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PROGRAM SUCCESS PROBABILITY – SUMMARY

“WINDSHIELD CHART”
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Definitions/Notes

Program Success Probability: Delivery of specified capability within approved cost and schedule limits.  

·  Requirements Generation System documents include the:

· Initial Capabilities Document (ICD), 

· Capabilities Development Document (CDD), and 

· Capabilities Production Document (CPD).

·  ICD, CDD, and CPD will replace the Mission Needs Statement (MNS) and Operational Requirements Document (ORD).

· All data reported should be tailored to the program’s life-cycle phase.

PS Color Status/Bands: 

Green (80 to 100) - Program is on track for providing originally scoped capability within budgeted cost and approved schedule; 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; 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) - Program is OFF track - acceptable   capability will NOT be provided, or will only be provided with unacceptable deviations from budgeted cost and approved schedule; 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 MDA (for Cost and Schedule).           

· “Killer Blow” – Action taken by a decision maker in the chain of command (or an “Advocacy” player) resulting in program non-executability until remedied – results in immediate “red” coloration of associated Level 2, Level 1 and Overall PS metrics until remedied (e.g., zeroing of program budget by Congressional committee/conference). 

Metrics:  Parameters (either quantitative or qualitative) that allow evaluation of program success probability.      

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

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

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

· Level 2. Contributing metrics to a particular level 1 metric.

Program Success Probability Calculation:  

Prob(PS): (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))

Coloration of factors and sub-factors will be carried forward from the appropriate slides and calculations. 

REQUIREMENTS – PROGRAM PARAMETER STATUS CHART

[image: image2.png]PEO REQUIREMENTS - Program
XXX PROGRAM PARAMETER STATUS Acromym
COLEM  DateofReview dimmmyy |ACATXX
meies) . o
Combat Capabity
Fod g
PR
Calimampebiity Co o |maiias
{($traiegic, Theaer, Force: ‘teme of tsthreshold
oo Condon, T B
Contry
ot 2 » —]

Mansing (on KPE) j———
Q-Stas asof ast it
o
Swhied Spoed o ——
mamne o —]

Commns




Definitions/Notes

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 discussion of Program Success. 

· The goal is to lay out all critical program performance (i.e.KPP/other) parameters on a single page.

· User can select parameters identified from the MARE or APB. Additionally, users can add parameters not currently listed.

· User will assign current value of parameter. If required, user will input initial submission of objective and threshold. 

Program Parameter Status Calculation (maximum value is 10 points):

Green  (8 to 10): 

Performance Requirements are clearly understood; are well managed by warfighter and are being well realized by Program Manager.  

· All KPP/selected non-KPP threshold values are met by latest testing results (or latest analysis if testing has not occurred). 

Yellow (6 to <8): 

Requirements are understood but are in flux (emergent changes from warfighter); warfighter management and/or PM execution of requirements has created some impact to original requirements set (set 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)

Red (<6): 

“Killer Blow”, or requirements flux ”creep” has resulted in significant real-time changes to program plan requiring program rebaselining/restructure.

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

This standalone chart includes two ratings:

Historical (lower left corner of chart):

Represents trend.

· Color and letter represents rating for the current reported month.

· Arrows (up/down) indicates rating has changed from previous (last) month, or

· Number (in parenthesis) represents how long at that color rating.
· User will assign color and value. Trend will be maintained by he application.
Predictive (lower right corner of chart):

Represents rating anticipated for the next month.

· Arrows/numbers are not included in the predictive rating.

· User will assign color rating

REQUIREMENTS – PROGRAM SCOPE EVOLUTION CHART
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Definitions/Notes

The objective of this slide 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, CAIG and/or ICE teams) that were done to bound the program prior to program initiation.  

· The requirement data for the “original” line will be taken from the original ORD.

· Data for the “current” line can be taken from MAPR/SmartChart data.

Original:  

Scoped Requirements/Cost/Schedule that came from the “clean sheet of paper” studies prior to program initiation (original ORD/AOA/ICE or CAIG). User will input data once. 

Current:  

Requirements/Cost/Schedule resources as represented in the current ORD/APB/Program Budget. User will enter appropriate data. 

Program Scope Evolution factor calculation (maximum value is 10 points).

Green (8 to 10): 

Program is being executed as originally scoped in “clean sheet of paper” analyses.

· Original scoping of program accurate;

· Minor changes (< 5-10% of original values) only, since program initiation.

Yellow (6 to <8):

Program is executing with some changes from “clean sheet of paper” scopings.

· Requirements, cost, and/or schedule have been changed (by > 10%  of original values, in the direction of higher risk); without

· Corresponding adjustment /infusion of resources to mitigate risk.

Red (<6):

Program is executing with significant changes from “clean sheet of paper” scopings.

· Requirements, cost, and/or schedule have been changed (by >15% of original values, 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. 

Historical (lower left corner of chart):

Represents trend.

· Color and letter represents rating for the current reported month.

· Arrows (up/down) indicates rating has changed from previous (last) month, or

· Number (in parenthesis) represents how long at that color rating.
· User will assign color and value. Trend will be maintained by he application.
Predictive (lower right corner of chart):

Represents rating anticipated for the next month.

· Arrows/numbers are not included in the predictive rating.

· User will assign color rating

Level 1 Reqm’ts Factor Calculation (max value  20 points) = value (ORD KPP compliance) + value (prog scope evolution).  

Green  (16 to 20) 

Yellow (12 to <16) 

Red (<12, or “Killer Blow” in either Level 2 sub-factor)

The two Level 2 Factors are weighted equally (each has a maximum value of 10 points).

This standalone chart includes two ratings:

RESOURCES – BUDGET CHART
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Definitions/Notes

Budget: 

This is the entire budget for the program broken down by appropriation for prior and execution-year funds.  Also show the current percentage of obligation/expenditure in each line (as of the date of the report).

· Dollar amounts are displayed in Fiscal Year (FY) columns.

· Obligation/Expenditures are displayed in the OBL/EXP columns.

· Sufficiency is associated within FY columns.

· Appropriation dollar amounts can be pre-populated from WARBUCS.

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/SAR).

· APB data is baseline for overall program spending.

· SAR data breaks down funding by year.

  Sufficiency is assessed in each year, and overall  (background color of box). User will assess sufficiency and assign appropriate color rating. 

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

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

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

Budget factor calculation (maximum value is 14 points)

Green  (11 to 14): 

Budget is sufficient to allow approved program to be executed with low risk.  

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

Yellow (8 to <11):

Budget is sufficient to allow program to be executed with moderate risk.  

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

Red (<8, or killer blow):

Budget is insufficient to allow program to be executed without high risk. 

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

This standalone chart includes two ratings:

Historical (lower left corner of chart):

Represents trend.

· Color and letter represents rating for the current reported month.

· Arrows (up/down) indicates rating has changed from previous (last) month, or

· Number (in parenthesis) represents how long at that color rating.
· User will assign color and value. Trend will be maintained by he application.
Predictive (lower right corner of chart):

Represents rating anticipated for the next month.

· Arrows/numbers are not included in the predictive rating.

· User will assign color rating

RESOURCES – MANNING CHART
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Definitions/Notes

Manning and Qualification: 

This chart is intended to show Program Office staffing status as of the reporting date. Civilian, military, matrixed, and System Engineering Technical Assistance (SETA) asset statuses are represented separately, but on the same chart.  The current (rightmost) and previous five status bars should be kept and displayed.  

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

· User will enter data for each category

· 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 beneath the graphic.

If any categories have vacant but funded/authorized billets above the current manned count, the PM can (if desired) indicate this by an un-colored extension of the column to the level of the total (manned + vacant billets).   

Manning and Qualification factor calculation (maximum value is 3 points)

Green  (2 to 3): 

· 90% or above of all Program Office authorized/funded billets are filled;  

· 90% (or more) of all DAWIA-qualified billets are filled with personnel possessing at least the required qualification level.  

· SETA personnel funding levels are below Congressionally mandated limits.

Yellow (1 to<2):

· 80% to 89% of all Program Office authorized/funded billets are filled; 

· 80% to 89% of all DAWIA-qualified billets are filled with personnel possessing at least the required qualification level.  

· SETA personnel funding levels at or below Congressionally mandated limits.

Red (<1):

· Less than 80% of all Program Office authorized/funded billets are filled; 

· Less than 80% of all DAWIA-qualified billets are filled with personnel possessing at least the required qualification level.  

· SETA personnel funding levels are above Congressionally mandated limits.
This standalone chart includes two ratings:

Historical (lower left corner of chart):

Represents trend.

· Color and letter represents rating for the current reported month.

· Arrows (up/down) indicates rating has changed from previous (last) month, or

· Number (in parenthesis) represents how long at that color rating.
· User will assign color and value. Trend will be maintained by he application.
Predictive (lower right corner of chart):

Represents rating anticipated for the next month.

· Arrows/numbers are not included in the predictive rating.

· User will assign color rating

RESOURCES / HEALTH – CONTRACTOR CHART

[image: image6.png]= RESOURCES - CONTRACTOR HEALTH Program
Acronym
XX | coL.pm Date of Review: dd mmmyy | ACAT XX

* Corporate Indicators
~ Company/Group Metrics

Current SiockPIE Ratio

Last Stock Dividends Dedlased Passed

Industrial Base Status (Only Plager? One of _ Viable Competiiors?)
~ Makel Sharein Prugeam Ares, nd Trend (v ost Five Yours)

Significant Events (Mergars/Acqusitions! “Distraehs”)

~ Industry Standards Review
* Program Indicators
~ Program-Specific Metrics

“Progeam Fit” in CompanyGroup.

Program ROL (f availible)

Key Playess, Phone Numbers, and theix Experience
Program Mamning/lssues

Contractor FacilfiesiTsrues

Key Siills Ceriification Siatus (e.¢. 5O 000/CMM Level)

* PM Evaluation of Contractor Commitment to Program

mfw — High, Med, orLow




Definitions/Notes

Data for this chart should be developed in conjunction with the contractor and the assigned DCMA organization.  However, the PM is responsible for the evaluation color and trend direction assigned.  User will input the data.

· Data for prime and key subcontractors should be provided.  

· Separate chart should be prepared for every major/key contractor.

· Corporate indicators are rated in comparison to industry.

· Overall rating should reflect the aggregate contractor participation and will be depicted on a separate slide.

Financial data for a contractor can be found on the SEC website:

· http://www.sec.gov/edgar/searchedgar/companysearch.html.  

· Search using the company’s name.

· Once the reports are called up, access the company’s report 10-K (Part II, Section 6) – this will provide the P/E ratio and dividend data (and a host of other useful financial metrics).

· Industry estimates are published in Dunn and Bradstreet.

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

Green  (2 to 3): 

· No significant corporate / group issues affecting program;  

· Program is aligned with core business of business unit; 

· Program is properly staffed (team and key personnel); 

· Contractor facilities have no significant issues; 

· Corporate management demonstrates high commitment to program.

Yellow (1 to <2):

· Some corporate / group issues affecting program;  

· Program is peripheral to core business of business unit; 

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

· Contractor facilities have some issues affecting program execution; 

· Corporate management demonstrates moderate commitment to program.

Red (<1):

· Major corporate / group issues affecting program;  

· Program is not aligned with core business of business unit; 

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

· Contractor facilities have major issues which impede program execution; 

· Corporate management demonstrates low commitment to program.

This standalone chart includes two ratings:

Historical (lower left corner of chart):

Represents trend.

· Color and letter represents rating for the current reported month.

· Arrows (up/down) indicates rating has changed from previous (last) month, or

· Number (in parenthesis) represents how long at that color rating.
· User will assign color and value. Trend will be maintained by he application.
Predictive (lower right corner of chart):

Represents rating anticipated for the next month.

· Arrows/numbers are not included in the predictive rating.

· User will assign color rating

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

Green  (16 to 20) 

Yellow (12 to <16) 

Red (<12 or “Killer Blow” in any Level 2 subfactor)

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

EXECUTION – CONTRACT PERFORMANCE CHART
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Definitions/Notes

Terms used in this chart are standard EVMS terms:

ACWP  = Actual Cost of Work Performed. 

· Cost of work accomplished -- EARNED VALUE.

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 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.).

· Cost Efficiency

[image: image8.bmp]
· Schedule Efficiency

[image: image9.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.

EAC = Estimate at Completion.

· Estimate of total cost – for total contract thru any given level.

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.

TCPI = To Complete Performance Index.

[image: image10.bmp]
Operational Box (OPS Box).

· Box offset is around the SPI/CPI point of (1.0,1.0).  

· Program SPI/CPI points within this box ([1.1,1.1], [1.1,-.95], [-.95,-.95], [-.95,1.1]); and

· Values indicates a satisfactory program EVMS status from the ASA(ALT) perspective.

A Contract Performance chart should be constructed for each of the major developmental contracts supervised by the Program Office. User will select the contract data with the most significant impact to the program. User can use EV data from MAPR or can enter data via the application. 

· SPI/CPI points for the last six EV reports should be plotted, and joined with arrows showing the “direction of motion” of SPI/CPI.

· Data points are plotted using SPI/CPI as the X,Y coordinates for each point.

· Earlier points may be left on the plot (gray toned) to display EV history as desired.

· The offset box around the SPI/CPI “”origin” point is considered the normal operating region for Army programs.

· If SPI/CPI plots outside (particularly to left and/or below the “Ops Box”), reason(s) should be discussed in the brief (see text callout box above).

· Schedule and budget expenditures should be plotted in the appropriate margin bars outside the main SPI/CPI graph.

Contract Performance factor calculation (maximum value is 2 points).

Green  (2): 

· Value of most recent SPI/CPI point lies in the “ops box” (inner box), or 

the GREEN zone of the chart.

Yellow (1):

· Value of most recent SPI/CPI point lies in YELLOW zone of the chart, which is outside of the “ops box” on the chart. 

Red (0): 

· Value of most recent SPI/CPI point lies in the RED zone of the chart.

This standalone chart includes two ratings:

Historical (lower left corner of chart):

Represents trend.

· Color and letter represents rating for the current reported month.

· Arrows (up/down) indicates rating has changed from previous (last) month, or

· Number (in parenthesis) represents how long at that color rating.
· User will assign color and value. Trend will be maintained by he application.
Predictive (lower right corner of chart):

Represents rating anticipated for the next month.

· Arrows/numbers are not included in the predictive rating.

· User will assign color rating

EXECUTION – CONTRACTOR PERFORMANCE CHART
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Definitions/Notes

Prepare one chart for each program contract, as applicable.  The program office will determine the overall rating when the program has multiple contracts.

· 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, (e.g. an award fee of 90%, and a number of YELLOW ratings on associated CPAR/IPARs).

CPARS is the Navy’s source for contract data and can be accessed on Internet.

· www.abm.rda.hq.navy.mil/pastcpars.cfm
PPIMS is the Army’s source for contract data and can be accessed by going through PM ALTESS, PEO EIS.

CPAR/IPAR/AF/IF factor calculation (maximum value is 2 points).

Green (2):

· GREEN or above (with no factor RED), and Contractor is at 80% (or above) of possible award fee for duration of contract to date.

Yellow (1):

· YELLOW to GREEN (with no more than one factor RED), and/or 

· Contractor is at 50% (or above) of possible award fee for duration of contract to date.

Red (0):

· RED to YELLOW; or 

· Two or more factors RED; or 

· Contractor is below 50% of possible award fee for duration of contract to date.

This standalone chart includes two ratings:

Historical (lower left corner of chart):

Represents trend.

· Color and letter represents rating for the current reported month.

· Arrows (up/down) indicates rating has changed from previous (last) month, or

· Number (in parenthesis) represents how long at that color rating.
· User will assign color and value. Trend will be maintained by he application.
Predictive (lower right corner of chart):

Represents rating anticipated for the next month.

· Arrows/numbers are not included in the predictive rating.

· User will assign color rating

EXECUTION – FIXED PRICE PERFORMANCE CHART
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Definitions/Notes

A Fixed Price Performance chart 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.
Each contract should be evaluated on the following items:

DCMA Plant Rep Evaluation:

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

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

Production/delivery Profile Graphic:

· Graphic should be developed and maintained (for production contracts, this is a standard graphic, based on the CLIN-defined planned production/delivery schedule profile, 

· An “actuals” curve should be superimposed on the graphic.

Progress Payments Status:

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

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

Contract Performance factor calculation (maximum value is 2 points).

Green  (2): 

· Actual Production/delivery profile is ahead or on contract schedule; 

· No DCMA Plant Rep issues; 

· Progress payments are on schedule per the contract. 

Yellow (1):

· Actual Production/delivery profile is less than 10% behind contract schedule;

· DCMA Plant Rep issues are minor and being resolved; 

· Progress payments are less than 10% behind schedule per the contract. 

Red (0): 

· Actual Production/delivery profile is 10% or greater behind contract schedule;

· DCMA Plant Rep issues are major;
· Progress payments are 10% or greater behind schedule per the contract.
This standalone chart includes two ratings:

Historical (lower left corner of chart):

Represents trend.

· Color and letter represents rating for the current reported month.

· Arrows (up/down) indicates rating has changed from previous (last) month, or

· Number (in parenthesis) represents how long at that color rating.
· User will assign color and value. Trend will be maintained by he application.
Predictive (lower right corner of chart):

Represents rating anticipated for the next month.

· Arrows/numbers are not included in the predictive rating.

· User will assign color rating

PROGRAM RISK ASSESSMENT CHART
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Definitions/Notes

Risk Assessment: 

Each issue that might affect the success of the program (technical, schedule, fiscal, etc.) needs to be identified and assessed as to likelihood and consequences (performance or financial) of occurrence.

· If the assessment is done formally by a standing advisory board, list members and their affiliations.  

· Each issue box should contain a brief statement of intended approach.

· Presenter should be prepared for more detailed discussion on these issues and alternative courses of action.

· User will enter risk, consequence and mitigation. 

Likelihood: 


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


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


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


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


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

Consequences:


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


(2) Significant - Shorts a significant mission need.


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


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


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

Requirement/Resources/Execution Risk Assessment factor calculation (maximum value is 8 points).

Green  (6 to 8): 

Value (coloration) of majority of program risk issues lies in the GREEN zone of the risk chart.

· No more than two risk issues in YELLOW zone; 

· Zero areas in RED zone.

Yellow (4 to <6):

Value (coloration) of majority of program risk issues lies in YELLOW zone of the risk chart.

· No more than three risk issues in YELLOW zone and/or,

· One risk issue in RED zone.

Red (<4, or killer blow in sub-factor): 

· Value (coloration) of majority of risk issues lies in  YELLOW to RED zone of the risk chart; and

· Two or more risk issues in RED zone.

This standalone chart includes two ratings:

Historical (lower left corner of chart):

Represents trend.

· Color and letter represents rating for the current reported month.

· Arrows (up/down) indicates rating has changed from previous (last) month, or

· Number (in parenthesis) represents how long at that color rating.
· User will assign color and value. Trend will be maintained by he application.
Predictive (lower right corner of chart):

Represents rating anticipated for the next month.

· Arrows/numbers are not included in the predictive rating.

· User will assign color rating

EXECUTION – SUSTAINABILITY RISK ASSESSMENT CHART
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Definitions/Notes

Sustainability Risks:  

User will indicate data points for the major sustainability planning areas and provide a brief description/mitigation plan for those items in the RED and YELLOW blocks. 

· Data captured over time will serve as a basis for trend analysis.

Sustainability planning areas include, but are not limited to: 

· Supply 

· Support, training (including training equipment), 

· Support equipment (including test equipment), 

· Facilities and 

· Publications.   

Indicate your overall sustainability assessment with a triangle.

· Consider program reliability (Mean Time Between Failures) and maintainability (Maintenance Man Hours per Operating Hour) in positioning the triangle.  
· If the program is not on track to achieve reliability and maintainability targets, especially reliability, sustainability support will be negatively impacted. 

REMINDER: refer to definitions with respect to “likelihood” and “consequence” when constructing this chart.

Likelihood 


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

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

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

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

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

Consequence

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

(2) Significant - Shorts a significant mission need

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

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

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

Sustainability Risk Assessment factor calculation (maximum value is 2 points).

Green  (2): 

· Value (coloration) of majority of program risk issues lies in GREEN zone of the risk chart,

· No more than two risk issues in YELLOW zone.

Yellow (1):

· Value (coloration) of majority of program risk issues lies in YELLOW zone of the risk chart,

· No more than three risk issues in YELLOW zone and/or,

· One risk issue in RED zone.

Red (0): 

· Value (coloration) of majority of risk issues lies in YELLOW to RED zone of the risk chart,

· Two or more risk issues in RED zone.
This standalone chart includes two ratings:

Historical (lower left corner of chart):

Represents trend.

· Color and letter represents rating for the current reported month.

· Arrows (up/down) indicates rating has changed from previous (last) month, or

· Number (in parenthesis) represents how long at that color rating.
· User will assign color and value. Trend will be maintained by he application.
Predictive (lower right corner of chart):

Represents rating anticipated for the next month.

· Arrows/numbers are not included in the predictive rating.

· User will assign color rating

EXECUTION – TESTING STATUS CHART
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Definitions/Notes

Testing terms refer to the standard programmatic testing phases as used by DOT&E and the Services.

· Testing milestones included in the APB should be captured in this chart.

· Potential external testing data sources include ATEC and ADSS.

For the testing phases:

GREEN:  

· Testing on/ahead of schedule per the TEMP/contractor plan; 

· No significant problems exist (significant problems include such items as KPPs falling below threshold values; serious Reliability/Maintainability/ Availability issues; contractor first article/integration failures, etc).

YELLOW:  

· Testing behind schedule per the TEMP/contractor plan but not seriously impacting the program plan (i.e., to the APB breach level or creating serious budgetary impact);

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

RED: 

· Testing significantly behind schedule per the TEMP/contractor plan and seriously impacting the program plan (i.e. APB breach or serious budgetary impact);

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

Testing Performance factor calculation (maximum value is 2 points).

Green  (2): 

· Current Testing Phase is GREEN 

Yellow (1): 

· Current Testing Phase is YELLOW

Red (0): 

· Killer Blow (e.g. adverse testing phase report from service testing component/DOT&E), or 

· Current Testing Phase is RED

This standalone chart includes two ratings:

Historical (lower left corner of chart):

Represents trend.

· Color and letter represents rating for the current reported month.

· Arrows (up/down) indicates rating has changed from previous (last) month, or

· Number (in parenthesis) represents how long at that color rating.
· User will assign color and value. Trend will be maintained by he application.
Predictive (lower right corner of chart):

Represents rating anticipated for the next month.

· Arrows/numbers are not included in the predictive rating.

· User will assign color rating

EXECUTION – TECHNICAL MATURITY CHART
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Definitions/Notes

This chart is based on a GAO analysis of Best Practices over Multiple Major Programs.  It identifies critical technical maturity issues at key program “flow points”.

Specific flow points:

Technology Knowledge:  

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

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

· Values:

Green:  80 -100%;  

Yellow:  60 - <80%;  

Red:  <60%

Product Design Knowledge:

From Program Initiation to Critical Design Review for the Program, the goal is achieving product design stability.

· Metric:  The Program Manager has the option of reporting --

(1) What percentage of the total number of required program Engineering Drawings have been approved and released for use; or,

(2)  The percentage of program integration factors/program production factors which are at an Integration Readiness Level (IRL) / Production Readiness Level (PRL) of 8 or higher.
· If integration/production factors are the selected metric, use a TRL chart format to display value.
· Values: 
Green:  80 – 100%;

Yellow:  60 - <80%;

Red:  <60%

Production Knowledge:  

At Milestone C, the product has demonstrated that it can be produced within cost, schedule and quality targets.

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

· Values:

Green:  80 – 100%;

Yellow:  60 - <80%;

Red:  <60%

Technical Maturity factor calculation (maximum value is 2 points). 

Green  (2): 

· Metric for current stage of program is GREEN 

Yellow (1): 

· Metric for current stage of program is YELLOW

Red (0): 

· Metric for current stage of program is RED

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

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

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

 Green:  (16 to 20); Yellow: (10 to <16); Red: (<10) 

This standalone chart includes two ratings:

Historical (lower left corner of chart):

Represents trend.

· Color and letter represents rating for the current reported month.

· Arrows (up/down) indicates rating has changed from previous (last) month, or

· Number (in parenthesis) represents how long at that color rating.
· User will assign color and value. Trend will be maintained by he application.
Predictive (lower right corner of chart):

Represents rating anticipated for the next month.

· Arrows/numbers are not included in the predictive rating.

· User will assign color rating

0PROGRAM “FIT” IN CAPABILITY VISION SUMMARY CHART
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Definitions/Notes

Within the DoD vision –

Transformation: 

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

Interoperability:  

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

Joint: 

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

DoD Vision (7.5 points maximum).

Transformation, Interoperability and Jointness factors will be assigned a value and color rating based on the program office’s assessment. Total points available will not exceed 7.5:

Green (5 to 7.5):  

· Program is transformational, 

· Compliant with DoD interoperability guidance/standards, and 

· Interoperable by other services, joint forces, and coalitions on a “come as you are” basis.

Yellow (3 to <5):  

· Significant deficiencies in at least one of the three DOD vision areas.

Red (<3): 

· Significant deficiencies in at least two of the three DOD vision areas.

Trend:  If unchanged, indicate the number of reporting periods unchanged.

Within the HQDA vision –

Is the program a part of the Current (current Army forces), Striker (rapidly deployable, combat brigade task force trained and ready to deploy) or Objective Force (capabilities that will operate as a “system of systems”); or more than one of those forces). 

· If Current or Striker Force, is it scheduled for near term or mid term phase out?

HQDA Vision (7.5 points max).  

Factors will be assigned a value and color rating based on the program office’s assessment. Points assigned by how well program supports the Force(s) it plays within. Total points available will not exceed 7.5:

Green (5 to 7.5):  

· Program is a planned key/core supporter of its Force(s) and,

· Is on track to provide planned capability on schedule.

Yellow (3 to <5): 

· Program is a secondary/peripheral supporter of its Force(s), or 

· Is a key/core supporter and is encountering problems impacting its ability to provide planned capability on schedule.

Red (<3): 

· Killer blow; or

· Program is encountering problems, which will prevent it from providing planned capability on schedule.

This standalone chart includes two ratings:

Historical (lower left corner of chart):

Represents trend.

· Color and letter represents rating for the current reported month.

· Arrows (up/down) indicates rating has changed from previous (last) month, or

· Number (in parenthesis) represents how long at that color rating.
· User will assign color and value. Trend will be maintained by he application.
Predictive (lower right corner of chart):

Represents rating anticipated for the next month.

· Arrows/numbers are not included in the predictive rating.

· User will assign color rating

Trend:  If unchanged, indicated the number of reporting periods unchanged.

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

Green: (10 to 15);  

Yellow: (6 to <10); 

Red: “Killer Blow”, or <6 points

PROGRAM ADVOCACY – SUMMARY CHART

[image: image18.png]PEO PROGRAM ADVOCACY e
e Acrom
coL.pM Date of Review: dd mmmyy | ACAT XX
AREA(Examples) STATUS TREND
- osp @
— (Major point)
« Joint Staff @
~ (Major point)
+ WarFighter @
~ (Major point)
= Army Secretariat G t
— (Major point)
* Congressional +
~ (Major point)
+ Industry G @
~ (Major Point)
+ International 9 ®
— (Major Point)
igaien Overall Vo e




Definitions/Notes

Per ASA(ALT) direction this slide is prepared by the PEO.

· Inputs will be provided by the PM,

· The final evaluation is the PEO’s position.

· PEO can modify the list of advocates to include entities not listed. 

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, tangible support for a specific program.

OSD: 

Flag/SES level decision makers in OSD organization (e.g. USD(AT&L); ASD (C3I); Director, PA&E; Director, DOT&E; ASD (Comptroller).

Joint Staff: 

Flag/SES level in Joint Staff, (particularly JRB, JRP and JROC processes).

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

Army Secretariat: SES/Flag incumbents at DASA level and above.

Congressional: Senators/Members of Congress/Professional Staff of the four committees (HASC/SASC/ HAC/SAC).

Industry: Senior Executives of involved corporations.

International: (as applicable): Senior governmental decision makers / Executives of foreign industry partners.

Green:  

· Strong support for program demonstrated (e.g. plus up or protection of program budget; 

· Acceleration of program; 

· Public statements specifically identifying program in favorable light).

Yellow: 

· No position on program taken;  

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

Red: 

· 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.

Trend:  

If unchanged, indicate number of reporting periods unchanged.

Level 1 Advocacy factor calculation (max value 25 points) = sum of all  level 2 Advocacy sub factors. Factors will be assigned a value and color rating based on the PEO’s assessment. The PEO does not have to rate each category. For non-rated categories, no color or points will be associated with the factor. Total points available will not exceed 25 points. The Advocacy rating will be based on the sum of allocated points. 

Green:  (20 to 25); 

Yellow: (15 to <20); 

Red: (<15)  

This standalone chart includes two ratings:

Historical (lower left corner of chart):

Represents trend.

· Color and letter represents rating for the current reported month.

· Arrows (up/down) indicates rating has changed from previous (last) month, or

· Number (in parenthesis) represents how long at that color rating.
· User will assign color and value. Trend will be maintained by he application.
Predictive (lower right corner of chart):

Represents rating anticipated for the next month.

· Arrows/numbers are not included in the predictive rating.

· User will assign color rating

FINDINGS / ACTIONS CHART
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Definitions

Comments/Recap: PM can use to provide conclusions / recap of report submission.
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EXECUTION – CONTRACT EARNED VALUE METRICS [give short contract title]
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Program Success - Summary
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Program Structure - Summary


Description:


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


 Fiscal  Year                            01                       02                        03                         04                         05                        06                        07	         08


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


Milestones


R&D/Studies


Acq Strategy


Demos


Production


M/S A


M/S B


M/S C


LRIP


Development


Tech Demo 1


Tech Demo 2


Tech Demo 3


FSED


Budget


$ 29M


$ 52M


$ 76M


$ 82M


$ 76M


$ 29M


$ 29M


Program Manager/Office _________                                       Date of This Review________


                                                                                                   Program Start Date________


Key Performance Parameters





KPP 	 Objective   Threshold    Demo


Range                            150m                100km               125 nm


Prob Detection                0.95                 0.90                 .90


Prob False Positive         0.05                 0.10                  .10


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


Correlation time              3 mins            30 sec              1 min


Operating Cost/hr            $25                $30                   $30


MTBF                            20 hrs               10 hrs                15 hrs


etc.			


			Current Est.


R&D Cost	         500K	     550K	$490K	


Proc Cost                           2M                2.2M	$1.9M


Unit Cost                       100K                110K	$ 90K


 - APUC                             133K                   146K	$130K


 - PAUC                             166K                   182K	$160K


Acquisition Objectives


Quantity                           


IOC 	              


Target Price (unit)               


Contract Data





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











Sheet1



				Contract Type				FPIF/FFP				CPAF				CPFF				Total



				Original Contract								$290.1				$55.0				$345.1



				Current Contract								$339.2				$55.0				$394.2



				Scope Growth								$49.1				$0.0				$49.1



				Cost Growth								$0.0				$0.0				$0.0



				Award/Sched Fee								$32.4								$32.4

















Resources - Budget


Program Manager/Office______________                                   Date of Review_________


                                                                    Programmed (%Obligated)


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


Display each significant task


G





RDT&E


Proj


Proj


Procurement


OMA





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

















 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Not DAWIA Qualified
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Resources - Manning/Qualification


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


and


and


 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Fully DAWIA Qualified


 : Billet is Unfilled


 : Incumbent Requires No DAWIA Qualification






































Total Billets            152                         151                         137                         136                         135                      135


G


 : CSS





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

















Requirements 


ORD KPP Compliance Status 


Combat capability


Threshold


Objective


C4I Interoperability


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


Endurance


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


Cost


Manning


Sustained Speed


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


COL, Prog


(EXAMPLES)























- Status as of Last Brief


G


Y





PEO


XXX























EXECUTION - Contract Performance for [give short contract title]


$100


111%


56%


$50


100%


$90


122%


$110


0


0%


04/02


04/04


08/04


04/00





Briefed: 


                     YYMMDD 


Axxxxx-YY-Cxxxx               


Contractor Name [Prime or Significant Sub]               


PEO and Program Manager


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Last Rebaselining:  JAN02


Number of Rebaselinings:   1


Date of Next Rebaselining:  MMM YY


KTR’s EAC:


104M


Date of Last Award Fee:  MMM YY


Date of Next Award Fee:  MMM YY











1.18


PM’s EAC


Total Spent


Total Calendar Schedule 


$M


0 %


TAB


BAC


ACWP


EAC


EV % Spent


50% 


[TCPIEAC = 0.76]


CV = $2.0 M


SV = $2.9 M


100% 


108% 


01/02


SPI





1.18


1.18











Ahead of Schedule and Underspent


Behind Schedule and Underspent


Ahead of Schedule and Overspent


Behind Schedule and Overspent


0.940   


0.960   


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


CPI


01/00


10/99


07/99


04/99


04/02


03/02


02/02


01/02





10/01


07/01


04/01


1/01


10/00


07/00


04/00


01/02


42% 


PM’s Projected 


Performance at Completion


for CPI and Duration.


Y




















Execution – Overall Risk Assessment


5


			 





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


Consequence


4


3


2


1


High


Medium


Low


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





Y


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








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








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








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








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








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Manufacturing Challenges.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








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








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








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








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Technical Maturity








			Approach to remedy/mitigation











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


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


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


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


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


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


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


	(2)Significant -.Shorts an significant mission need


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


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


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


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

















Execution - PARS/Award Fee Matrix


COL, Prog


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review:  





PEO


XXX





CPAR/IPAR/AF Chart Guidance





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


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


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














CPAR-IPAR-AR



				



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



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



												Contract Number:				N00000-00-C-0000



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



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



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



												Areas to Evaluate



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



												(1) Product Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(2) Systems Engineering								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												(3) Software Engineering								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(4) Logistics Support/Sustainment								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(5) Product Assurance								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(6) Other Technical Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												b. Schedule								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												c. Cost Control								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												d. Management								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(1) Management Responsiveness								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(2) SubContract Management								VG												VG				VG				VG



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



												e. Other Areas								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(1) Communications								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(2) Support to Government Tests								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



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

















Program Advocacy - Summary


       AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 	  TREND


			TSM     		     	      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Warfighter 		      	      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Secretariat			      G		   Impr


			(Major point)


			OSD				      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Joint Staff	      		      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Congressional	                                      R		   Decl


			(Major point)


			International Partners     	                      Y		   Steady


			(Major point)











			Overall			      R		   Decl





R











Program “Fit” in Capability Vision 


Summary


     AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 TREND


			Power Projection 		      G		  Steady


			(Major Point)


			Network-Centric 		      Y		   Decl


			Interoperability      	      	      G		  Steady


			JV2020			      R		   Decl


			Transformative		      Y		   Decl


			Operational Testing	      	      Y		   Decl











			Overall			      Y		   Decl





Y














FINDINGS/ACTIONS





Other Issues:  Describe other issues as appropriate.














BACK-UP SLIDES














Congressional Issues/Correspondence


Action


Due Date


Status


(During the Past Year)


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Letter from Rep Foghorn re: status of selection


9 Feb 99


Delayed awaiting chop from Nxx


Report to SAC re: alternative systems


15 Apr 99


Draft complete, in chop


Phoncon from Sen Potbelly re; constituent


15 Jan 99


Promise to furnish information, fax sent on 02 Feb 99


Visit from Mayor Bighouse


18 Dec 98


Returned Christmas turkey


Action completed


and on-time


Action completed


but not on-time


Action not completed


and due with 2 weeks


Action not completed


and overdue


Accompanied Rep Gotrocks to demo


01 Nov 98


No further action required





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

















FY 99 Congressional Adds


Add Title


Appn/Add


Status/Actions Taken


Committee(s)/


   Member(s)


Hokum Processor


RDT&E/$ 5M


HAC/Smyth


OSD Hold / Release Requested


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Outyear Impact


Program accelerated


-$5M in FY 00 likely





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














Acquisition Reform


Initiatives Summary


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Lessons Learned (optional):





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








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


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


Description:


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


Key Technical Objectives





Feature            Objective


Size/wt                              xxxx


Pixel resolution                xxxxx


Brightness                        xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Persistence                       xxxxx


Shock Tolerance              xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Cost                                 xxxxx


Savings (per installation)


Retrofit Quantity                    150


First system replaced             9/03


Cost per retrofit                   $1500


Savings per installation         xxxx 


Contact Data


Contractor                  Behemoth Inc


Value/Type               $547M/CPFF


Start/Complete          6-98/10-01


Profit Rate                    0%


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


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


60





50





40





30





20





10





  0





-10





-20


Net Savings ($M)


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


Break Even


PDR


Design/Concept


Validation


CDR


Brassboard


 Demo


Begin Install


3X Return





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














Special Initiatives - TOC Summary


TOP 10 Cost Drivers


 1. Manpower


 2. Parts Obsolescence


 3.


 4.


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


TOP 10 TOC Initiatives


 1. Redesign Engine Module*


 2. Upgrade Radar*


 3. Develop New Support Equipment


 4. Redesign Wing


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


*Funded Initiatives - see separate chart for details.


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


ROI


 1. $300M direct aircraft costs*


 2. Improve readiness levels by 40% 


     saving $200M*


 3. Field new COTS technology saving 


    $2M O&S costs


 4. Improve operational capability


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.

















Logistics Risk Assessment





Consequence


4


1


2


6


5


3


7


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


CAPT/COL, Prog





     :  Overall Assessment


1:  Training


2:  Support Equipment


3:  Publications


4:  Facilities


5:  Maintenance Concept


6:  Supply Support


7:  MTBF


Logistics Areas (examples)





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


5


4


3


2


1











Low Risk


Medium Risk


High Risk





PEO


XXX


RISK # 4 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK #5





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK # 6 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.











Logistics Risks


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


 


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





Likelihood 	


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


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


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


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


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


Consequence


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


(2) Significant - Shorts a significant mission need


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


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


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














Program “Success” Metrics 


Summary


     AREA				STATUS	 TREND


			Requirement 		      	     G	  	  Steady


			Resources 		      	     Y		   Decl


			Execution			      	     G		  Steady


			Advocacy			      	     R		   Decl


			“Fit” in Capability Vision	      	     Y		   Decl











			Mission Capability Delivery   	     Y		   Decl
















Initiative Implementation Cost Benefit Derived



1



2



3



4



5



6



7



8



9



10








Contract Type FPIF/FFP CPAF CPFF Total



Original Contract $290.1 $55.0 $345.1



Current Contract $339.2 $55.0 $394.2



Scope Growth $49.1 $0.0 $49.1



Cost Growth $0.0 $0.0 $0.0



Award/Sched Fee $32.4 $32.4



Contractor: 



Program: 



Contract Number: 



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



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



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



Areas to Evaluate 



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



   (1) Product Performance VG VG VG VG



   (2) Systems Engineering SAT SAT SAT SAT



   (3) Software Engineering MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (4) Logistics Support/Sustainment UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (5) Product Assurance EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (6) Other Technical Performance VG VG VG VG



b. Schedule SAT SAT SAT SAT



c. Cost Control MARG MARG MARG MARG



d. Management UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (1) Management Responsiveness EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (2) SubContract Management VG VG VG VG



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



e. Other Areas MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (1) Communications UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (2) Support to Government Tests UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



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



N00000-00-C-0000



Contract Start Date:



Estimated Completion Date:



MMM YY



MMM YY



((Contractor Name))



((Program Name))
















_1120547171.ppt


PROGRAM “FIT” IN CAPABILITY VISION

     AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 TREND

DoD Vision			      G		  (2)

		Transformation 		      G		  (2)

		Interoperability	 	      Y		  (3)

		Joint	      	      		      G		  (3)



Army Vision			      Y		  (4)

		Current Force	      	      Y		  (4)

		Striker Force			      Y		       

		Objective Force	      	  (N/A)  		  (N/A)

		Other			  (N/A)		  (N/A)







		Overall			      Y		  (2)



Program

Acronym

ACAT XX

Date of Review: dd mmm yy

COL, PM



PEO

XXX

Y(2)

Historical

Y

Predictive









UNKNOWN-0.ppt




Program Success - Summary































































































Program 


Success


Program 


Requirements


Program 


Execution


Contractor Performance


Program Fit in


 Capability Vision


KPP Status 


JV 2020


Jointness


Interoperability


Legacy


Interim


Objective


Other Issues


Program Risk 


Assessment


Contract EVM


O & O


SysDescription


Program 


Structure


Program 


Resources


Budget/Oblig/Suffic.


Other


Corporate Metrics


Manning/Qual.


Fielding


Program 


Advocacy


OSD


Joint Staff


War Fighter


Army Secretariat


Congressional


User


Media











Program Structure - Summary


Description:


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


 Fiscal  Year                            01                       02                        03                         04                         05                        06                        07	         08


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


Milestones


R&D/Studies


Acq Strategy


Demos


Production


M/S A


M/S B


M/S C


LRIP


Development


Tech Demo 1


Tech Demo 2


Tech Demo 3


FSED


Budget


$ 29M


$ 52M


$ 76M


$ 82M


$ 76M


$ 29M


$ 29M


Program Manager/Office _________                                       Date of This Review________


                                                                                                   Program Start Date________


Key Performance Parameters





KPP 	 Objective   Threshold    Demo


Range                            150m                100km               125 nm


Prob Detection                0.95                 0.90                 .90


Prob False Positive         0.05                 0.10                  .10


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


Correlation time              3 mins            30 sec              1 min


Operating Cost/hr            $25                $30                   $30


MTBF                            20 hrs               10 hrs                15 hrs


etc.			


			Current Est.


R&D Cost	         500K	     550K	$490K	


Proc Cost                           2M                2.2M	$1.9M


Unit Cost                       100K                110K	$ 90K


 - APUC                             133K                   146K	$130K


 - PAUC                             166K                   182K	$160K


Acquisition Objectives


Quantity                           


IOC 	              


Target Price (unit)               


Contract Data





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



				Original Contract								$290.1				$55.0				$345.1



				Current Contract								$339.2				$55.0				$394.2



				Scope Growth								$49.1				$0.0				$49.1



				Cost Growth								$0.0				$0.0				$0.0



				Award/Sched Fee								$32.4								$32.4

















Resources - Budget


Program Manager/Office______________                                   Date of Review_________


                                                                    Programmed (%Obligated)


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


Display each significant task


G





RDT&E


Proj


Proj


Procurement


OMA





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

















 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Not DAWIA Qualified


9/00


3/01


10/01


2/02


9/02


3/03


100





 90





 80





 70





 60





 50





 40





 30





 20





 10





   0


Military














Civilian


Downsized and Replaced Mil with Civ


Goal


Goal


Resources - Manning/Qualification


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


and


and


 : Military/Civilian Incumbent Fully DAWIA Qualified


 : Billet is Unfilled


 : Incumbent Requires No DAWIA Qualification






































Total Billets            152                         151                         137                         136                         135                      135


G


 : CSS





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

















Requirements 


ORD KPP Compliance Status 


Combat capability


Threshold


Objective


C4I Interoperability


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


Endurance


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


Cost


Manning


Sustained Speed


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


COL, Prog


(EXAMPLES)























- Status as of Last Brief


G


Y





PEO


XXX























EXECUTION - Contract Performance for [give short contract title]


$100


111%


56%


$50


100%


$90


122%


$110


0


0%


04/02


04/04


08/04


04/00





Briefed: 


                     YYMMDD 


Axxxxx-YY-Cxxxx               


Contractor Name [Prime or Significant Sub]               


PEO and Program Manager


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Last Rebaselining:  JAN02


Number of Rebaselinings:   1


Date of Next Rebaselining:  MMM YY


KTR’s EAC:


104M


Date of Last Award Fee:  MMM YY


Date of Next Award Fee:  MMM YY











1.18


PM’s EAC


Total Spent


Total Calendar Schedule 


$M


0 %


TAB


BAC


ACWP


EAC


EV % Spent


50% 


[TCPIEAC = 0.76]


CV = $2.0 M


SV = $2.9 M


100% 


108% 


01/02


SPI





1.18


1.18











Ahead of Schedule and Underspent


Behind Schedule and Underspent


Ahead of Schedule and Overspent


Behind Schedule and Overspent


0.940   


0.960   


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


0.82


0.86


0.90


0.94


0.98


1.02


1.06


1.10


1.14


CPI


01/00


10/99


07/99


04/99


04/02


03/02


02/02


01/02





10/01


07/01


04/01


1/01


10/00


07/00


04/00


01/02


42% 


PM’s Projected 


Performance at Completion


for CPI and Duration.


Y




















Execution – Overall Risk Assessment


5


			 





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


Consequence


4


3


2


1


High


Medium


Low


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





			 





Y


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








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








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








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








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








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Manufacturing Challenges.








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








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








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








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








			Approach to remedy/mitigation








			Technical Maturity








			Approach to remedy/mitigation











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


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


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


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


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


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


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


	(2)Significant -.Shorts an significant mission need


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


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


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


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

















Execution - PARS/Award Fee Matrix


COL, Prog


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review:  





PEO


XXX





CPAR/IPAR/AF Chart Guidance





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


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


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














CPAR-IPAR-AR



				



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



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



												Contract Number:				N00000-00-C-0000



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



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



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



												Areas to Evaluate



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



												(1) Product Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												(2) Systems Engineering								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												(3) Software Engineering								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(4) Logistics Support/Sustainment								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(5) Product Assurance								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(6) Other Technical Performance								VG												VG				VG				VG



												b. Schedule								SAT												SAT				SAT				SAT



												c. Cost Control								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												d. Management								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(1) Management Responsiveness								EXC												EXC				EXC				EXC



												(2) SubContract Management								VG												VG				VG				VG



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



												e. Other Areas								MARG												MARG				MARG				MARG



												(1) Communications								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



												(2) Support to Government Tests								UNSAT												UNSAT				UNSAT				UNSAT



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

















Program Advocacy - Summary


       AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 	  TREND


			TSM     		     	      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Warfighter 		      	      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Secretariat			      G		   Impr


			(Major point)


			OSD				      Y		   Impr


			(Major point)


			Joint Staff	      		      Y		   Decl


			(Major point)


			Congressional	                                      R		   Decl


			(Major point)


			International Partners     	                      Y		   Steady


			(Major point)











			Overall			      R		   Decl





R











Program “Fit” in Capability Vision 


Summary


     AREA(Examples)		STATUS	 TREND


			Power Projection 		      G		  Steady


			(Major Point)


			Network-Centric 		      Y		   Decl


			Interoperability      	      	      G		  Steady


			JV2020			      R		   Decl


			Transformative		      Y		   Decl


			Operational Testing	      	      Y		   Decl











			Overall			      Y		   Decl





Y














FINDINGS/ACTIONS





Other Issues:  Describe other issues as appropriate.














BACK-UP SLIDES














Congressional Issues/Correspondence


Action


Due Date


Status


(During the Past Year)


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Letter from Rep Foghorn re: status of selection


9 Feb 99


Delayed awaiting chop from Nxx


Report to SAC re: alternative systems


15 Apr 99


Draft complete, in chop


Phoncon from Sen Potbelly re; constituent


15 Jan 99


Promise to furnish information, fax sent on 02 Feb 99


Visit from Mayor Bighouse


18 Dec 98


Returned Christmas turkey


Action completed


and on-time


Action completed


but not on-time


Action not completed


and due with 2 weeks


Action not completed


and overdue


Accompanied Rep Gotrocks to demo


01 Nov 98


No further action required





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

















FY 99 Congressional Adds


Add Title


Appn/Add


Status/Actions Taken


Committee(s)/


   Member(s)


Hokum Processor


RDT&E/$ 5M


HAC/Smyth


OSD Hold / Release Requested


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Outyear Impact


Program accelerated


-$5M in FY 00 likely





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














Acquisition Reform


Initiatives Summary


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


Lessons Learned (optional):





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








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


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


Description:


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


Key Technical Objectives





Feature            Objective


Size/wt                              xxxx


Pixel resolution                xxxxx


Brightness                        xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Persistence                       xxxxx


Shock Tolerance              xxxxx


MTBF                              xxxxx


Cost                                 xxxxx


Savings (per installation)


Retrofit Quantity                    150


First system replaced             9/03


Cost per retrofit                   $1500


Savings per installation         xxxx 


Contact Data


Contractor                  Behemoth Inc


Value/Type               $547M/CPFF


Start/Complete          6-98/10-01


Profit Rate                    0%


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


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


60





50





40





30





20





10





  0





-10





-20


Net Savings ($M)


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


Break Even


PDR


Design/Concept


Validation


CDR


Brassboard


 Demo


Begin Install


3X Return





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














Special Initiatives - TOC Summary


TOP 10 Cost Drivers


 1. Manpower


 2. Parts Obsolescence


 3.


 4.


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


TOP 10 TOC Initiatives


 1. Redesign Engine Module*


 2. Upgrade Radar*


 3. Develop New Support Equipment


 4. Redesign Wing


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.


Program Manager/Office                                                           Date of Review


*Funded Initiatives - see separate chart for details.


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


ROI


 1. $300M direct aircraft costs*


 2. Improve readiness levels by 40% 


     saving $200M*


 3. Field new COTS technology saving 


    $2M O&S costs


 4. Improve operational capability


 5.


 6.


 7.


 8.


 9.


10.

















Logistics Risk Assessment





Consequence


4


1


2


6


5


3


7


Program


Acronym


ACAT XX


Date of Review: dd mmm yy


CAPT/COL, Prog





     :  Overall Assessment


1:  Training


2:  Support Equipment


3:  Publications


4:  Facilities


5:  Maintenance Concept


6:  Supply Support


7:  MTBF


Logistics Areas (examples)





Likelihood


5


4


3


2


1


5


4


3


2


1











Low Risk


Medium Risk


High Risk





PEO


XXX


RISK # 4 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK #5





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.








RISK # 6 





Brief description of Issue and rationale for its rating.





Approach to remedy/mitigation.





Risk mitigation funding.











Logistics Risks


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


 


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





Likelihood 	


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


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


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


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


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


Consequence


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


(2) Significant - Shorts a significant mission need


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


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


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














Program “Success” Metrics 


Summary


     AREA				STATUS	 TREND


			Requirement 		      	     G	  	  Steady


			Resources 		      	     Y		   Decl


			Execution			      	     G		  Steady


			Advocacy			      	     R		   Decl


			“Fit” in Capability Vision	      	     Y		   Decl











			Mission Capability Delivery   	     Y		   Decl
















Initiative Implementation Cost Benefit Derived



1



2



3



4



5



6



7



8



9



10








Contract Type FPIF/FFP CPAF CPFF Total



Original Contract $290.1 $55.0 $345.1



Current Contract $339.2 $55.0 $394.2



Scope Growth $49.1 $0.0 $49.1



Cost Growth $0.0 $0.0 $0.0



Award/Sched Fee $32.4 $32.4



Contractor: 



Program: 



Contract Number: 



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



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



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



Areas to Evaluate 



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



   (1) Product Performance VG VG VG VG



   (2) Systems Engineering SAT SAT SAT SAT



   (3) Software Engineering MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (4) Logistics Support/Sustainment UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (5) Product Assurance EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (6) Other Technical Performance VG VG VG VG



b. Schedule SAT SAT SAT SAT



c. Cost Control MARG MARG MARG MARG



d. Management UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (1) Management Responsiveness EXC EXC EXC EXC



   (2) SubContract Management VG VG VG VG



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



e. Other Areas MARG MARG MARG MARG



   (1) Communications UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



   (2) Support to Government Tests UNSAT UNSATUNSATUNSAT



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



N00000-00-C-0000



Contract Start Date:



Estimated Completion Date:



MMM YY



MMM YY



((Contractor Name))



((Program Name))
















