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Chart Purpose:  The Sustainment Quad Chart is a tool used to provide management insight into critical logistics and materiel readiness requirements, strategy, cost and affordability aspects of the program acquisition and life cycle sustainment strategy.  The chart also informs various program life cycle decisions. Programs shall generate a sustainment quad chart for all DAES reviews, OIPTs, DABs and other program reviews, driving focus on better buying power in sustainment decisions.

NOTE:  The template uses a notional program labeled ABC and includes reference to its antecedent (predecessor) program.  Replace ABC and antecedent when using template to build actual chart.    

Top Left Quad: Product Support Strategy 

Purpose:  Programs cite current sustainment approach and any future differences.  Define and highlight key product support elements to support an assessment that planning is adequate for the life cycle decision at hand, and sufficient to meet materiel readiness goals throughout the lifecycle.  Highlight the key aspects relevant to the specific program life cycle phase.  For example, a MS-A program should strive to develop a supportable capability, and effective and affordable support.

Fields: 
· Sustainment Approach 
· Highlight the key support elements, at a minimum include the “Big-Four:” 
· Personnel (Military, Government Civilian, Contractor).
· Maintenance (field, sustain/depot, software).
· Supply (initial and replenishment consumables/reparables).
· Data (data rights requirements/strategy and data maintenance). 
· Define overall performance-based approach and supporting analysis, BCA, PBA and contract strategy, along with the results of sustainment-related analysis to date that indicates the chosen strategy is a good deal for all parties including the Warfighter, and taxpayer.
· Issues
· Cite any sustainment issues the program is currently experiencing, along with risks and alternative Course of Actions.  Goal is NO unresolved sustainment issues before the OIPT.
· Resolution
· Identify planned resolutions to noted issues.

Bottom Left Quad: Sustainment Schedule

Purpose:  Highlight key elements to support an assessment that sustainment schedule is adequate for the life cycle decision at hand, and sufficient to meet materiel readiness goals throughout the lifecycle. Sustainment elements must be synchronized with the integrated master schedule.  

Field:
· Top Bar (Milestones)
· Include prior year’s completion of significant past sustainment events (e.g. ILA, BCA, CLA/SoRA). 
· Future years should cover FYDP and post-FYDP significant events: 
· Contracts
· Major milestones and decision reviews.
· IOC and FUE dates.
· LCSP/PBL related decision support (e.g. BCA updates).
· ICS-CLS, organic transition dates.
· Include vertical line for current date.
· Events
· Include key life cycle sustainment events: BCAs, PBL decisions, ICS/CLS, organic transitions, Core Logistics determinations/depot standup, sustainment re-competes.

Top Right Quad: Metrics Data

Purpose:  Display current estimates of sustainment performance vs. goals and actuals for antecedent systems.  This section highlights and compares key sustainment metrics/requirements, and support an assessment that performance is adequate for the lifecycle decision at hand, and sufficient to meet materiel availability goals throughout the lifecycle.  Metrics data should reflect the most recent sustainment performance and estimates.

Fields:
· Metrics
· At a minimum include Materiel Availability, Materiel Reliability, O&S Cost (in Base Year $) and Mean Down Time, per CJCSI 3170 and program DAMIR submission.  Other relevant sustainment metrics are allowed as needed.  
· Antecedent Actual
· Include the four metrics for the antecedent system that the MDAP is replacing.  
· Antecedent is the system cited in the SAR.
· Original Goal
· Values for each metric based on the original sustainment requirements or the original DAMIR sustainment metrics submission.  For older MDAPs that did not have the metrics as design requirements, the original goal is the value of their first sustainment metrics submission. 
· Goal is equivalent to threshold for programs with sustainment KPP/KSAs.
· Current Goal
· Value for each metric according to the current baseline.
· Goal is equivalent to threshold for programs with sustainment KPP/KSAs.
· Cite rationale for any changes.
· Demonstrated Performance
· Actual performance to date.
· PM assigns color rating based on estimate versus current goal:
· Green – At or exceeding goal.
· Yellow – < 10% adverse delta from goal.
· Red – > 10% adverse delta from goal.
· Current Estimate
· Projected performance at full fielding for each metric.
· PM assigns color rating based on estimate versus current goal:
· Green – At or exceeding goal.
· Yellow – < 10% adverse delta from goal.
· [bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK6]Red – > 10% adverse delta from goal.
· Test or Fielding Event Data Derived From
· Cite the event (DT, LUT, OPEVAL, IOT&E, etc.) or modeling and simulation tool that led to the current estimate.
· Notes
· Include any relevant or additional information concerning metrics definitions.

Bottom Right Quad: O&S Data

Purpose:  Highlight and compare operating and support costs (estimates/actuals) and support an assessment that the program is affordable throughout the lifecycle. 

Fields: 
Field structure reflects the SAR O&S section:  
· Cost Element
· Refer to 2007 CAIG (CAPE) Cost Estimating Guide for individual cost elements
· These definitions should be consistent with the SAR O&S cost section (which should be based on identical definitions).  Cost estimating assumptions, constraints, ground rules, limitations, methodologies and results must match the current cost estimate.
· Antecedent Cost
· Cost of the existing system according to the CAPE cost elements.
· Average annual cost per operating unit (either per system or entire fleet of system).
· Use the SAR as the basis for determining the unit.
· Program Original Baseline
· Per the CAPE cost elements, according to the first SAR submission.
· Base costs on average annual cost per operating unit (squadron, hull, brigade, etc).
· Program Current Cost
· Per the CAPE cost elements, according to the most recent estimate (POE, SCP, ICE).
· Base costs on average annual cost per operating unit (squadron, hull, brigade, etc).
· PM assigns color rating based on cost growth since the original baseline.
· Green – At or below original baseline.
· Yellow – < 10% adverse delta from goal. 
· Red – > 10% adverse delta from goal.
· Total O&S Costs
· Comparison of antecedent program vs. current Total O&S present cost totals in both TY$ and BY$
· Based on most recent O&S estimate, not the last SAR.
· Provide notes explaining any major differences with respect to the CAPE estimate. 
· Notes
· If the quantity of the MDAP being acquired is significantly different than antecedent system, match quantities in O&S totals and notate total quantities of each
