&E) Strategy documented in the Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP) is an element of the program manager’s overall Verification and Validation (V&V) strategy detailed in the SEP.  The program manager, test managers, engineers, and logisticians shape the TEMPO based on the overall V&V methodology, both to supplement test events and to ensure validation of models, analytical tools, and simulations and also to verify development or OSS&E and lifecycle systems engineering requirements are met, and that OSS&E and lifecycle systems engineering processes are in place.
Testing terms refer to the standard programmatic testing phases as used by Director, Operational Test and Evaluation (DOT&E) and the Services. Testing milestones included in the APB should be captured in this metric. 

For the Post-MS C testing phases where applicable:

· Green (2)  

· Test execution/reporting is on/ahead of schedule per TEMP/OTA/contractor/developer plan.

· No significant problems exist (e.g. KPPs falling below threshold values; serious Reliability/Maintainability/Availability issues; first article/integration failures, Interoperability, OT or FDE issues, etc)

· All test documentation is current and signed or on-track to be signed prior to need date. (e.g. TEMP, OT plans, LFT&E plan, Surveillance Plans, etc.).  If there has been a re-baseline, test plans reflect the re-baseline. 

· All test assets, range availability, program test priority, and readiness for testing have been addressed and no significant problems exist.

· There is an open dialogue between test organization and program office, and there is an agreement on testing requirements.

· Joint Reliability Maintainability Evaluation Team (JRMET) and Deficiency Reporting (DR) System in use and is effective.

· Modeling and Simulation is being utilized, as appropriate. M&S tools and DSMs are on/ahead of schedule to receive sufficient verification, validation, and accreditation lead time prior to OT need. 

· The approach to V&V includes the expected operating environment.

· Yellow (1)  

· Test execution/reporting behind schedule per the TEMP/OTA/ contractor/manufacturer plan but not seriously impacting the program (i.e., to the APB breach level or creating serious budgetary impact)

· One or more significant problems exist but are resolvable within normal programmatic execution at the PM/PEO level.

· Some test documentation not current and document update in progress but may not be signed by need date.  If there has been a rebaseline, the test plans do not reflect the rebaseline.

· All test assets, range availability, program test priority, and readiness for testing have been addressed and significant problems exist but are resolvable within normal programmatic execution at the PM/PEO levels.

· There is an open dialogue between test organization and program office, and there is a moderate disagreement on testing requirements.

· Joint Reliability Maintainability Evaluation Team (JRMET) and Deficiency Reporting (DR) System being used but not effective. Corrective actions underway.

· Modeling and Simulation is being utilized, as appropriate.  M&S tools and DSMs are behind schedule.  Corrective actions underway to receive sufficient verification, validation, and accreditation lead time prior to OT need.

· The approach to V&V does not include the expected operating environment but an action plan is being worked to include the expected operating environment.

· Red (0)  

· Test execution/reporting significantly behind schedule per TEMP/OTA/contractor/ manufacturer plan and seriously impacting the program (i.e. APB breach or serious budgetary impact)

· One or more significant problems exist and are not resolvable within normal programmatic execution at the PM/PEO level. 

· Some test documents are not current and documentation update/coordination actions are not underway OR if underway, documentation will not be signed prior to need date.

· All test assets, range availability, program test priority, and readiness for testing have been addressed and significant problems exist that are not resolvable within normal programmatic execution at the PM/PEO levels.

· There is not an open dialogue between test organization and program office and/or there is a significant disagreement on testing requirements.

· Joint Reliability Maintainability Evaluation Team (JRMET) and Deficiency Reporting (DR) System not in place or not effective. Corrective actions not underway.

· Modeling and Simulation is not being utilized as appropriate or M&S tools and DSMs are significantly behind schedule.  Verification, validation, and accreditation will not be completed with sufficient lead time prior to OT need.

· The approach to V&V does not include the expected operating environment and no action plan is being worked to include the expected operating environment.

Post-MS C Testing Status Metric Calculation (max value is 2 points)

· Green (2) – Current Testing Status is Green. 

· Yellow (1) – Current Testing Status is Yellow.

·  Red (0) - Current Testing Status is Red. 

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

6.13    EXECUTION – TECHNICAL MATURITY METRIC

Execution – Technical Maturity Metric Introduction

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.  In 1999 and 2002, the General Accounting Office (GAO) produced two studies of best practices in acquisition programs and suggested metrics designed to gauge technology, design, and manufacturing maturity at key program “flow points.”

Since 1999, the Air Force and other DoD components have been developing, refining, and implementing more formalized and comprehensive methods for assessing overall technical maturity.  Technology Readiness Levels (TRLs) are the most developed of these methods, and satisfy the DoDI 5000.2 for Technology Readiness Assessments at Milestones B and C.  The Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Science and Technology publishes a regularly updated Technology Readiness Assessment Deskbook that contains guidance on TRLs and their assessment.  The Air Force is piloting the use of Manufacturing Readiness Levels (MRLs) to assess design and manufacturing maturity.  Alternatively, USD(AT&L) requires some programs to use Engineering Manufacturing Readiness Levels (EMRLs), developed by the Missile Defense Agency, to measure aspects of technical maturity.  As methods for assessing technical maturity evolve, this metric area may change.

· The Technical Maturity Metric is composed of three subcomponents: Technology Readiness, Design Readiness, and Manufacturing Readiness.
· Technology Readiness relies on the required assessments of TRLs, using the guidance specific to the program’s phase in the Acquisition lifecycle (see the “Definitions/Notes” section, below).

· Design Readiness assesses whether major design responsibilities are assigned and key design activities are being executed.  At its core, the program’s design effort involves the application of engineering and technical management to transform operational needs into a definition of system and component capabilities/attributes.  Key activities include establishing processes that govern the contractor’s design effort, and acquiring and preserving the performance allocations and technical data that support development, manufacturing, and sustainment.  The program's design effort takes place throughout the lifecycle, and programs should evaluate Design Readiness using the guidance specific to the program’s phase (see the “Definitions/Notes” section, below).

· Those programs that have assessed MRLs or EMRLs should report those levels for Manufacturing Readiness, using the guidance specific to the program’s phase in the Acquisition lifecycle (see the “Definitions/Notes” section, below).  If a program has not assessed its MRLs or EMRLs, it should report Manufacturing Readiness only between Milestone B and Milestone C, using the alternative metric discussed in that section.

For the purpose of PoPS metric reporting, the diagram below portrays how TRLs, MRLs, and EMRLs correspond to the DoDI 5000.2 Acquisition lifecycle framework.  For TRLs – and for those programs using MRLs or EMRLs –  this diagram is the basis for the metric evaluation criteria that change with each program phase.

NOTE: This diagram portrays the relationship of the various readiness levels to the Acquisition Framework for the purposes of this PoPS metric only.

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Technical Maturity metric semi-annually, but can update this metric more frequently if the Technical Maturity data changes significantly.

POST-Milestone C Metrics

Technology Readiness Post-MS C

All programs must report Technology Readiness.  For each of the program’s identified Critical Technology Elements (CTEs), the user enters the Technology Readiness Level (TRL), as assigned by the program in accordance with the guidance in the Technology Readiness Assessment Deskbook.  (NOTE: If appropriate, be sure to identify software and other information technology elements as CTEs.)  RED/YELLOW/GREEN evaluations will be based upon the TRL entries and the position of the program in the Acquisition Lifecycle.

· In the 6 months following the MS C Decision

· Green:  All identified CTEs are at TRL 8 or above; or if any CTE is below TRL 8, a substitute mature technology is available that meets the user’s needs.

· Yellow:  One or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 7 (and there are no substitute mature technologies that meets the user’s needs), but none is below TRL 7.  In addition, each of those TRL 7 CTEs has a TMP in preparation for MDA approval.

· Red:  One or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 7 without an approvable TMP; or one or more of the program’s CTEs is at TRL 6, regardless of the existence of a TMP.

· Killer Blow:  One or more of the program’s identified CTEs is below TRL 6, and there are no substitute mature technologies that meets the user’s needs, regardless of the existence of a TMP.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

· Beginning 6 months after the MS C Decision, but before staffing for the Full-rate Production (FRP) decision begins

· Green:  All identified CTEs are at TRL 9; or if any critical technology is below TRL 9, a substitute mature technology is available that meets the user’s needs.

· Yellow:  One or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 8 (but none is below), and the program is on track to have all CTEs at TRL 9 by the FRP decision.

· Red: Any of the program’s CTEs are at TRL 7 or lower; or one or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 8, and it will be difficult to have all CTEs at TRL 9 by the FRP decision.

· FRP decision and after

· Green:  All identified CTEs are at TRL 9.

· Yellow:  (There is no yellow rating.)

· Red:  One or more of the program’s identified CTEs is at TRL 8 or below.

Design Readiness Post MS C

· Green

· Contractual requirements define responsibilities for identifying and documenting all of the following:  critical manufacturing processes, expected variability, critical spares, product acceptance criteria, and quality control capabilities.

· Incremental design activities are well-defined and directly linked with Technical Performance Measures (TPMs), Verification & Validation (V&V) methods, and entrance and exit criteria for formal technical reviews.

· Yellow

· Contractual requirements define responsibilities for identifying and documenting two or three of the following:  critical manufacturing processes, expected variability, critical spares, product acceptance criteria, and quality control capabilities.

· Incremental design activities are vaguely defined and indirectly linked with TPMs, V&V methods, and entrance and exit criteria for formal technical reviews.

· Red

· Contractual requirements define responsibilities for identifying and documenting less than two of the following:  critical manufacturing processes, expected variability, critical spares, product acceptance criteria, and quality control capabilities.

· Incremental design activities are not well-defined and not directly linked with TPMs, V&V methods, and entrance and exit criteria for formal technical reviews.

Manufacturing Readiness Post-MS C

Only those programs that have assessed MRLs must report those levels for Manufacturing Readiness, using the guidance below.  Similarly, only those programs that have assessed EMRLs must report those levels for Manufacturing Readiness, using the guidance below.  Programs that use neither MRLs nor EMRLs should use the alternate metric – key manufacturing processes that are under statistical process control (SPC) – to report Manufacturing Readiness.
· Metric (1):  For those programs using MRLs

     

In the six months following the Milestone C Decision

· Green:  At MRL 8 or higher.

· Yellow:  One of the elements is at MRL 7.

· Red:  Two or more of the elements are at MRL 7 or below.

   
During Low-rate Initial Production, but not in staffing for the FRP Decision

· Green:  At MRL 9 or higher.

· Yellow:  One of the elements is at MRL 8.

· Red:  Two or more of the elements are at MRL 8 or below.

  
At FRP Decision

· Green:  At MRL 9 or higher.

· Yellow:  (There is no yellow rating.)

· Red:  One or more of the elements is at MRL 8 or below.

    
During FRP, and after

· Green:  At MRL 10.

· Yellow:  One or more of the elements is at MRL 9.

· Red:  One or more of the elements is at MRL 8 or below.

OR

· Metric (2):  For those programs using EMRLs

  
In the six months following the Milestone C Decision

· Green:  Achieved EMRL 3 or higher.

· Yellow:  Achieved EMRL 2, but has not met the all exit criteria for EMRL 3.

· Red:  Program has not yet met the exit criteria for EMRL 2.

   
During Low-rate Initial Production, but not in staffing for the FRP Decision

· Green:  Achieved EMRL 4 or higher.

· Yellow:  Achieved EMRL 3, has not met the all exit criteria for EMRL 4, but is on track to meet EMRL 4 exit criteria before FRP decision.

· Red:  Program has not yet met the exit criteria for EMRL 3; or program is otherwise not on track to meet EMRL 4 exit criteria before FRP decision.

  
At FRP Decision

· Green:  Achieved EMRL 4 or higher.

· Yellow:  (There is no yellow rating.)

· Red:  Program has not yet met the exit criteria for EMRL 4.

    
During FRP, and after

· Green:  Achieved EMRL 5.

· Yellow:  Achieved EMRL 4, but has not met the all exit criteria for EMRL 5.

· Red:  Program has not yet met the exit criteria for EMRL 4.

OR

· Metric (3): For those programs not using MRLs or EMRLs, report the percentage of key production processes (i.e. those processes that have a critical impact on the system’s key characteristics such as performance, service life, or manufacturability) that are under statistical process control (SPC).
· During Low-rate Initial Production, but not in staffing for the FRP Decision

· Green: 100% of key processes identified and under SPC

· Yellow: Less than 100%, but greater than 95% under SPC

· Red: 
 Less than 95% of key processes under SPC

· At FRP Decision and after

· Green: 100% of key processes identified and under SPC

· Yellow: No Yellow rating

· Red: 
 Less than 100% of key processes under SPC

Post-MS C Technical Maturity Metric Calculation (max value is 2 points) 

· Green (2) – All technical maturity metrics for current stage of the program are Green. 
· Yellow (1) – Any technical maturity metric for current stage of the program is Yellow, but none are red.
· Red (0) – Any metric for current stage of the program is Red.

Post-MS C Level 1 Execution Factor Calculation (max value 30 points) = sum of all 7 metrics
· Green: (24 to 30)

· Yellow: (18 to <24)

· Red: (<18)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
6.14    EXECUTION – SOFTWARE METRIC

Execution – Software Metric Introduction

This metric is not applicable to post-milestone C programs and should be grayed out.  Software risk is included under the Program Risk metric.

6.15   PROGRAM “FIT” IN CAPABILITY VISION FACTOR

Program “Fit” in Capability Vision Factor Introduction
The first of the two external Level 1 Factors is Program “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.  OSD has strongly asserted its prerogatives in this area. 

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Program “Fit” Capability Vision factor semi-annually. The Program Office can update more frequently if data represented by this factor changes significantly.       

6.15.1    Within the DoD Vision Metric
Current DOD vision is centered on three basic principles, Transformation, Interoperability, and Joint Operations.  Combined, these will allow future forces from any service to be called upon jointly to achieve the desired effect with fewer assets.  For a more detailed description, please refer to 

http://www.oft.osd.mil/library/library_files/document_383_ElementsOfTransformation_LR.pdf
An extract describing the Force Transformation Vision is as follows:

...two salient characteristics seem to stand out: (1) It will be a joint, network-centric force; and (2) It will be capable of executing effects-based operations (EBO), enabled by Network-centric warfare (NCW).

Already, the combination of modern technology and new operational concepts has enabled networked units and individual platforms to operate together in ways not considered possible just a few years ago. NCW is characterized by the ability of geographically dispersed forces to attain a high level of shared battlespace awareness that is exploited to achieve strategic, operational, and tactical objectives in accordance with the commander’s intent. This linking of people, platforms, weapons, sensors, and decision aids into a single network creates a whole that is clearly greater than the sum of its parts. The result is networked forces that operate with increased speed and synchronization and are

capable of achieving massed effects, in many situations without the physical massing of forces required in the past.

The emerging way of war, constructed around the fundamental tenets of NCW and emphasizing high-quality shared awareness, dispersed forces, speed of command, and flexibility, will allow U.S. forces to exploit the potential of EBO in achieving strategic, operational, and tactical objectives. In the process of transforming the way that we fight, we should emerge with a force that is more expeditionary, agile, and lethal than the present force and more capable of employing operational maneuver and precision effects capabilities to achieve victory. The battlespace is expected to be a more dispersed one, within which our forces will conduct noncontiguous, mutually supporting operations. These operations will seamlessly tie in other government agencies, as well as multinational partners, in order to permit a smooth transition from Major Combat Operations (MCO) to Stability Operations.

An extract from AT&L memo:

October 2005, the Department established the Business Transformation Agency (BTA) to assist in transforming the business operations of DoD to achieve improved joint warfighter support and enable financial accountability across the Department.

The specific objectives of business transformation are outlined in the Department’s Enterprise Transition Plan which includes six Business Enterprise Priorities:

Personnel Visibility

Acquisition Visibility

Common Supplier Engagement

Materiel Visibility

Real Property Accountability, and

Financial Visibility

Transformation

Transformation will measure the extent to which the program possesses the transformational attributes (such as knowledge, speed, agility, and lethality that would be expected of a transformed uniformed force) specified by OSD leadership.

Interoperability

The extent to which the program complies with/has embedded within it the architectural/engineering characteristics (compliance with the Global Information Grid (GIG)/Information Dissemination Management (IDM) Capstone Requirements Document (CRD), Defense Information Infrastructure (DII), Open architecture protocols) which would allow it to interoperate across systems.

Joint

Jointness is the extent to which the program is usable by other services, joint operations, and coalitions without unique support arrangements being made by those users.  The focus of this factor is on Doctrine, Organization, Training, Material, Leadership and Education, Personnel and Facilities.

DoD Vision Metric 

Post-Milestone C (4.5 points max)

The DoD Vision metric will be assigned a value and color rating based on the program office’s assessment. Total points available will not exceed 4.5 (increments of .5 units only (i.e. 3.0, 3.5, 4.0, or 4.5)):

· Green (3.5 to 4.5)

· Program is in strong alignment with DoD’s Transformation/Interoperability/Joint Operations Vision

· Strong fit into future force structure

· Yellow (2.5 to 3.0)

· Program is in mild/moderate alignment with DoD’s Transformation/Interoperability/Joint Operations Vision

· Neutral fit into future force structure 

· Red (<2.5)

· Program is not in alignment with DoD’s Transformation/Interoperability/Joint Operations Vision

· Weak fit into future force structure

· Killer Blow (0)

· A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

6.15.2    Within the HQAF Vision Metric
Determine where the program plays in the Current/Future Forces vision. 

This metric will be assigned a value and color rating based on the program office’s assessment. Points assigned by how well program or transformational activities support the AF Distinctive Capabilities (AFDC), listed below along with their source link.  Total points available will not exceed 4.5.

http://www.oft.osd.mil/library/library_files/document_385_2004_USAF_Transformation_Flight_Plan.pdf
Air and Space Superiority:

· Negating Enemy Air Defenses: Penetration of advanced enemy air defenses to clear the path for follow-on joint forces.  Effective and persistent air, space, and information operations beyond the range of enemy air defenses under adverse weather conditions. 

· Space Superiority: Protection and survivability of vital space assets.   Negation of an adversary’s access to space services.

· Missile Destruction in Flight: Detection of ballistic and cruise missile launches and destruction of those missiles in flight.

Information Superiority:  

· Seamless, joint machine-to-machine integration of all manned, unmanned, and space systems

· Real-time picture of the battlespace 

· Predictive Battlespace Awareness

· Ensured use of the information domain via effective information assurance and information operations

· Denial of effective C4ISR to adversaries via effective information operations

Rapid Global Mobility: 

· Rapid establishment of air operations, an air bridge, and movement of military capability in support of operations anywhere in the world under any conditions

· Responsive launch and operation of new space vehicles and refueling/repair/relocation of future on-orbit assets

Global Attack:  

· Rapid and precise attack of any target on the globe with persistent effects

Agile Combat Support:

· Significantly lighter, leaner, faster combat support to enable responsive, persistent, and effective combat operations under any condition

Precision Engagement:

· Order of magnitude increase in number of targets hit per sortie

· Achievement of specific, tailored effects on a target short of total destruction

HQAF Vision Metric 

Post-Milestone C (4.5 points max)

The HQAF Vision metric will be assigned a value and color rating based on the program office’s assessment. Total points available will not exceed 4.5 (increments of .5 units only (i.e. 3.0, 3.5, 4.0, or 4.5)):

· Green (3.5 to 4.5)

· Program is in significant alignment with the AFDC and/or future force structure

· Program is on track to provide planned capability

· Yellow (2.5 to 3.0)

· Program is in secondary/peripheral alignment with the AFDC and/or future force structure OR

· Program is a planned key/core supporter and is encountering problems impacting its ability to provide planned capability

· Red (<2.5)

· Program does not fit the AFDC and/or future force structure

· Program is encountering problems which will prevent it from providing planned capability 

· Killer Blow (0)

·  A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric

            Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Level 1 “Fit in the Vision” Factor Calculation = value (DoD vision – max value 4.5 pts) + value (Air Force vision – max value 4.5 pts) = 9 points max

· Green: (7 to 9)

· Yellow: (5 to <7)

· Red: (<5)
· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
6.16   PROGRAM ADVOCACY FACTOR

Program Advocacy Factor Introduction

The final Level 1 Factor is Program Advocacy.  Advocacy measures the support for a program on the part of senior decision makers. 

Definitions/Notes

PEO will prepare this information.

· PM will consult with outside sources (Program Element Managers (PEMs), Legislative Liaisons, and/or warfighter representatives, as appropriate) in order to provide a preliminary assessment

· PEO will provide the final evaluation

· PM / PEO can modify the list of advocates to include entities not listed,  particularly for ACAT III programs (e.g.  For ACAT III programs, keep warfighter, OSD, Industry, and International (if appropriate) as advocacy entries, and modify advocacy listing for Congress, HQ Air Force, and Joint Staff to other sources that provide advocacy for the program, as appropriate)

· HQ Air Force can be swapped out with AQ

· PEO can’t be an advocate

· Points given to the individual component metrics comprising the Advocacy Factor can be readjusted between them as appropriate.

The Program Executive Office will update the Program Advocacy factor semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this factor changes significantly.

Red/Yellow/Green evaluations should be based on statements, documents, and/or decisions that are “Matters of Record”.  

· Advocacy – Actual or 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. 

· Advocate – An elected or appointed governmental official; a flag officer; or a career Senior Executive Service in a leadership position within an advocacy group.

· OSD – Flag/SES level decision makers in OSD organization (e.g., USD(AT&L); ASD (C3I); Director, PA&E; Director, DOT&E; ASD (Comptroller) – may not be applicable for non-ACAT/ACAT III programs.

· Joint Staff – Flag/SES level in Joint Staff, (particularly FCB, JCP and Joint Requirement Oversight Council processes) – may not be applicable for non-ACAT/ACAT III programs.

· War Fighter – Flag/SES level in Service and Joint warfighting commands.

· HQAF – SES/Flag incumbents at DAF level and above.

· Congressional  – Senators/Members of Congress/Professional Staff of the four committees (HASC/SASC/ HAC/SAC). Personal staff of congressional members.

· Industry – Senior Executives of involved corporations.

· International (as applicable): – Senior governmental decision makers / Executives of foreign industry partners / foreign military sales / international partnerships

Weighting of these metrics are as follows:  Advocacy from OSD and Congress are most important in this phase of the acquisition cycle. Advocacy at the Warfighter and Industry are at the next lower level of importance; all other advocacies are less important than Warfighter and Industry advocacies.  

Post-MS C Program Advocacy Factor Calculation (max value is 20 points)

· Green – Warfighter (3 or 3 to 4), Congress (4 to 5), OSD (4 to 5 or 4 to 6), Joint Staff (1), AF HQ (1), Industry (3), International (2 or 0)

· 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

· Air Staff, warfighter, and Product/Logistics Center communications healthy, monitoring POM process, answering routine congressional inquiries as required

· Congressional support evident in terms of a direct sponsor

· For Foreign Military Sales

· No FMS is anticipated or FMS is planned/ongoing and FMS approvals/authorities/documentation have been assessed and accomplished --- FMS contributed funding helps stabilize the program by reducing/augmenting US investment funding or FMS orders stabilize planned production quantity procurement profiles and testing/production plans are complete.

· COCOM(s) concurs with requirement

· Policy issues resolved

· Top-line and inter agency approvals complete

· Letter of Agreement (LOA) signed

· Data Disclosure Language (DDL) approved and disseminated
· Yellow - Warfighter (2), Congress (3), OSD (3), Joint Staff (.5), AF HQ (.5), Industry (2), International (1 or 0)

· No position on program taken

· No actions (positive or negative) taken on program budget

· Disconnects in communications between Air Staff, warfighter, and Product/ Logistics Center leading to POM disconnects

· For Foreign Military Sales

· FMS is planned, FMS approvals/authorities/documentation have been assessed and some are NOT accomplished and the time required to obtain approval or complete documentation may impact the Program’s overall schedule or cost.  

· Technical elements (anti-tamper features, modified software/firmware) have been assessed, are required, and have been planned but some are not completed.  

· FMS related testing drives additional schedule or resources needs and planning/budgeting is not complete.  

· FMS hardware production profiles drive additional management or resources and scheduling/budgeting is not complete.

· COCOM(s) position requested; response not received

· Policy issues defined; resolution sought

· Top-line or inter agency approvals initiated

· LOA in-work

· DDL initiated

· Red - Warfighter (<2), Congress (<3), OSD (<3), Joint Staff (0), AF HQ (0), Industry (<2), International (0)

· 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 “string out” (length of buy increased while yearly quantities dropped)

· Negative statement/decisions/actions on program by decision-makers
· For Foreign Military Sales
· FMS is anticipated, but FMS approvals/authorities/documentation have NOT been assessed or completed
· Technical elements (anti-tamper features, modified software/firmware) have not been assessed, planned, or budgeted.  
· FMS related testing has not been assessed or planned
· Planning/budgeting for FMS hardware production profiles has not been assessed
· No COCOM(s) position requested
· Policy issues not defined
· No Top-line or inter agency approvals initiated
· No LOA
· No DDL initiated
Level 1 Post-MS C Advocacy Factor Calculation (max value 20 points) = sum of all level 2 Advocacy metrics. Sample allocated values follow: Warfighter and Industry (3 points max each); Congress and OSD (5 points max each); international (2 points max); all others are 1 point each.  If you do not have international involvement, “gray” out the metric and reallocate the 2 points (1 point additionally to Warfighter (4 pts maximum) and 1 point additionally to OSD (6 pts maximum).  The advocacy rating is based on the PEO’s assessment. The color rating will be based on the total assigned points across advocacy categories. 

· Green: (16 to 20)

· Yellow: (12 to <16)

· Red: (<12)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red 

7.0    SUSTAINMENT DOCUMENTATION

7.1      Introduction

Programs which are in Sustainment should use the set of criteria in Chapter 7 for program evaluation.  Figure 14 details the Windshield Chart to be used for programs in the Sustainment phase of the life cycle.  A program in sustainment is defined as a system (i.e. weapon system, satellite system, ground systems, test and training systems, etc) that is post production and fielded.
This criteria is applicable to systems in sustainment, but not applicable to major modification or upgrade of capabilities within the system.   These modification and upgrade programs should be evaluated by a separate Pre-Milestone B, Post-Milestone B, or Post Milestone C development PoPS.
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Figure 14.  Sustainment Windshield Chart Example

7.2   REQUIREMENTS – PROGRAM PARAMETER STATUS METRIC

Requirements – Program Parameter Status Metric Introduction

The first Level 2 metric under Program Requirements is the Program Parameter Status metric.  This metric is designed to evaluate the program’s status in meeting the performance/capability levels mandated by the warfighter.  Performance parameters are selectable at the discretion of the PM:

· Will usually contain all  Key Performance Parameters (KPP)

· Can include non-KPPs (if the PM believes it important to include them)

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Program Parameter Status metric quarterly, but can update the metric more frequently if data represented changes significantly. The Program Parameters and Key Performance Parameters may be included at the discretion of the PM/PEO/Center Commander if they are considered to be critical to the measurement of Program Success.

The Department of Defense Architecture Framework (DoDAF) is a framework for development of a systems architecture or enterprise architecture (EA).  All major U.S. Government Department of Defense (DoD) weapons and information technology systems that are components of collaborative techniques that involve multi-weapon systems or are components of a System of Systems capability, should develop an EA and document that architecture using architectural descriptions/views.  These architectural descriptions/views should provide a description of the capability inter-relationships of the component systems, mission environment and threat environment as well as describe the inter-relationship of the systems for the System of Systems capability.

Sustainment Program Parameter Status Metric Calculation (max value is 3 points)

· Green (3) 

· Performance Requirements are clearly understood, are well managed by warfighter and/or AFOTEC, and are being well realized by Program Manager. 

· KPP/selected non-KPP Threshold values met by latest testing results and/or analysis (as it relates to reliability, maintainability, availability, etc), if applicable for legacy systems.  

· There is an open dialogue and/or active participation between the program office and the center intelligence office, with an agreement on the intelligence support strategy and all intelligence-sensitive aspects are being supported.  Process in place for assessing impact of changes to threat baseline.  Intelligence supportability for pre-planned system updates is routinely assessed.  All intelligence deficiencies are resolved.  Proposed solutions are projected to meet program requirements.  
· Requirements/configuration changes at any level in the functional architecture include complete assessments of impact on the allocated subsystem requirements, system requirements, certifications, OSS&E baseline, and the OSS&E baseline Document (OBD), if applicable. 
· All of the following areas are traceable to the allocated system and subsystem requirements: technical performance measures, contractual requirements, maturity indicators, and acceptance criteria, if applicable.
· For all weapon systems that are components of Systems of System capability: Current architectural descriptions/views of that Systems of System capability, have been developed but are used.
· Yellow (2) 
· Requirements are understood but are in flux (emergent changes from warfighter and/or AFOTEC).
· If applicable for legacy systems, KPP/non-KPP change imminent or the program has been given a temporary relief from meeting a KPP; warfighter management and/or PM execution of requirements has created some impact to original requirements set (set de-scope, or modification to original Objective/Threshold values has/is occurring). One or more KPP/selected non-KPPs are potentially below Threshold values in Operational Assessment testing (or analysis if OA testing has not occurred).  
· There is an open dialogue and/or active participation between the program office and the center intelligence office, with some disagreement on the intelligence support strategy and some intelligence-sensitive aspects are not being supported.  Process in development for assessing impact of changes to threat baseline.  Intelligence supportability for pre-planned system updates is not systematically assessed.  Some intelligence deficiencies are not resolved.  Proposed solutions are projected to meet some program requirements.  
· Requirements/configuration changes at any level in the functional architecture include incomplete assessments of impact on the allocated subsystem requirements, system requirements, certifications, OSS&E baseline, and the OBD, if applicable.

· Two or three of the following areas are traceable to the allocated system and subsystem requirements: technical performance measures, contractual requirements, maturity indicators, and acceptance criteria, if applicable.
· For all weapon systems that are components of Systems of System capability: Current architectural descriptions/views of that Systems of System capability, have been developed but are not used. 

· Red (<2) 

· Requirements flux/”creep” has resulted in significant real-time changes to the baseline as understood, system does not meet all KPPs.  

· If applicable for legacy systems, one or more KPP/selected non-KPPs did not meet Threshold values as evaluated during OA/Operational testing.  

· There is not an open dialogue and/or active participation between the program office and the center intelligence office.  No process exists for assessing impact of changes to threat baseline.  Intelligence supportability for pre-planned system updates is not assessed.  Intelligence deficiencies are not resolved.  
·  Requirements/configuration changes at any level in the functional architecture do not include assessments of impact on the allocated subsystem requirements, system requirements, certifications, OSS&E baseline, and the OBD, if applicable.

· Less than two of the following areas are traceable to the allocated system and subsystem requirements: technical performance measures, contractual requirements, maturity indicators, and acceptance criteria, if applicable.
· For all weapon systems that are components of Systems of System capability: Current architectural descriptions/views of that Systems of System capability, have not been developed.
· Killer Blow (0) -  A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

7.3   REQUIREMENTS – PROGRAM SCOPE EVOLUTION METRIC
Requirements – Program Scope Evolution Metric Introduction

The second Level 2 metric under Program Requirements is Program Scope Evolution. This metric is designed to illustrate the degree of program risk inherent in overall program scope growth. This metric will serve as a leading indicator of future risk associated with program resources.

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Program Scope Evolution metric semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

The objective of this metric is to show overall program scope growth, from pre-program initiation, where program scope was first determined, to the present.  (For example, the extension of service life, number of aircraft/systems supported etc.)   Performance requirement changes are reflected in the Program Parameter Status Metric.  

Sustainment Program Scope Evolution Metric Calculation (max value is 2 points)

· Green (2)  

· Program is being executed as currently scoped.   The scope of program is accurate – the requirements, cost, and/or schedule is accurate; minor deviations (0% – 5% of current scope (to include such things as quantity changes, new mandates, etc.)) but still executable within current resources.

· Yellow (1) 

· Program is executing with some changes (increase or decrease) from current scope. The requirements, cost, and/or schedule have been changed (between 5% and 10% of current scope, in the direction of higher risk (to include such things as quantity changes, new mandates, etc.)); without corresponding adjustment/infusion of resources to mitigate risk.

· Red (0)

· Program is executing with significant changes (increase or decrease) from current scope. The requirements, cost, and/or schedule have been changed (> 10% of current scope, in the direction of higher risk (to include such things as quantity changes, new mandates etc.)); without corresponding adjustment/infusion of resources to mitigate risk.

· Killer Blow (0) - A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Sustainment Level 1 Requirements Factor Calculation (max value 5 points) = value (Program Parameter Status – max value 3 pts) + value (Program Scope Evolution – max value 2 pts) 

· Green (4 to 5) 

· Yellow (3) 

· Red (<3)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
7.4    RESOURCES – BUDGET METRIC

Resources – Budget Metric Introduction

The Budget metric is designed to show the degree of risk inherent in the current state of the budget both in current sustainment execution, and looking forward through the Future Years Defense Program (FYDP). This metric also reflects sufficiency for each program appropriation. Sufficiency is defined as the degree to which the amount and phasing of each appropriation within a program retires programmatic risk. High sufficiency equates to low budgetary risk, and vice versa.

Definitions/Notes

The Program office will update the Budget metric quarterly, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

· Life Cycle Costs – Life Cycle Costs (LCC) are acquisition and sustainment costs (cradle to grave) to include the costs of implementing and maintaining disciplined lifecycle systems engineering and OSS&E. 

· Execution – This is the status of funds obligations compared to established goals and targets. 
· Budget – This is the entire budget for the program broken down by appropriation for the FYDP. 

Sustainment Budget Metric Calculation (max value is 20 points)

· Green (16 to 20) - Budget across the FYDP is sufficient on all appropriations to allow approved programs to be executed with low risk (does not exceed 0 – 5% deviation from required funding and/or meets all mission requirements and supports all critical sustainment activities). Execution is within 5% of OSD goal for appropriated funds (3400, 3600, 3010, 3020 and 3080 funds).  Supply Management Activity Group (SMAG) execution forecast plan is being met or exceeded.  

· Yellow (12 to < 16) – Budget across the FYDP is insufficient to allow approved program to be executed with low risk (exceeded values are between 5% and 10% deviation from required funding and/or with only minor impacts to mission requirements and supports some critical sustainment activities).  Execution is within 10% of OSD goal for appropriated funds (3400, 3600, 3010, 3020 and 3080 funds). SMAG execution is 1% to 10% below forecast plan.  

· Red (<12) – Budget across the FYDP is insufficient to allow approved program to be executed with low to moderate risk (exceeded values are > 10% deviation from required funding and/or with major impacts to mission requirements and supports some critical sustainment activities).  Execution exceeds OSD goal by more than 10% for appropriated funds (3400, 3600, 3010, 3020 and 3080 funds). SMAG execution is greater than 10% below forecast plan. 

· Killer Blow (0) - A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

7.5   RESOURCES – MANNING METRIC

Resources – Manning Metric Introduction

Manning is critical to the ability of any program to execute its responsibilities. The first of these metrics, Program Office Manning is intended to show several key aspects of Program office staffing status.  Civilian, military, matrix and contracted support personnel statuses are addressed.  All billets belonging to the Program office should be accounted for across the categories.  Program Offices should report the manning that personally supports the Program Office specifically.  Manning should represent the personnel who support the function of the Program office and not the provider of the supplies or service. Personnel can be co-located or off site to the Program office.  Manning must be sufficient to support the functional areas that are critical to a program (e.g. program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering, etc).   Specific personnel issues impacting on the program’s ability to successfully execute the program (e.g., what key specialties are missing; what key billets are unfilled/about to be vacated) should be highlighted in the comments section of the spreadsheet.

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Manning metric semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

Manning and Qualification

This metric is intended to show Program Office staffing status as of the reporting date. Civilian, military, matrixed, and contracted support personnel status are addressed. 

· All billets belonging to the Program office should be accounted for across the categories

· Specific personnel issues impacting on the program’s ability to successfully execute the program (i.e. what key specialties are missing; what key billets are unfilled/about to be vacated) should be highlighted in the comments section of the spreadsheet

Sustainment Manning and Qualification Metric Calculation (max value is 10 points)

· Green (8 to 10)  

· 90% or above of all Program office authorized/funded billets (including in house contractor support – i.e. A&AS, FFRDC, etc. as appropriate) are filled – staffed to within 90% of benchmark (or manpower model substantiated) program levels.

· Key program positions are stable.

· Over half of the key program personnel have been with the program for at least two years. Key program personnel is defined as  Program Manager, Item Management Specialist, Chief/Lead Engineer, Equipment Specialist, Production Management Specialist, Lead Life Cycle Logistician, Procuring Contracting Officer AND Wing, Group or Squadron Director/Commander as appropriate, and those  positions that are directly associated with the program.

· The most recent key personnel change is more than 3 months ago and no changes are planned within the next 3 months.

· 90% (or more) of all government program IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  At least 50% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Yellow (6 to < 8)  

· 80% to 89% of all Program office authorized/funded billets (including in house contractor support – i.e. A&AS, FFRDC, etc. as appropriate) are filled – staffed to 80% to 89% of benchmarked (or manpower model substantiated) program levels.

· Key program positions have some movement volatility.

· Over half of the key program personnel have been with the program for less than two years. Key program personnel is defined as  Program Manager, Item Management Specialist, Chief/Lead Engineer, Equipment Specialist, Production Management Specialist, Lead Life Cycle Logistician, Procuring Contracting Officer AND Wing, Group or Squadron Director/Commander as appropriate, and those  positions that are directly associated with the program.

· One or two key personnel changes have been made within the past 3 months or are forecast within the next 3 months.
· 80% to 89% of all government program IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  At least 40% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Red (<6)  

· Less than 80% of all Program Office authorized/funded billets (including in house contractor support – i.e. A&AS, FFRDC, etc. as appropriate) are filled – staffed at less than 80% of benchmarked (or manpower model substantiated) program levels.

· Key program positions are very unstable and have significant movement volatility.

· Over half of the key program personnel have been with the program for less than one year. Key program personnel is defined as Program Manager, Item Management Specialist, Chief/Lead Engineer, Equipment Specialist, Production Management Specialist, Lead Life Cycle Logistician, Procuring Contracting Officer AND Wing, Group or Squadron Director/Commander as appropriate, and are those  positions that are directly associated with the program.

· Three or more key personnel changes have been made within last three months or are forecast within the next three months.

· Less than 80% of all government program IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  Less than 40% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Killer Blow (0) - A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., volatility of manning movement or reduction in program manning make the program non-executable, etc.).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

If you are evaluating a program that does NOT have Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor Health measures (such as DLA items), the Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor Health Metric is valued at 0 points and the Manning Metric is valued at 15 points.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined below:
Sustainment Manning and Qualification Metric Calculation (max value is 15 points), Strategoc Supplier/Prime Contractor Health Metric (0)  

· Green (12 to 15)  

· 90% or above of all Program office authorized/funded billets (including in house contractor support – i.e. A&AS, FFRDC, etc. as appropriate) are filled – staffed to within 90% of benchmark (or manpower model substantiated) program levels.

· Key program positions are stable.

· Over half of the key program personnel have been with the program for at least two years. Key program personnel is defined as  Program Manager, Item Management Specialist, Chief/Lead Engineer, Equipment Specialist, Production Management Specialist, Lead Life Cycle Logistician, Procuring Contracting Officer AND Wing, Group or Squadron Director/Commander as appropriate, and those  positions that are directly associated with the program.

· The most recent key personnel change is more than 3 months ago and no changes are planned within the next 3 months.

· 90% (or more) of all government program IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  At least 50% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Yellow (9 to < 12)  

· 80% to 89% of all Program office authorized/funded billets (including in house contractor support – i.e. A&AS, FFRDC, etc. as appropriate) are filled – staffed to 80% to 89% of benchmarked (or manpower model substantiated) program levels.

· Key program positions have some movement volatility.

· Over half of the key program personnel have been with the program for less than two years. Key program personnel is defined as  Program Manager, Item Management Specialist, Chief/Lead Engineer, Equipment Specialist, Production Management Specialist, Lead Life Cycle Logistician, Procuring Contracting Officer AND Wing, Group or Squadron Director/Commander as appropriate, and those  positions that are directly associated with the program.

· One or two key personnel changes have been made within the past 3 months or are forecast within the next 3 months.
· 80% to 89% of all government program IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  At least 40% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Red (<9)  

· Less than 80% of all Program Office authorized/funded billets (including in house contractor support – i.e. A&AS, FFRDC, etc. as appropriate) are filled – staffed at less than 80% of benchmarked (or manpower model substantiated) program levels.

· Key program positions are very unstable and have significant movement volatility.

· Over half of the key program personnel have been with the program for less than one year. Key program personnel is defined as Program Manager, Item Management Specialist, Chief/Lead Engineer, Equipment Specialist, Production Management Specialist, Lead Life Cycle Logistician, Procuring Contracting Officer AND Wing, Group or Squadron Director/Commander as appropriate, and are those  positions that are directly associated with the program.

· Three or more key personnel changes have been made within last three months or are forecast within the next three months.

· Less than 80% of all government program IPT members (e.g., program management, contracting, logistics, financial management, engineering,  etc.) are personnel possessing at least the required qualification (e.g., Acquisition Professional Development Program (APDP)) and training level (e.g., Career Field Education and Training Plan (CFETP)).  Less than 40% are experienced with like programs within the past five years.

· Killer Blow (0) - A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists (e.g., zeroing of program budget by Congressional committee/conference, Nunn-McCurdy breaches, the need generated for a program rebaseline, etc).  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

7.6   RESOURCES – Strategic Supplier/Prime CONTRACTOR HEALTH METRIC 

Resources – Contractor Health Metric Introduction

In order to effectively partner with industry, the government Program Manager has to understand what industry-specific measures of success are truly important to his industry partner. This metric provides an evaluation of the state of the Contractor’s business, and his team, to the PM and the Center Commander. 

For programs with DLA items that do NOT have Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor Health measures, points are shared between the Manning Metric and the Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor Health Metric.  The Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor Health Metric is valued at 0 points and the Manning Metric is valued at 15 points.   A Program that has split responsibilities between a product center and logistics center (utilizing DLA items) will have two PoPS evaluations performed --- one from the product center (utilizing the Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor Metric) and one from the logistics center (where points would be reallocated between the Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor Health Metric and the Manning Metric in order to adjust for the DLA items). 

Definitions/Notes
The Program Office will update the Contractor Health metric semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

Data for this metric should be developed in conjunction with the Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor/key subcontractors and the assigned Defense Contract Management Agency (DCMA) PI/ACO organization, if appropriate. If DCMA PI/ACO is used, weight their color input by 50%.  If DCMA PI/ACO is unused, the PM (Contractor inputs should be solicited) is responsible for 100% of the evaluation color.  Rating should be based on the most limiting contractor.
Sustainment Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor Health Metric Calculation (max value is 5 pts)

· Green (4 to 5)  

· No significant corporate/group/industrial base issues affecting program

· Program is aligned with core business of business unit

· Program is properly staffed (team and key personnel) – program has been executing according to program plan and execution manning levels are within 0 - 5% in deviation from current approved baselines (e.g. proposal or latest approved).

· Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor key program leadership positions are stable

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for over a year. Key leadership is defined as Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor Program Manager, and chief functionals (Engineering, Manufacturing, Logistics, Contracting, financial management, engineering,  etc), as appropriate.

· No more than one key personnel change within last 3 months and no changes are forecast within the next 3 months.

· Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor facilities have no significant issues

· Corporate management demonstrates high commitment to program

· Yellow (3)  

· Some corporate/group/industrial base issues affecting program

· Program is peripheral to core capability of business unit

· Program has some manning issues (team and/or key personnel) which are affecting program execution – execution manning levels are between 5 - 10% in deviation from current approved baselines (e.g. proposal or latest approved).

· Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor key program leadership positions have some movement volatility.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for less than a year. Key leadership is defined as Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor Program Manager, and chief functionals, (Engineering, Manufacturing, Logistics, Contracting, financial management, engineering,  etc) as appropriate.

· No more than two key personnel changes within last 3 months or forecast within the next 3 months.

· Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor facilities have some issues affecting program execution

· Corporate management demonstrates moderate commitment to program

· Red (<3)  

· Major corporate/group/industrial base issues affecting program

· Program is not aligned with core capability of business unit

· Program has significant manning issues (team and/or key personnel) which impede program execution – execution manning levels are greater than 10% in deviation from current approved baselines (e.g. proposal or latest approved).

· Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor key program leadership positions are very unstable and have significant movement volatility.

· Over half of the key leaders have been with the program for less than 6 months.  Key leadership is defined as Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor Program Manager, and chief functionals (Engineering, Manufacturing, Logistics, Contracting, financial management, engineering,  etc), as appropriate.

· Three or more key personnel changes within last 3 months or forecast within the next 3 months.

· Strategic Supplier/Prime Contractor facilities have major issues which impede program execution

· Corporate management demonstrates low commitment to program

· Killer Blow (0) - A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Sustainment Level 1 Resources Factor Calculation (max value 35 points) = value (Budget – max value 20 pts) + value (Gov’t manning/qual – max value 10 pts) + value (Contractor health – max value 5 pts)

· Green (28 to 35) 

· Yellow (21 to <28) 

· Red (<21)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
7.7   EXECUTION – COST/SCHEDULE PERFORMANCE METRIC 

Execution – Cost/Schedule Performance Metric Introduction

This metric is addressed/covered under Commercial/Organic Supplier Performance, paragraph 7.8. 

7.8   EXECUTION – COMMERCIAL/ORGANIC SUPPLIER PERFORMANCE METRIC

Execution – Commercial/Organic Supplier Performance Metric

This metric evaluates Commercial/Organic Supplier performance.  This performance metric will encompass all commercial contracts and organic Performance Based Agreements (PBA) associated with the sustainment of the program.  

The Commercial Supplier Performance metric provides the track record of the Commercial Supplier by looking at performance and rating history for all contracts used in sustainment of the program in question (examples include Contractor Logistics Support and Sustaining Engineering). Contractor Performance Assessment Report (CPAR), the history of award/incentive fee increments provided to the Commercial Supplier (as compared to the amounts specified in the award/incentive fee plan) and the awarding of option years or award terms as specified in contracts shall be the basis for determining the rating for commercial performance.  Assume a color rating of green for newly awarded contracts that don’t have CPAR or award/incentive fee data.  This metric will allow a PM subjective assessment for organic sustainers who are not rated under a CPAR or award/incentive fee system.  

Organic Suppliers will be evaluated based on the level that they performed compared to the performance metrics specified in the PBA.  If a PBA is not available, then the program manager shall subjectively use PBA or CPAR criteria to evaluate organic suppliers.  

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Commercial/Organic Supplier Performance metric semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.  Prepare one rating for each program contract/PBA, as applicable. The PM will select the contract to use in the calculation of this metric --- assign a numeric to only the most “limiting” contract. 


Cover through the full period of performance for the contract


Be prepared to address any disconnects between award fee percentage, incentive fee percentage, and ratings

Sustainment Commercial/Organic Supplier Performance Metric Calculation (max value is 10 points)  


Green (8 to 10) – All CPAR/PBA factor ratings of satisfactory/Green or above, and Commercial Supplier is at 80% (or above) of award/incentive fee for duration of contract to date.  Or if CPAR/PBA/AF/IF data is not available, PM’s subjective evaluation using PBA or CPAR factor categories would have met criteria for Green.  For items intended for weekly delivery, delivery schedules are within 0 – 5% of the estimated delivery dates.  For items intended for bi-yearly or once a year delivery, delivery schedules are within    0 – 15% of the estimated delivery dates. 

Yellow (6 to <8) – Some CPAR/PBA factor ratings of Yellow (with no more than one factor Red), and/or Commercial Supplier is at 60 - 79% of possible award/incentive fee for duration of contract to date.  Or if CPAR/PBA/AF/IF data is not available, PM’s subjective evaluation using PBA or CPAR factor categories would have met criteria for Yellow.  For items intended for weekly delivery, delivery schedules are within 6 – 10% of the estimated delivery dates.  For items intended for bi-yearly or once a year delivery, delivery schedules are within 16 – 25% of the estimated delivery dates. 

Red (<6) – Some CPAR/PBA factor ratings of Yellow (with two or more factors Red); or Commercial Supplier is below 60% of possible award/incentive fee for duration of contract to date.  Or if CPAR/PBA/AF/IF data is not available, PM’s subjective evaluation using PBA or CPAR factor categories would have met criteria for Red.  For items intended for weekly delivery, delivery schedules are greater than 11% of the estimated delivery dates.  For items intended for bi-yearly or once a year delivery, delivery schedules are greater than 25% of the estimated delivery dates. 


Killer Blow (0) - A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists. Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

If you are evaluating a program that does NOT have Testing and Surveillance measures (such as DLA items), the Testing and Surveillance Status Metric is valued at 0 points and the Commercial/Organic Supplier Performance Metric is valued at 17 points.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined below:
Sustainment Commercial/Organic Supplier Performance Metric Calculation (max value is 17 points), Testing and Surveillance Status Metric (0)  


Green (14 to 17) – All CPAR/PBA factor ratings of satisfactory/Green or above, and Commercial Supplier is at 80% (or above) of award/incentive fee for duration of contract to date.  Or if CPAR/PBA/AF/IF data is not available, PM’s subjective evaluation using PBA or CPAR factor categories would have met criteria for Green.  For items intended for weekly delivery, delivery schedules are within 0 – 5% of the estimated delivery dates.  For items intended for bi-yearly or once a year delivery, delivery schedules are within    0 – 15% of the estimated delivery dates. 


Yellow (10 to <14) – Some CPAR/PBA factor ratings of Yellow (with no more than one factor Red), and/or Commercial Supplier is at 60 - 79% of possible award/incentive fee for duration of contract to date.  Or if CPAR/PBA/AF/IF data is not available, PM’s subjective evaluation using PBA or CPAR factor categories would have met criteria for Yellow.  For items intended for weekly delivery, delivery schedules are within 6 – 10% of the estimated delivery dates.  For items intended for bi-yearly or once a year delivery, delivery schedules are within 16 – 25% of the estimated delivery dates. 


Red (<10) – Some CPAR/PBA factor ratings of Yellow (with two or more factors Red); or Commercial Supplier is below 60% of possible award/incentive fee for duration of contract to date.  Or if CPAR/PBA/AF/IF data is not available, PM’s subjective evaluation using PBA or CPAR factor categories would have met criteria for Red.  For items intended for weekly delivery, delivery schedules are greater than 11% of the estimated delivery dates.  For items intended for bi-yearly or once a year delivery, delivery schedules are greater than 25% of the estimated delivery dates. 


Killer Blow (0) - A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

7.9   EXECUTION – FIXED PRICE PERFORMANCE METRIC

Execution – Fixed Price Performance Metric Introduction

This metric is addressed/covered under Commercial/Organic Supplier Performance, paragraph 7.8. 

7.10   EXECUTION – PROGRAM RISK ASSESSMENT METRIC

Execution – Program Risk Assessment Metric Introduction

Program Risk Assessment covers all internal factors (requirements, resources and execution). It is designed to provide a concise summary of the key risks identified by the PM.  It uses a standard “risk square” display (with consequence of the risk on the x-axis, and likelihood of the risk on the y-axis – reference Figure 15 below). Coloration of the individual squares corresponds to the risk definitions (low, medium or high) assigned to each square of the 25-square display. Individual significant risks are plotted in the risk square by the (consequence and likelihood) x/y coordinates assigned. Call-out text boxes are used to provide a short summary of the particular risk identified.  A mitigation plan is an approach to reduce risk. The mitigation plan is the first step to resolve the risk, but by itself is not justification to move the risk to a different part of the risk cube.
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Figure 15.  Program Risk Square Example

Definitions/Notes

Risk Assessment

The Program Office will update the Program Risk Assessment metric monthly. The Program Office can update this metric more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

The program office should select the top five program risks as assessed by the Program Office and contractor/developer team in accordance with the requirements in DoDI 5000.2 and the Risk Management Guide For DoD Acquisition.  In selecting the risks, consider all kinds of risks evaluated and tracked by the program’s risk management efforts to include cost, schedule, performance, security, and technical risks, as well as the risks assessed by the program’s system safety process.  Each risk needs to be identified and assessed as to likelihood and consequences (performance, schedule, or costs) of occurrence.  Each issue box should contain a brief statement of intended approach. 

The Program Manager should be prepared for more detailed discussion on these risks and alternative courses of action.  The Program Manager (PM) or Chief Engineer/Lead Engineer (CE/LE) should also be able to show how risks identified during design, test, verification and validation, configuration management, operations monitoring, safety and other lifecycle systems engineering processes are transferred to the risk management process and dealt with.  Furthermore, the PM or CE/LE should be able to show that mechanisms described in the SEP are fully implemented to continue periodic risk reassessments over the system/end-item lifecycle, and to ensure completion of approved actions to deal with significant risk.  NOTE:  The SEP is a living document and should be updated at least annually.
A mitigation plan is not justification for awarding an adjusted risk rating to a more favorable category.
In addition to the five risks documented in the 1) Program Office’s risk square, the PM should also consider 2) risks associated with OSS&E and systems engineering, and 3) any risks unique to a specific Center.

After rating these considerations according to their criteria below, the PM should consult the summary criteria to determine the color/point value to be assigned.

Example:  Of the top 5 program risks listed in Program X’s risk square, one is red, three are yellow, and one is green.  Program X systems engineering activities are on track (earning a “green” rating), and has no risks that are watch items for its particular product center (so NO color rating is assigned). Planned software updates are already included in the program office’s risk square.  Thus the PM earns a “red” rating for Risk Assessment based on the fact that of the 6 identified risk items, 2 are green, 3 are yellow, and one is red.

1.  Top Five Program Risks

Top five program risks as jointly assessed by the Program Office and contractor/developer team have been identified and are “mapped” on a “risk square” display.  Each red or yellow stands alone for purposes of scoring below.
NOTE: For programs with software updates, Software Update risk should be included as a risk category under the “risk square” and evaluated under the following criteria:

· Green – No Category1 software problems reports are over 30 days old
· Yellow – Any Category1 software problem reports are between 30 and 45 days old 
· Red – Any Category1 software problem reports are more than 45 days old
2.  Systems Engineering Risk
· Green

· User defined scenarios/use cases for V&V have been developed and trade studies are being performed to identify opportunities to decrease life cycle cost, reduce technical or schedule risks, and/or enhance Reliability, Availability, and Maintainability (RAM), if applicable to the program.

· A cross functional Configuration Change Board has been established and approves/disapproves all Engineering Change Proposals (ECPs), deviations, waivers, or temporary modifications.

· An approved SEP exists and is current.

· Yellow

· User defined scenarios/use cases for V&V are being developed and trade studies are planned to identify opportunities to decrease life cycle cost, reduce technical or schedule risks, and/or enhance RAM, if applicable to the program.

· A cross functional Configuration Change Board is being formed or has been established but does not approve/disapprove all Engineering Change Proposals (ECPs), deviations, waivers, or temporary modifications.

· An approved SEP exists but an annual update is required and is in progress.

· Red

· User defined scenarios/use cases for V&V have not been defined and trade studies have not been performed to identify opportunities to decrease life cycle cost, reduce technical or schedule risks, and/or enhance RAM, if applicable to the program.

· A cross functional Configuration Change Board has not been established.

· An approved SEP does not exist or an approved SEP exists but is outdated and no update is in progress.

3.  Any Risks Specific to a Center’s Mission Area

List any risks that are critical “watch” areas for a specific Center’s mission area.  The PM should assign a color value IAW the Risk Management Guide for DoD Acquisition to characterize the severity of those risks.

If you are not evaluating a software intensive program in sustainment, the Program Risk Assessment Metric is valued at 12 points, the Product Support Assessment Metric is valued at 13 points, the Technical Assessment Metric is valued at 13 points, and the Software Metric is valued at 0 points.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined as follows:

Program Risk Assessment Metric Calculation (max value is 12 pts), Product Support Assessment Metric (13 pts), Technical Assessment Metric (13 pts), and Software Metric (0)

· Green (9 to 12) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risks as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2 and 3 above lie in the Green zone.  Zero areas in Red zone.

· Yellow (7 to <9) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risks as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2 and 3 lie in Yellow zone.   Zero areas in Red zone.

· Red (<7) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risks as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2 and 3 lie in Yellow to Red zone; and one or more risks in Red zone.
· Killer Blow (0) - A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.
If you are evaluating a software intensive program in sustainment, the Program Risk Assessment Metric is valued at 10 points, the Product Support Assessment Metric is valued at 10 points, the Technical Assessment Metric is valued at 10 points, and the Software Metric is valued at 8 points.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined below:

Program Risk Assessment Metric Calculation (max value is 10 pts), Technical Assessment Metric (10 pts), Product Support Assessment Metric (10 pts) and Software Metric (8)

· Green (8 to 10) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risks as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2 and 3 lie in the Green zone.  Zero areas in Red zone.

· Yellow (6 to <8) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risks as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2 and 3 lie in Yellow zone.   Zero areas in Red zone.

· Red (<6) – Value (coloration) of MAJORITY of risks as addressed above from the risk square plus value (coloration) from risk items 2 and 3 lie in Yellow to Red zone; and one or more risks in Red zone.
· Killer Blow (0) - A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

7.11  EXECUTION – PRODUCT SUPPORT ASSESSMENT METRIC

Execution – Product Support Assessment Metric Introduction

Definition/Notes   

Product Support for this metric is defined as the package of support functions necessary to maintain the readiness and operational capability of systems, subsystems, and support systems. It encompasses all critical functions related to system readiness, including materiel management, distribution, technical data management, maintenance, training, cataloging, configuration management, engineering support, test and evaluation, repair parts management, failure reporting and analyses, and reliability growth. The source of support may be organic or commercial, but its primary focus is to optimize customer support and achieve maximum system availability at the lowest total ownership cost (TOC).  Air Force Instruction (AFI) 63-107, Integrated Product Support Planning and Assessment, details the Product Support philosophy and the responsibilities of all involved parties. 

The Program Office will update the Product Support Assessment metric quarterly.  The Program Office can update this metric more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly. 

If you not evaluating a software intensive program in sustainment, the Product Support Assessment Metric is valued at 13 points, the Technical Assessment Metric is valued at 13 points, the Program Risk Assessment Metric is valued at 12 points, and the Software Metric is valued at 0 points.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined as follows: 

Product Support Assessment Metric (13), Technical Assessment Metric (13), Program Risk Assessment (12), and Software Metric (0) Calculation

· Green (10 to 13) 

· System meets the objectives as defined in CSAF Quarterly Review business rules and is scored green in the CSAF report.  

· No additional impacts to the program are identified by the PM that could affect future achievement of these objectives.

· Key sustainment/support activities have been accomplished or are being accomplished with no impact to the program.  Key sustainment/support activities are identified in the Definitions/Notes section above.

· Obsolescence/diminishing manufacturing source (DMS) are being addressed, (e.g. Obsolescence/DMS IPT has been established, risk being managed, metrics in place, etc.).

· If required, Lifecycle Management Plan is current.

· Yellow (7 to <10)

· System does not meet the objectives as defined in CSAF Quarterly Review business rules and is scored yellow in the CSAF report.  

· Additional impacts to the program are identified by the PM that could affect future achievement of these objectives and causes minor impacts to the program.
· Key sustainment/support activities have not been accomplished which causes minor impacts to the program.
· Obsolescence/DMS is not being adequately addressed with minor impacts to the program.
· If required, Lifecycle Management Plan is not current and update is being worked.

· Red (<7)

· System does not meet the objectives as defined in CSAF Quarterly Review business rules and is scored Red in the CSAF report.  

· Additional impacts to the program are identified by the PM that could affect future achievement of these objectives and causes major impacts to the program.
· Key sustainment/support activities are not being accomplished which may cause major impacts to the program.

· Obsolescence/DMS is not being addressed; or Obsolescence/DMS is not being adequately addressed with impacts to the program.
· Lifecycle Management Plan is required but does not exist or a Lifecycle Management Plan exists but is not current and no update is being worked.
· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when readiness cannot be achieved.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

If you are evaluating a software intensive program in sustainment, the Software Metric is valued at 8 points, the Program Risk Assessment Metric is valued at 10 points, the Product Support Assessment Metric is valued at 10 points, and the Technical Assessment Metric is valued at 10 points.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined as follows: 

Product Support Assessment Metric (10),  Technical Assessment Metric (10), Program Risk Assessment Metric (10) and Software Metric (8) Calculation

· Green (8 to 10) 

· System meets the objectives as defined in CSAF Quarterly Review business rules and is scored green in the CSAF report.  

· No additional impacts to the program are identified by the PM that could affect future achievement of these objectives.

· Key sustainment/support activities have been accomplished or are being accomplished with no impact to the program.  Key sustainment/support activities are identified in the Definitions/Notes section above.

· Obsolescence/diminishing manufacturing source (DMS) are being addressed, (e.g. Obsolescence/DMS IPT has been established, risk being managed, metrics in place, etc.).

· If required, Lifecycle Management Plan is current.

· Yellow (6 to <8)

· System does not meet the objectives as defined in CSAF Quarterly Review business rules and is scored yellow in the CSAF report.  

· Additional impacts to the program are identified by the PM that could affect future achievement of these objectives and causes minor impacts to the program..

· Key sustainment/support activities have not been accomplished which causes minor impacts to the program.
· Obsolescence/DMS is not being adequately addressed with minor impacts to the program.
· If required, Lifecycle Management Plan is not current and update is being worked.

· Red (<6)

· System does not meet the objectives as defined in CSAF Quarterly Review business rules and is scored Red in the CSAF report.  

· Additional impacts to the program are identified by the PM that could affect future achievement of these objectives and causes major impacts to the program.
· Key sustainment/support activities are not being accomplished which may cause major impacts to the program.

· Obsolescence/DMS is not being addressed; or Obsolescence/DMS is not being adequately addressed with impacts to the program.
· Lifecycle Management Plan is required but does not exist or a Lifecycle Management Plan exists but is not current and no update is being worked.
· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when readiness cannot be achieved.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

7.12   EXECUTION – TESTING AND SURVEILLANCE STATUS METRIC
Execution – Testing and Surveillance Status Metric Introduction

Testing status is a key metric for any program.   Systems in Sustainment have completed initial acquisition but for a variety of reasons - hardware and/or software upgrade and/or modification or system reliability - requires further test during the system life cycle.   
For programs with DLA items that do NOT have Testing and Surveillance measures, points are shared between the Testing and Surveillance Status Metric and the Commercial/Organic Supplier Performance Metric.  The Testing and Surveillance Status Metric is valued at 0 points and the Commercial/Organic Supplier Performance Metric is valued at 17 points.   A Program that has split responsibilities between a product center and logistics center (utilizing DLA items) will have two PoPS evaluations performed --- one from the product center (utilizing the Testing and Surveillance Status Metric) and one from the logistics center (where points would be reallocated between the Testing and Surveillance Status Metric and the Commercial/Organic Supplier Performance Metric in order to adjust for the DLA items). 
This metric summarizes the testing status of the program that is not undergoing major modification or upgrade.   Its purpose is to identify any significant testing risks for the sustaining organization senior leadership.   It includes the unique tests whose results provide a significant indicator of OSS&E such as Aging, Surveillance and Structural Integrity tests. During all phases, test planning should be realistic and include procedures for scheduling test rehearsals and back-up events, and identify the analytical tools, models, and simulations needed to predict, conduct, and evaluate major test events

The Test and Evaluation (T&E) Strategy documented in the Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP), if applicable to the program, is an element of the program manager’s overall Verification and Validation (V&V) strategy detailed in the SEP, if required by the program.  The program manager and engineers shape the TEMP, if applicable to the program, based on the overall V&V methodology, both to supplement test events and to ensure validation of models, analytical tools, and simulations and also to verify development, OSS&E and lifecycle systems engineering requirements are met, and that OSS&E and lifecycle systems engineering processes are in place.

Definitions/Notes

The Sustainment Organization can update the Testing Status metric quarterly, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.  

For the Sustainment testing phases where applicable:

· Green  

· Test execution/reporting is on/ahead of schedule as per the test plan.

· No significant problems exist (e.g.  serious Reliability/Maintainability/Availability issues, Force Development Evaluation or other test issues to include aging, surveillance, and structural integrity etc).    

· As applicable, surveillance testing results show that system inventory (at 90% confidence level) has not reached its service life.  

· All test assets, range availability, program test priority, and readiness for testing have been or are being addressed and no significant problems exist.

· There is an open dialogue between test organization and program office, and there is an agreement on testing requirements and methodology.

· Deficiency Reporting (DR) System or, if applicable, Joint Reliability Maintainability Evaluation Team (JRMET) is in use and is effective.

· Modeling and Simulation tools, if appropriate, are available and being utilized. 

· The approach to V&V includes the expected operating environment.

· Yellow   

· Test execution/reporting is behind schedule as per the test plan but not seriously impacting the program.

· Some problems exist (e.g.  serious Reliability/Maintainability/Availability issues, FDE or other test issues to include aging, surveillance, and structural integrity etc) but are resolvable within normal sustainment organization channels.

· As applicable, surveillance testing results show that system inventory (at 80% confidence level) has not reached its service life.  

· All test assets, range availability, program test priority, and readiness for testing have been addressed and some significant problems exist but are resolvable within normal sustainment organization channels.

· There is an open dialogue between test organization and program office, and there is some disagreement on testing requirements and methodology.

· Deficiency Reporting (DR) System or, if applicable, Joint Reliability Maintainability Evaluation Team (JRMET) is in use but is not effective.

· Modeling and Simulation tools, if appropriate, are available but are not being fully utilized.  

· The approach to V&V does not include the expected operating environment but an action plan is being worked to include the expected operating environment.

· Red 

· Test execution/reporting is behind schedule as per the test plan and is seriously impacting the program.

· Some problems exist (e.g.  serious Reliability/Maintainability/Availability issues, FDE or other test issues to include aging, surveillance, and structural integrity etc) and are not resolvable within normal sustainment organization channels.

· As applicable, surveillance testing results show that system inventory (at <80% confidence level) has not reached its service life.  

· All test assets, range availability, program test priority, and readiness for testing have not been addressed or significant problems exist and are not resolvable within normal sustainment organization channels. 

· There is no dialogue between test organization and program office, and there is significant disagreement on testing requirements and methodology.

· Deficiency Reporting System or, if applicable, Joint Reliability Maintainability Evaluation Team (JRMET) are not in use.

· Modeling and Simulation tools, if appropriate, are not available or are not being utilized. 

· The approach to V&V does not include the expected operating environment and no action plan is being worked to include the expected operating environment.

Sustainment Testing Status Metric Calculation (max value is 7 points)

· Green (5 to 7) – Current Testing Status is Green. 

· Yellow (4) – Current Testing Status is Yellow.

·  Red (<4) - Current Testing Status is Red. 

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

7.13   EXECUTION – TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT METRIC

Execution – Technical Assessment Metric Introduction

Definition/Notes   

Technical Assessment  for this metric is defined as the package of support functions necessary to ensure Operational Safety, Suitability and Effectiveness (OSS&E) and lifecycle systems engineering are performed in support of the sustainment and the product support strategy and are included in the Systems Engineering Plan (SEP).  NOTE:  The SEP is a living document and must be updated annually, if required by the program.

The key OSS&E and lifecycle systems engineering processes are planning, systems management, design, verification & validation, risk management, inspections & maintenance, sources of supply, maintenance & repair, configuration management, requirements management, and technical management & controls (as identified in AFI 63-1201 and AFMCI 63-1201).

The Program Office will update the Technical Assessment metric quarterly.  The Program Office can update this metric more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly. 

If you not evaluating a software intensive program in sustainment, the Technical Assessment Metric is valued at 13 points, the Product Support Assessment Metric is valued at 13 points, the Program Risk Assessment Metric is valued at 12 points, and the Software Metric is valued at 0 points.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined as follows: 

Technical Assessment Metric (13), Product Support Assessment Metric (13), Program Risk Assessment (12), and Software Metric (0) Calculation

· Green (10 to 13) 

· Key OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities have been accomplished or are being accomplished with no impact to the program.  Key OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities are identified in the Definitions/Notes section above.

· An OSS&E baseline, if required, exists and has been coordinated with the using Command and updated within the last 24 months.

· OSS&E compliance has been assessed at the system/end-item level within the last 6 months and status presented to the Center Commander/Director/PEO.

· Inspection and maintenance procedures are documented in approved technical orders and are under formal change management. 

· All CSIs/Mission Critical Items (MCI) with their critical characteristics and processes have been identified in spares procurement technical data packages (TDP)

· Yellow (7 to <10)

· Key OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities have not been accomplished which causes minor impacts to the program.
· An OSS&E baseline, if required, exists but it has been more than 24 months since it has been updated and coordinated with the using Command.

· OSS&E compliance has been assessed at the system/end-item level once within the past 12 months and status presented to the Center Commander/Director/PEO.

· Inspection and maintenance procedures are documented in approved technical orders and a plan exists to put them under formal change management. 

· All CSIs/MCIs have been identified, but their critical characteristics and processes have not been identified in the spares procurement TDP

· Red (<7)

· Key OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities are not being accomplished which may cause major impacts to the program.

· An OSS&E baseline, if required, does not exist or if it exists has not been updated and coordinated with the using Command within the last 30 months.

· OSS&E compliance at the system/end-item level has not been assessed and status has not been presented to the Center Commander/Director/PEO within the past 12 months.

· Inspection and maintenance procedures are documented in approved technical orders and are not under formal change management. 

· Not all CSIs/MCIs and/or not all CSI/MCI critical characteristics and processes have been identified in spares procurement TDPs.

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when readiness cannot be achieved.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

If you are evaluating a software intensive program in sustainment, the Software Metric is valued at 8 points, the Program Risk Assessment Metric is valued at 10 points, the Product Support Assessment Metric is valued at 10 points, and the Technical Assessment Metric is valued at 10 points.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined as follows: 

Technical Assessment Metric (10),  Product Support Assessment Metric (10), Program Risk Assessment Metric (10) and Software Metric (8) Calculation

· Green (8 to 10) 

· Key OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities have been accomplished or are being accomplished with no impact to the program.  Key OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities are identified in the Definitions/Notes section above.

· An OSS&E baseline, if required, exists and has been coordinated with the using Command and updated within the last 24 months.

· OSS&E compliance at the system/end-item level has been assessed within the last 6 months and status presented to the Center Commander/Director/PEO.

· Inspection and maintenance procedures are documented in approved technical orders and are under formal change management. 

· All CSIs/Mission Critical Items (MCI) with their critical characteristics and processes have been identified in spares procurement technical data packages (TDP)

· Yellow (6 to <8)

· Key OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities have not been accomplished which causes minor impacts to the program.
· An OSS&E baseline, if required, exists but it has been more than 24 months since it has been updated and coordinated with the using Command.

· OSS&E compliance at the system/end-item level has been assessed once within the past 12 months and status presented to the Center Commander/Director/PEO.

· Inspection and maintenance procedures are documented in approved technical orders and a plan exists to put them under formal change management. 

· All CSIs/MCIs have been identified, but their critical characteristics and processes have not been identified in the spares procurement TDP

· Red (<6)

· Key OSS&E/Life Cycle systems engineering activities are not being accomplished which may cause major impacts to the program.

· An OSS&E baseline, if required, does not exist or if it exists has not been updated and coordinated with the using Command within the last 30 months.

· OSS&E compliance at the system/end-item level has not been assessed and status has not been presented to the Center Commander/Director/PEO within the past 12 months.

· Inspection and maintenance procedures are documented in approved technical orders and are not under formal change management. 

· Not all CSIs/MCIs and/or not all CSI/MCI critical characteristics and processes have been identified in spares procurement TDPs.

· Killer Blow (0) – A killer blow is recorded when readiness cannot be achieved.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red

7.14   EXECUTION – SOFTWARE METRIC

Execution – Software Metric Introduction

The final Level 2 metric in the Execution factor is Software. .  If the program is software intensive use this metric during the evaluation.

This metric is to be used to assess software sustainment risks associated with program execution.  If a software sustainment support contract has been issued, contract performance should be evaluated under the criteria for the Commercial/Organic Supplier Performance Metric
Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the software metric monthly, but can update more frequently if data represented by this metric changes significantly.

NOTE:  Software maturity, reliability, MTBCF and degree of problem severity are based on criteria and definitions provided in AFI 10-602, Determining Mission Capability and Supportability Requirements, Attachment 8.

If you are not evaluating a software intensive program in sustainment then the Software Metric is valued at 0 points and software risk is included in the Program Risk Assessment Metric. 

If you are evaluating a software intensive program in sustainment, the Software Metric is valued at 8 points, the Program Risk Assessment Metric is valued at 10 points, the Technical Assessment Metric is valued at 10 points, and the Product Support Assessment Metric is valued at 10 points.  Criteria and calculation of points are outlined as follows:

Software Metric Calculation (max value is 8 points), Sustainment Program Risk Assessment Metric (10), Product Support Assessment Metric (10), and Technical Assessment Metric (10)
· Green (6 to 8) 

· Software problems do not exist or, if they exist, do not severely degrade the system or any essential function, are stable or decreasing in quantity.

· Software reliability equal to or better than requirement.  

· Software support equipment (e.g., software integration laboratory) is adequate, available and operational.

· Software change request identification and prioritization process is well defined

· Software configuration management and quality control procedures are in place, adequate, and effectively utilized

· Software suppliers meet the required CMM Level

· Computational Resources in operational system has adequate throughput, memory, and input/output to enable responsive and cost effective software maintenance 

· Yellow (3 to <6) 

· Software problems exist with some that severely degrade system performance but none that result in system abort or loss; and corrective actions are in progress; or software problems exist, are increasing in quantity and/or severity

· Software reliability below requirement by <10%

· Some software support equipment issues but workarounds exist and problems are resolvable at the SM level in normal channels.

· Software change request identification and prioritization process is not well defined

· Software configuration management and quality control procedures are limited

· Software suppliers do not meet the required CMM Level, but are working toward it

· Computational Resources in operational system has limited throughput, memory, and input/output and is not conducive to responsive and cost effective software maintenance 

· Red (<3) 

· Software problems exist with at least one that results in system abort or loss or 2 or more that severely degrade system performance with no workarounds; or software problems exist, are increasing in quantity or severity and corrective actions have not been successful

· Software reliability below requirement by >10%

· Major software support equipment issues with no workarounds; problems not resolvable at the SM level.

· Software change request identification and prioritization process is not well defined

· Software configuration management and quality control procedures are very limited or non-existent

· Software suppliers do not meet the required CMM Level

· Computational Resources in operational system is extremely constrained with respect to throughput, memory, and input/output, and is not conducive to software maintenance 

· Killer Blow (0) 

· A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Sustainment Level 1 Execution Factor Calculation (max value 55 points) = sum of all 5 applicable metrics.

· Green: (44 to 55)

· Yellow: (33 to <44)

· Red: (<33)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
7.15   PROGRAM “FIT” IN CAPABILITY VISION FACTOR

Program “Fit” in Capability Vision Factor Introduction
The first of the two external Level 1 Factors is Program “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.  OSD has strongly asserted its prerogatives in this area. 

Definitions/Notes

The Program Office will update the Program “Fit” Capability Vision factor semi-annually. The Program Office can update more frequently if data represented by this factor changes significantly.       

7.15.1    Within the DoD Vision Metric
Current DOD vision is centered on three basic principles, Transformation, Interoperability, and Joint Operations.  Combined, these will allow future forces from any service to be called upon jointly to achieve the desired effect with fewer assets.  For a more detailed description, please refer to 

http://www.oft.osd.mil/library/library_files/document_383_ElementsOfTransformation_LR.pdf
An extract describing the Force Transformation Vision is as follows:

...two salient characteristics seem to stand out: (1) It will be a joint, network-centric force; and (2) It will be capable of executing effects-based operations (EBO), enabled by Network-centric warfare (NCW).

Already, the combination of modern technology and new operational concepts has enabled networked units and individual platforms to operate together in ways not considered possible just a few years ago. NCW is characterized by the ability of geographically dispersed forces to attain a high level of shared battlespace awareness that is exploited to achieve strategic, operational, and tactical objectives in accordance with the commander’s intent. This linking of people, platforms, weapons, sensors, and decision aids into a single network creates a whole that is clearly greater than the sum of its parts. The result is networked forces that operate with increased speed and synchronization and are

capable of achieving massed effects, in many situations without the physical massing of forces required in the past.

The emerging way of war, constructed around the fundamental tenets of NCW and emphasizing high-quality shared awareness, dispersed forces, speed of command, and flexibility, will allow U.S. forces to exploit the potential of EBO in achieving strategic, operational, and tactical objectives. In the process of transforming the way that we fight, we should emerge with a force that is more expeditionary, agile, and lethal than the present force and more capable of employing operational maneuver and precision effects capabilities to achieve victory. The battlespace is expected to be a more dispersed one, within which our forces will conduct noncontiguous, mutually supporting operations. These operations will seamlessly tie in other government agencies, as well as multinational partners, in order to permit a smooth transition from Major Combat Operations (MCO) to Stability Operations.

An extract from AT&L memo:

October 2005, the Department established the Business Transformation Agency (BTA) to assist in transforming the business operations of DoD to achieve improved joint warfighter support and enable financial accountability across the Department.

The specific objectives of business transformation are outlined in the Department’s Enterprise Transition Plan which includes six Business Enterprise Priorities:

Personnel Visibility

Acquisition Visibility

Common Supplier Engagement

Materiel Visibility

Real Property Accountability, and

Financial Visibility

Transformation

Transformation will measure the extent to which the program possesses the transformational attributes (such as knowledge, speed, agility, and lethality that would be expected of a transformed uniformed force) specified by OSD leadership.

Interoperability

The extent to which the program complies with/has embedded within it the architectural/engineering characteristics (compliance with the Global Information Grid (GIG)/Information Dissemination Management (IDM) Capstone Requirements Document (CRD), Defense Information Infrastructure (DII), Open architecture protocols) which would allow it to interoperate across systems.

Joint

Jointness is the extent to which the program is usable by other services, joint operations, and coalitions without unique support arrangements being made by those users.  The focus of this factor is on Doctrine, Organization, Training, Material, Leadership and Education, Personnel and Facilities.

DoD Vision Metric 

Sustainment (0.5 points max)

The DoD Vision metric will be assigned a value and color rating based on the program office’s assessment. Total points available will not exceed 0.5:
· Green (0.5)

· Program is in strong alignment with DoD’s Transformation/Interoperability/Joint Operations Vision

· Strong fit into future force structure

· Yellow (0.25)

· Program is in mild/moderate alignment with DoD’s Transformation/Interoperability/Joint Operations Vision

· Neutral fit into future force structure 

· Red (0)

· Program is not in alignment with DoD’s Transformation/Interoperability/Joint Operations Vision

· Weak fit into future force structure

· Killer Blow (0)

· A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists. Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

7.15.2    Within the HQAF Vision Metric
Determine where the program plays in the Current/Future Forces vision. 

This metric will be assigned a value and color rating based on the program office’s assessment. Points assigned by how well program or transformational activities support the AF Distinctive Capabilities (AFDC), listed below along with their source link.  Total points available will not exceed 0.5.

http://www.oft.osd.mil/library/library_files/document_385_2004_USAF_Transformation_Flight_Plan.pdf
Air and Space Superiority:

· Negating Enemy Air Defenses: Penetration of advanced enemy air defenses to clear the path for follow-on joint forces.  Effective and persistent air, space, and information operations beyond the range of enemy air defenses under adverse weather conditions. 

· Space Superiority: Protection and survivability of vital space assets.   Negation of an adversary’s access to space services.

· Missile Destruction in Flight: Detection of ballistic and cruise missile launches and destruction of those missiles in flight.

Information Superiority:  

· Seamless, joint machine-to-machine integration of all manned, unmanned, and space systems

· Real-time picture of the battlespace 

· Predictive Battlespace Awareness

· Ensured use of the information domain via effective information assurance and information operations

· Denial of effective C4ISR to adversaries via effective information operations

Rapid Global Mobility: 

· Rapid establishment of air operations, an air bridge, and movement of military capability in support of operations anywhere in the world under any conditions

· Responsive launch and operation of new space vehicles and refueling/repair/relocation of future on-orbit assets

Global Attack:  

· Rapid and precise attack of any target on the globe with persistent effects

Agile Combat Support:

· Significantly lighter, leaner, faster combat support to enable responsive, persistent, and effective combat operations under any condition

Precision Engagement:

· Order of magnitude increase in number of targets hit per sortie

· Achievement of specific, tailored effects on a target short of total destruction

HQAF Vision Metric 

Sustainment (0.5 points max)

The HQAF Vision metric will be assigned a value and color rating based on the program office’s assessment. Total points available will not exceed 0.5:

· Green (0.5)

· Program is in significant alignment with the AFDC and/or future force structure

· Program is on track to provide planned capability

· Yellow (0.25)

· Program is in secondary/peripheral alignment with the AFDC and/or future force structure OR

· Program is a planned key/core supporter and is encountering problems impacting its ability to provide planned capability

·  Red (0)

· Program does not fit the AFDC and/or future force structure

· Program is encountering problems which will prevent it from providing planned capability

· Killer Blow (0)

· A killer blow is recorded when a non-executable situation exists.  Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red.

Level 1 “Fit in the Vision” Factor Calculation = value (DoD vision – max value 0.5) + value (Air Force vision – max value 0.5 pts) = 1 point max

· Green: (1.0)

· Yellow: (0.50)

· Red: (0)
· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red
7.16   PROGRAM ADVOCACY FACTOR

Program Advocacy Factor Introduction

The final Level 1 Factor is Program Advocacy.  Advocacy measures the support for a program on the part of senior decision makers. 

Definitions/Notes

PEO/Center Commander will prepare this information.

· PM will consult with outside sources (Program Element Managers (PEMs), Legislative Liaisons, and/or warfighter representatives, as appropriate) in order to provide a preliminary assessment

· PEO/Center Commander will provide the final evaluation

· PM/PEO/Center Commander can modify the list of advocates to include entities not listed, particularly for ACAT III programs (e.g.  For ACAT III programs, keep warfighter, OSD, Industry, and International (if appropriate) as advocacy entries, and modify advocacy listing for Congress, HQ Air Force, and Joint Staff to other sources (e.g., intelligence) that provide advocacy for the program, as appropriate)

· HQ Air Force can be swapped out with AQ

· PEO/Center Commander can’t be an advocate

· Points given to the individual component metrics comprising the Advocacy Factor can be readjusted between them as appropriate.

The PEO/Center Commander will update the Program Advocacy factor semi-annually, but can update more frequently if data represented by this factor changes significantly.

Red/Yellow/Green evaluations should be based on statements, documents, and/or decisions that are “Matters of Record”.  

· Advocacy – Actual or 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. 

· Advocate – An elected or appointed governmental official; a flag officer; or a career Senior Executive Service in a leadership position within an advocacy group.

· OSD – Flag/SES level decision makers in OSD organization (e.g., USD(AT&L); ASD (C3I); Director, PA&E; Director, DOT&E; ASD (Comptroller) – may not be applicable for non-ACAT/ACAT III programs.

· Joint Staff – Flag/SES level in Joint Staff, (particularly FCB, JCP and Joint Requirement Oversight Council processes) – may not be applicable for non-ACAT/ACAT III programs.

· War Fighter – Flag/SES level in Service and Joint warfighting commands.

· HQAF – SES/Flag incumbents at DAF level and above.

· Congressional  – Senators/Members of Congress/Professional Staff of the four committees (HASC/SASC/ HAC/SAC). Personal staff of congressional members.

· Industry – Senior Executives of involved corporations.

· International (as applicable): – Senior governmental decision makers / Executives of foreign industry partners / foreign military sales / international partnerships

Weighting of these metrics are as follows:  Advocacy from Warfighter is most important in this phase of the acquisition cycle. Advocacy at Congress, OSD, Joint Staff, HQ Air Force, Industry, and International are at the next lower level of importance.  

Sustainment Program Advocacy Factor Calculation (max value is 4 points)

· Green – Warfighter (1 or 1.5), Congress (0.5), OSD (0.5), Joint Staff (0.5), AF HQ (0.5), Industry (0.5), International (0.5 or 0)

· 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

· Air Staff, warfighter, and Product/Logistics Center communications healthy, monitoring POM process, answering routine congressional inquiries as required

· Congressional support evident in terms of a direct sponsor

· For Foreign Military Sales

· No FMS is anticipated or FMS is planned/ongoing and FMS approvals/authorities/documentation have been assessed and accomplished --- FMS contributed funding helps stabilize the program by reducing/augmenting US investment funding or FMS orders stabilize planned production quantity procurement profiles and testing/production plans are complete.

· COCOM(s) concurs with requirement

· Policy issues resolved

· Top-line and inter agency approvals complete

· Letter of Agreement (LOA) signed

· Data Disclosure Language (DDL) approved and disseminated
· Yellow - Warfighter (0.5), Congress (0.25), OSD (0.25), Joint Staff (0.25), AF HQ (0.25), Industry (0.25), International (0.25 or 0)

· No position on program taken

· No actions (positive or negative) taken on program budget

· Disconnects in communications between Air Staff, warfighter, and Product/ Logistics Center leading to POM disconnects

· For Foreign Military Sales

· FMS is planned, FMS approvals/authorities/documentation have been assessed and some are NOT accomplished and the time required to obtain approval or complete documentation may impact the Program’s overall schedule or cost.  

· Technical elements (anti-tamper features, modified software/firmware) have been assessed, are required, and have been planned but some are not completed.  

· FMS related testing drives additional schedule or resources needs and planning/budgeting is not complete.  

· FMS hardware production profiles drive additional management or resources and scheduling/budgeting is not complete.

· COCOM(s) position requested; response not received

· Policy issues defined; resolution sought

· Top-line or inter agency approvals initiated

· LOA in-work

· DDL initiated

· Red - Warfighter (0), Congress (0), OSD (0), Joint Staff (0), AF HQ (0), Industry (0), International (0)

· 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 “string out” (length of buy increased while yearly quantities dropped)

· Negative statement/decisions/actions on program by decision-makers
· For Foreign Military Sales
· FMS is anticipated, but FMS approvals/authorities/documentation have NOT been assessed or completed
· Technical elements (anti-tamper features, modified software/firmware) have not been assessed, planned, or budgeted.  
· FMS related testing has not been assessed or planned
· Planning/budgeting for FMS hardware production profiles has not been assessed
· No COCOM(s) position requested
· Policy issues not defined
· No Top-line or inter agency approvals initiated
· No LOA
· No DDL initiated
Level 1 Sustainment Advocacy Factor Calculation (max value 4 points) = sum of all level 2 Advocacy metrics. Sample allocated values follow: Warfighter (1 point max); Congress, OSD, Joint Staff, HQ Air Force, Industry, and International (0.5 point max each).  If you do not have international involvement, “gray” out the metric and reallocate the 0.5 point (0.5 point additionally to Warfighter (1.5 pts maximum).  The advocacy rating is based on the PEO/Center Commander’s assessment. The color rating will be based on the total assigned points across advocacy categories. 

· Green: (3 to 4)

· Yellow: (2)

· Red: (<2)

· “Killer Blow” - in any Level 2 metric - Color this metric Red, the factor above it Red, and the Program Success block Red 

7.0    Acronym List
	AoA
	Analysis of Alternatives

	A&AS
	Advisory and Assistance Services

	ACAT
	Acquisition Category

	ACWP
	Actual Cost of Work Performed

	AFDC
	AF Distinctive Capabilities

	AFOTEC
	Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center

	AFSPC
	Air Force Space Command

	ALC
	Air Force Logistics Center

	APB
	Acquisition Program Baseline

	APUC

	Average Procurement Unit Cost

	ASD
	Assistant Secretary of Defense

	AUPC
	Average Unit Production Cost

	AUPP
	Average Unit Procurement Price

	AUW
	Authorized Unpriced Work

	BAC
	Budget at Completion

	BCWP
	Budgeted Cost for Work Performed

	BCWS
	Budgeted Cost of Work Scheduled

	BTR 
	Below Threshold Reprogramming

	C4ISR
	Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance

	CAIG
	Cost Analysis Improvement Group

	CAP
	Critical Acquisition Position

	CBB
	Contract Budget Base

	CDD
	Capabilities Development Document

	CDRL 
	Contract Data Requirements List

	CFSR 
	Contract Funds Status Report

	CLIN
	Contract Line Item Number

	COCOM
	Combatant Commander

	CONOPS
	Concept of Operations

	CPAR/AF/IF
	Contractor Performance Assessment Report/ Award Fee/ Incentive Fee

	CPAR/CPARs
	Contractor Performance Assessment Report

	CPD
	Capabilities Production Document

	CPI
	Cost Performance Index 

	CRD
	Capstone Requirements Document

	CSAF
	Chief of Staff of the Air Force

	CTEs
	Critical Technology Elements

	DAF
	Department of the Air Force

	DAWIA
	Defense Acquisition Workforce Improvement Act

	DCMA
	Defense Contract Management Agency

	DDL
	Data Disclosure Language

	DDR&E 
	Director, Defense Research and Engineering (Office of the Secretary of Defense)

	DII
	Defense Information Infrastructure

	DoD
	Department of Defense

	DOT&E
	Director, Operational Test and Evaluation

	DR
	Deficiency Reporting

	DRR
	Design Readiness Review

	DSM
	Digital Systems Model

	EA
	Enterprise Architecture

	EAC 
	Estimate at Completion

	EBO
	Effects-based operations

	EMAs
	Expectation Management Agreements

	EMRL(s)
	Engineering Manufacturing Readiness Level(s)

	EOA
	Early Operational Assessment

	ES
	Equipment Specialist

	EVM
	Earned Value Management

	EVMS
	Earned Value Management System

	FAA
	First Asset Available

	FCB 
	FCB Functional Capabilities Board

	FDE
	Force Development Evaluation

	FFRDC
	Federally Funded Research and Development Corporation

	FMS
	Foreign Military Sales

	FOC
	Full Operational Capability

	FOT&E
	Follow On Test and Evaluation

	FRP
	Full Rate Production

	FYDP
	Future Years Defense Program

	GAO
	General Accounting Office 

	GFE
	Government Furnished Equipment

	GIG
	Global Information Grid

	HAC
	House Appropriations Committee

	HASC
	House Armed Services Committee

	ICD
	Initial Capabilities Document

	ICE
	Independent Cost Estimate

	IDM
	Information Dissemination Management

	ILA
	Independent Logistics Assessment 

	IM
	Item Manager

	IMS
	Integrated Master Schedule

	IOC
	Initial Operational Capability

	IOT&E
	Initial Operational Test and Evaluation Plan

	IRL
	Integration Readiness Levels

	ISP
	Integrated Support Plan

	ITO
	Independent Test Organization

	JCP
	Joint Capabilities Planning

	JRMET
	Joint Reliability and Maintainability Evaluation Team

	KPP
	Key Performance Parameters

	LCC
	Life Cycle Costs

	LCMP
	Life Cycle Management Plan 

	LFT&E
	Live Fire Test and Evaluation

	LOA
	Letter of Agreement

	LRE
	Latest Revised Estimate

	LRIP
	Low Rate Initial Production

	MAIS
	Major Automated Information System

	MAR
	Monthly Acquisition Report

	MCO
	Major Combat Operations

	MDA
	Milestone Decision Authority

	MNS
	Mission Needs Statement

	MOE
	Measure of Effectiveness

	MOP
	Measure of Performance

	NCC
	Negotiated Contract Cost

	NCW
	Network-centric warfare

	ORD
	Operational Requirements Document 

	OSD
	Office of the Secretary of Defense

	OSS&E
	Operational Safety, Suitability, and Effectiveness

	OT
	Operational Testing

	OTA
	Operational Test Agency

	OTB
	Over Target Baseline

	PA&E 
	Program Analysis and Evaluation

	PAUC
	Program Acquisition Unit Cost

	PBL
	Performance Based Logistics

	PEMs
	Program Element Managers

	PEO
	Program Executive Officer/Office

	PI/ACO
	Product Improvement / Administrative Contracting Officer

	PM
	Program Manager

	POM
	Program Objectives Memorandum

	PoPS
	Probability of Program Success

	PPP
	Public-Private Partnership

	PRL
	Production Readiness Levels

	SAC 
	Senate Appropriations Committee

	SAR
	Selective Acquisition Report

	SASC
	Senate Armed Services Committee

	SDD
	System Development and Demonstration

	SEC
	Securities and Exchange Commission

	SEP
	Systems Engineering Plan

	SMAG
	Supply Management Activity Group

	SPC
	Statistical Process Control

	SPI
	Schedule Performance Index

	SSM
	System Support Manager

	STAR/STA
	System Threat Assessment Report / System Threat Assessment

	TAB
	Total Allocated Budget

	TCPI
	To Complete Performance Index 

	TD&E
	Tactics Development & Evaluation

	TDS
	Technology Development Strategy

	TEMP
	Test and Evaluation Master Plan

	TMP
	Technical Management Plan

	TRL(s)
	Technology Readiness Level(s)

	USD(AT&L)
	Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology and Logistics)

	WBS
	Work Breakdown Structure 

	WSEP
	Weapon System Evaluation Program


























































































































































































































Browse for the .png file on your hard drive
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1. Select “Program Links”
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� See introduction to Chapter 3 for definition of what constitutes the planning phase.





PAGE  
Probability of Program Success Operations Guide            Post-Milestone C 
11/11/2008

