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Gate 5 RFP

[Rpa
CHIEF
SYSTEMS

[ENGINEER

Affordability

Briefer: PM

N4/DC, Icl, DOM CIO,
FDASH, WE Lead &/or
USFE/MRREQR, SYSCOH,
FEOQ/DIRSSP

A= required:
CMNB, DL, Lvn

FAvlsory:

Z5W (ADa &) CHSENG,
[ASNs, N3¢, N31, Ns2,
N21D, K091, USEF(N2),
HOMC(CL, PR:E), OGC,
e

NIASN

DASN (C&E)

SYSCOM Cost Dir

1. BEFP ha=s been
reviewed by the
Source 5el g
Authoricy
and review
principal
advigory
meEmbers f 3t
5. Lpprove
&. Epproved
alternate Live
Fire Test end
Evaluaticn
(LFI=E) rlan and
an spproved
LFT<E waiwver
from full up
teating

7. Completed

Service review
of Life Cycle
Justainment Plan

Completed CRB

RSN (FM=C) , WOON, RS
3/DC, EsBSDC, ( 3

¥i1,/DC, McHR, '.'-TE;I -

N3/M5/DC, DP:O,

Gate & : Entrance Goal=s/Exit : :
(RFP) Menmbership e Abaiia e Briefing Content
Purpose: Chair: 1. Epproved SD5 i. Ipproval for REP 1. Review capability &nd threat
EFE 2SN {EDz &) and Techmical release, and the Z. Bequisition Strategy
Arproval Date Packaoe next ecquisition 3. Program Schedule
and M5 B FIM Frincipal: 2. Epproved event, &3 authorized | 4. RFP content and issues
(if VOO BROMC, Acguisicicon by the Acguiszition 9. All critical data deliversbles and
arplicable), i ke T £ 5 related intellectual property right issues
Lzze3a futheorization to eddreased

reed to Milestone

or approval of
Milestone B if MDA
is BRSN [(RDel)

i —

3. Approve APB and [
Full Funding Certf
for MS-B.

to B3B/MRDC, or
CHO/CHMC, for
agzessment and
Service approval
5. Satiafactory
review of Program
Healtch

Z0. Program Health I

&. Demonstration that financial, logistics,

snd
the

me=17-. SCP, assumptions,
- cost risks, S-Curves

8. Cost drivers by phase
and by KPP/KSA; cost
reduction strategies.

DLOL
11.

Flan
12. Updated asseasment of doctrine,
organizaticon, training, materiel, leadership
& education, peraocnnel, & facilities
(DOTMLEF) change reqie3ts

13. Job Task hnalwyais, Front End Mnalygia,
Final Training Syatem Plan, and Manpower
Eatimate

14. Summarized resulta of
epplicakle)

15. Envircnmental !s3uesd/lmpEcTs

16. Eeview The overall TestT end Evaluatlon
program and resultid of key Ceat eventa

1/. lnterdependencles

18. Configuration Steering Board (CSB)

CDE {if

Gate Review Core and Naval PoPS 2.0 Training

UNCLASSIFIED



Service Cost Position

Prior | Current| FYDP|FYDP|FYDP|FYDP|FYDP|FYDP| FYDP

($in Millions / Then Year) Years | Year | Yrl [ Yr2 | Yr3 ] Yr4 ] Yr5| Yr6 | Yrl1l-6|ToComp| Total
RDT&E

Current $ (PB 08) 5.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 29.0 10.0 47.0

Required $ 0.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 16.0 9.0 28.0

Delta $ (Current - Required) 5.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 13.0 1.0 19.0

PROCUREMENT
Current $ (PB 08) 5.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 29.0 10.0 47.0
Required $ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.0 9.0
Delta $ (Current - Required) 5.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 8.0 29.0 1.0 38.0
O&M

Current $ (PB 08) 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 7.0 8.0 9.0 | 10.0 | 39.0 5.0 53.0

Required $ 1.0 3.0 5.0 2.0 9.0 2.0 6.0 6.0 25.0 2.0 36.0

Delta $ (Current - Required) 1.0 0.0 (2.0) | 3.0 | (2.0)| 6.0 3.0 4.0 14.0 3.0 17.0

MPN

Current $ (PB 08) 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 9.0 |10.0 | 11.0 | 12.0 | 49.0 15.0 79.0

Required $ 5.0 6.0 0.0 6.0 |11.0 | 14.0 | 12.0 | 140 | 57.0 17.0 85.0

Delta $ (Current - Required) (1.0) (1.0) 6.0 1.0 | (20) ] (4.0) ] (1.0) | (2.0) | (8.0 (2.0) (6.0)
MILCON

Current $ (PB 08) 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 7.0 8.0 9.0 | 10.0 | 39.0 20.0 68.0

Required $ 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 28.0 15.0 55.0

Delta $ (Current - Required) (1.0) (1.0) | (1.0) | (1.0) | 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 11.0 5.0 13.0
TOTAL

Current $ (PB 08) 18.0 13.0 | 18.0 | 23.0 [ 33.0 | 38.0 | 43.0 | 48.0 | 185.0 60.0 294.0

Required $ 9.0 140 |12.0 | 16.0 [ 26.0 | 24.0 | 28.0 | 32.0 | 126.0 52.0 213.0

TOC Cap $ 20.0 22.0 | 23.0 | 25.0 | 35.0 | 38.0 | 43.0 | 48.0 | 213.0 60.0 527.0

Delta $ (Current - Required) 18.0 13.0 | 18.0 [ 23.0 [ 33.0 | 38.0 | 43.0 | 48.0 | 185.0 60.0 294.0

Delta $ (TOC Cap - Required) 9.0 140 | 12.0 [ 16.0 [ 26.0 | 24.0 | 28.0 | 32.0 | 126.0 52.0 213.0

Delta $ (TOC Cap - Current) 2.0 9.0 5.0 2.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.0 0.0 233.0

QUANTITIES

Current (PB 08) 31 25 34 43 61 70 79 88 341 0 431

Required Qty 18 27 22 30 50 45 52 59 236 0 303

Delta Qty (Current - Required) 13 (2) 12 13 11 25 27 29 105 0 128
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Program Planning / Execution

COST ESTIMATING

5 — Curve RDTAE

100.0% 1 0 tile  SM
a0.0% - 90%  $5661M
: [mommmm *i"‘-"‘??'-“‘-"“: 80%  $5592M
R T o A 70% $5522M
g o : ' cGtgﬁ gstimate m— 600% $5453M
E_ ] $5.718M 5000 $5406M
. 40%  $5337M
_— 30%  $5291M
10.0% | 200  $5221M
0.0% : ; : X : : . lﬂ“fﬂ $5129h‘1

4800 SOD0D S200 valuesﬁ::]:‘i ons {w:f;:ﬂ 5800 &00D0

ICn:E,t Estimate Completed by:

Ccv Cl
Motes: Any pertinent information that cannot be readily gathered from the data Gate 3 (Dec 07) 32.4% 78% ===
table above can be included in this text box. It provides an easy method of Gate 4 (Apr09) 25.9% 71% ==
conveying more details than the data table may allow. Gate 5 (May 10) 17.4% 65%
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CLASSIFICATION (U}
FROGRAM NMAME

Total Ownership e
Cost Drivers

« Discuss Significant Cost Drivers

— Prioritize and highlight drivers that are most sensitive to cause cost changes
— Highlight drivers which are directly KPP-related costdrivers
— Costdrivers by phase

+ |dentify Reduction Flan for each Cost Driver
— Planned trade studies

— Acquisition strategies
— Others

CLASSIFICATION (U]



Gate 4 _SDS

Updated TOC Profile

By Appropnation Across Projected Lifecycle
CURRENT TOC

[RpA
CHIEF
SYSTEMS

[ENGINEER

PROGRAM NAME
GATE 4 (CORE)
DATEUPDATED

Note any iife-cycle
assumptionchanges

MhL o o

#H 3

| LaST caTE scRy
ESTIMATE

# S5

HHS

2
#S

# G

Y

TOC
CBJECTIVE

[

Prior¥rs [ RIP T

I
FYHT

f Fyier
FRP—QtyPenod |

Spant —a{ 35 | FiDF 55 | Remaining LC Frs55 by Year

Gate Review Core and Naval PoPS 2.0 Training
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Naval PoPS v2.0 s
Gates 1 - 6 Sufficiency (Pre FRP DR ) S

Program Naval POPS 2-0

Health
| | | |
4 Factors——| Program Program Program External
Requirements Resources Planning/Execution Influencers
| 1 r i 1 |
18 Metrics Parameter Status Merning Technival Maturily . Gﬂﬂ'lca P:;:Eﬂrzg&m Fit in Vision
[ | I [ [
2 Tast and
Scopea Elvnlution Eudget and Planning Evaltlzat'lnn Sustallnrnent Program .lﬁ.:lwmn;r
CONOPS Mﬁ“m’:ﬂ Software Interdependencies
Name Changed i |
n " |ndust Con ct Pl i
from "B qut " Mﬁ";’ﬁzﬂﬁgﬁfﬂ? Hr1EaEmeu:lEi11i:]‘g*~ Name Changed from
[
I I w = r
. Contract Execution
Total Ownershi Technol
Name Changed from_—_,| cocteetimating || Protection v
“"CostEstimating| . >NewMetric
000 000G 0000 0000 |

Criteriaq——— '

| Notional representation of Criteria. Criteria are Gate- and Metric-specific. The number of Criteria will vary. |
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RpA

PoPS v2.0 Scoring Methodology /s

[ENGINEER

= Refined Criteria statements and responses to reduce
subjectivity and prevent misinterpretation

= Metric, Factor and Program color thresholds made more
stringent to address "sea of green” concern

o Increased Green to >90% (vice >80%)
o Reduced Red criteria to 30% (vice 33%)

PoPS v1 PoPS v2.0
Metric, >80% 290%
Facto, & 260-<80%
Program <60% <66%
Criteria 100% 100%
Scoring

33% 30%

©G+0O-=[m BCINCEN vV

1 Grean Criteria + 1 Red Criteria = Yellow Metric 1 Green Criteria + 1 Red Criteria = Red Metric

UNCLASSIFIED -10-



Naval PoPS v2.0 Factor and Metric Level %?ﬁgf

g YSTEMS
Maximum Scores ) Sl

GATE 3
FACTOR Maximum Scores G’:‘JDE ? Gi;iz dulall Gg;i % G‘;‘Ef. ? iridhods

CONOPS FostIBR Post CDR CPD Fre FRP DR
Program Requirements il | a5 36 22 14 13 13 12 12
Program Resources 17 17 17 20 20 16 15 14 14
Program Planning/Execution 25 a8 43 55 62 B& 6T 68 1]
External Influencers 27 12 4 3 4 5 5 ] [
Tatal Points Maximum 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

GATE 3
METRIC Maximum Scores T | S | Tenar | T | RS it

CONOPS FostIBR Post CDR CPD Fre FRP DR
Parameter Status 24 19 i7 14 9 9 9 g k|
Scope Evolution MNiA 5 B B 4 3 3 2 2
CONOPS T 11 11 2 1 1 1 1 1
Budget and Planning 13 13 13 14 14 10 9 a 9
Manning 4 4 4 B -] 5 5
Acquisition Management MNiA 3 [ 9 5] G B
Industry/Company Assessment MNIiA 4 3 3 3 2 2 2
Total Ownership Cost Estimating 10 I 10 10 14 I 14 10 I 9 - I 8 I
Test and Evaluation 2 2 3 4 B 3 9 9 3
Technical Maturity G 8 B 9 2 3 9 ] 8
Sustainment G 5 5 5 5 5 ] 7 T
Software NIA N/A NIA 3 3 5 7 7 T
Contract Planning/Execution NIA 2 4 4 2 10 10 10 10
Government Program Office Performance NiA 1 3 3 3 G ] L] 8
Technology Protection 1 1 1 1 1 2 3 3 3
Fitin ¥ision B 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
|Program Advocacy 13 & 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
Interdependencies 1 1 1 2 3 3 4 4
Total Points Masxdmum 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

INOTICE THE RELATIVE WEIGHT OF COST EST.|




PoPS v2.0 Scoring
(Gate 5 Example with all Critical Criteria Red)

AMNS
56.04/100

[RpA

CHIEF
SyYSTEMS
[ENGINEER

Program Requiremernts
9.68/14

Parameter Status

Scope Evolution
4.00/4

CONDOPS
1.0041

Legend

< Performer Summary
Critical Criteria

* Manual Color Downgrade

Program Resources
12.72/20

Budget and Planning
5.72/14

PEOs may manually
downgrade Metric/
Factor/ Program
Health color(s).
Rationale is required.

Program Planning /
Execution
31.18/62

Acquisition Menagement

7.47/9

/| Cormpany
Aszsezsment
1.32/3

Test and Evaluation
2.58/6

xH HER

Technical Maturity
4.38/0

External Influencears

7.46/4
Sustginment Fi in Vision
2.60/5 0.66/1
x
Program Advocacy
0 48/1
xHH H =N
o g v Interdependencies
i 1.32/2

3.24/0

Government Frogram
Office Performanice

Tachnoiogy Protection
0.02/1

Critical Criteria automatically turns Metric to Red.

UNCLASSIFIED
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Program Planning / Execution TRNG
GATE 4

TOTAL OWNERSHIP COST
ESTIMATING

Cost Estimating Development and Status

Rationale

Program Description Information

Relevant similar historical programs existed, but
some of that cost data was deemed unreliable for
this program.

Cost Data

Cost Estimating Process

Cost Estimate Comparisons

Cost Estimate Measures

Motes: Any pertinent information that cannot be readily gathered from the Legend

data table above can be included in this text box. It provides an easy method Meets Criteri Partially Meets Does Not Meet
: ; s Criteria e SRt
of conveying more details than the data table may allow. Criteria Criteria

UNCLASSIFIED -13-



PoPS 2.0 Criteria —

Program Description

W

COST ESTIMATING: Stabil ffam definiion and documenrntation, awvail ability of
reliable and relevantg '(e ePprogram technology, use of best pradices in cost
estimating procgs . (\ independent cost estimates, and cost estimate metrics.

' ion. hajor program docurents [CO0O, COMNORPS,
ARD) hawve been approwved by independent* technica or functional owersight
authorities and updated l her defining documents= for the
programm [S05, IMS, Acouisitinn Strategy]are completed. All documents are
‘\5 \ mature, stable, and thoroughly detailedto form = basis for the cost estimate, with
6 only fewr minor changes since completing the previous esti mate. Technology of the
QO capability being acquired is adequately mature to allow = reliable cost esti nmate.

All majordocaments (CHD, COMORPS, CARLDY are independently™ approwved? All other
defining documents (5005, IMS, Acquisition strate gyl are completed. All documents hawe

beef updated, recsived and reviewed by an independent cost agency and approwed far
completing the cost analysis. Onby minar, if any, changes tothe program since the [ast
cost estimate. All systems and major subsystems assessed ator abowve TELY (2r TRLG
far satellite technologies).

approval. One or mare defining document has minor gaps orinconsistences which may
affed the o=t estimate. Moderate wol atility has atfected the program since compietng
the last costestimate (e.g., =5% but <10% change in quantiies, 6 month to 1 vear
change in schedule/milestones, changes inscope of ewvents, non-KPPASA changes in
requirements). Al systems and major subsystems assessed at or abowe TRLG.

Q One or mare majordocaments (C0OLD, CONORPS, CARDY is awaiting independent”

One or mare majordocaments (COLD, CONORPS, CARDY is incomplete or has notbesn
reviewad by the independent® authonty. One ormore -:Ieﬁnlng document lacks in

significant detail or is |nc|:-m|:-lete |- been updated
beting

the prior estim ; =31 change in milestones!

2 ents, or significant modification o
HF‘F‘.I'HSAI‘Gapa' = STi=). Any system or subsystem is assesseld_below TRLE

-14 -



PoPS 2.0 Criteria —

Cost Data

5.8.2

Feliable, relevant cost data wadeVailable. Relevant similar historical programs ar
systems existed with reliable, valid cost data, which were used to formulate the estimate.
Actual contractor ar program cost dataeallowed establishing mathematical significance in
the estimate. All elements and aspects of the cost estimate were able to be credibly
calculated.

A limited amount of reliable, relevant cost data was awvaillable. Relevant similar historical
programs or systems existed, but gome of that cost data was deemed unreliable-for this
program. Actual contractor or program cost data allowed establishing mathematical
significance in the estimate. All major elements and aspects of the cost estimate were
able to be credibly calculated.

Reliable data was not available. Actual program or sentractor cost data was incomplete,

insufficient, or unreliable. Rate data, BOM, and CPEs were not established or could not
be verified to suppont the estirmate. Major elerments or aspects of the estimate could not
be credibly calculated due tods

UNCLASSIFIED -15-



PoPS 2.0 Criteria

- Process

5.8.3 <Cost Estimating Process. The cost estimate was completed with conformance to
accepted best practices. All steps of the estimating process were completed:

ams were established and functioning: appropriate

or errors; risk, uncertainty, and sensitivity analyses were conducted and
validated; appropriate internal and external reviews validated the estimate; the
estimate was formally and theroughly documented.

Q Cost team led by gualified government cost estimatars meets reqularly; estimating
methodology is appropriatefor this phase and for available data; cost element structure

reflects all elements of the program's life cycle costs, all cost and schedule drivers are
reported in the cost estimate; keytechnical and programmatic assumptions were verfied;
cost data was analyzed, normalized and processed; data sources, trends and outliers
were reviewed and appropriately considered in the estimate; point estimate contains na
mathematical errors ar incaonsistencies in phasing_rsk, uncetainty, and sensitivity
analyses were conducted and are sufficiently mature; internal and external reviews were
conducted and validated the estimate; independent NCCA and SYSCOM headquarters
reviews of the estimate were completed; estimate documentation is complete and
detailed.

Q Cost team is led by gavernment personnel who are naot cost estimators, or does not meet
regularly; estimating methodology s approprigte for this phase and for available data;
cost element structure reflects key elements of the program's life cycle costs; key
technical and programmatic assumptions were verified; cost data was analyzed,
narmalized and processed; data sources, trends and outliers were reviewed and
apprapriately considered in the estimate; point estimate cantains only minar

R R N S 2 L I | sy
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PoPS 2.0 Criteria —

Estimate Comparisons

5.8.4— Cost Estimate stabili = st estimate™ for the Average
F'rc-curement Uni ogram A-:qlusltmn Unit Cost (PAUC), and each

cantly changed since the last Gate Review, Milestone
ficially reviewed estimate. Independent Naval Center for
estimate or assessment [Acquisition Category (ACAT) |
ms the program estimate™,

vvvvv

eatlmatea have remained within 5% af the last Gate Feview, M= Heview, or other
officially reviewed estimate, and have not exceeded the M5 A estimate by maore than
10%. The ¥ SCON Cost Organization estimate™ s within 5% of thre JICCA independent
estimate (ACAT IC/AA only). A service cost position™ is established and approved.

Q The MCCA ACAT ICHAA only) or 2¥ 200 Cost Organization estimate™ has grown by

=0% but =19% since the last Gate Review, M= Review, or ather officially reviewed
estimate, or has exceeded the Milestone A estimate by more than 10% but less than
20%. The ¥ 5C0M Cost Organization estimate™ is not within 5% but 15 within 15% of the
MCCA Independent estimate (ACAT ICAA anly). A service cost position™ 15 being
established but is not approved.

‘ he PECA (ACAT (T4 nnlj,fj Drﬁw Cost Organization estimate™ has grown by

He Iast Gate H ] e, OF Dther officially reviewed estimate, or
has exceeded t The amggm Cost Drga nization
estimate™ is not W|th|n ; : :
serwce cast position™

-17 -



PoPS 2.0 Criteria

- Measures

Cost Estimate measures. Mea
credibility of the estimate.

sures of statistical significance validate the

The coefficient of variation of the cumulative distribution function curve (=-curve) ofihe
estimate for each appropnation is greater than 25% and less than 35%.

The coefficient of variation of the cumulative distribution function curve (S-curve) of the

estimate far any appropriation is less than 25% but greater than 15% or less than 50%
but greater than 35%.

The coefficient of variation of the curmulative distribution function curve (=-curve) of the
estimate far any appropriationris less than 15% ar greater than 0%

UNCLASSIFIED
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Naval PoPS v2.0 Guidebook

Naval PoPS v2.0 Guidebook (PDF)
o Qverview information on Naval PoPS v2.0 methodology and
implementation
Naval PoPS v2.0 Guidebook: Appendices A - J (one appendix per
Gate) (PDF)

o Criteria section contains the Gate-specific Criteria, organized by
Metric

= Also identifies Critical Criteria and Criteria with N/A option

o Template section includes mouse-over instructions and notional
examples to assist users in developing the Naval PoPS v2.0
PowerPoint Templates

o Appendix J is currently a placeholder for the new Gate 6
Sustainment

Naval PoPS v2.0 Guidebook: Appendix K (Database) (PDF)

o Contains step-by-step instructions on how to use the Naval PoPS
v2.0 Database, as well as examples of the scoring algorithms
embedded within the database that calculate the Program Health
scores and color codes displayed on the Naval PoPS framework

Naval PoPS v2.0 Guidebook: Appendix L (Acronyms) (PDF)

UNCLASSIFIED

Rpa
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SYSTEMS

NavaL PoPS
GUIDEBOOK

Version 2.0k

NAVAL PoPS vZ2.0 GUIDEBOOK
Appemdie Db Cemie 4 {SIFS)

[ENGINEER
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PoPS 2.0 Status

= RDA, VCNO, and ACMC joint Policy Memos for
Implementation

o Incorporate v2 of Core Criteria into DON 5000.2 update;
DON 5000.2 update to be issued by SECNAV

o Require use of v2 Core Brief Templates and v2 PoPS
Criteria and Templates for Gate Reviews and program
health assessment

o Allow 60-day transition when signed

= (Gate 6 Sustainment is work in progress

UNCLASSIFIED -20-



Contact Information

ASN RDA CHSENG

o Mike.m.tang@navy.mil, 202-781-2048
o Ricardo.cabrera@navy.mil, 202-781-1979

ASN RDA A&LM - Information System
o Katie.cewe@navy.mil, 703-614-0144

Booz Allen Hamilton/ASN RDA CHSENG
o Thomasson katherine@bah.com, 571-384-7939
o Guest frank@bah.com, 703-412-7673

UNCLASSIFIED
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Questions??

HOW) MUCH WILL IT IT WILL COST
COST TO DEVELOP OUR LHATEVER YOU PUT
NEXT GENERATION IM THE BUDGET

PFRODAC T Y

iy

3
HOL) MUCH

| SHOWLD 1 PUT IN

THE BUDGETT

| ASK FOR THE BIGGEST
NUMBER YOU THINK

| WILL GET APPROVED.

b

1
i |
L
Frraell  EODTTECURET RO T

4 g didaess W Deal by UL v

i
i
R(;source Program i
YSLEOE Manager I
s ~ e
T1L ATM LOW ~ 1REMEMBER A |

S0 I DON'T GET L TIME LWHEN THIS )
YELLED AT DURING ( SORT OF THING <

. .
BUDGET MEETING. o % dighis
: _s_
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Cost Estimate Maturity

vsS. Gate Reviews

Systems Acquisition Sustainment

Technology Engineering & Production Operations

ion Development Manufacturing Development & Ceployment & Support
Analiysis /A B C loC FOC Disposal

0 _0.COX RO

ITR=+ ===+ > ASR SRR IBR PDR TRR OTRR PCR
Hreferred System SFR Allocated CDR FRR SVR/PRR -~ ECPR -

Bystem Specification/ Baseline * *
Concept CDD

Cost, Technical, and
Programmatic Uncertainty
=
=L
@

A

T©T »
o =
€0
S 3
2

Systiam Product Produck
Funciional Baseline Baselin

e —— Baseline
A —
. Engineering Extrapolate

U

Extrapolation of

Parametric Build-Up als
Actuals

Engineering

Parametric Build-Up \
Engineering
Parametric B

— ——

Estimating
Techniques

Analogy P
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Pass 1 Gates

Gates 1, 2, and 3 “Requirements” Gates

— Led by CNO or CMC

— Starts prior to Material Development Decision, ends after Gate 3
— Leads to:

e Approving the ICD

e Approving AOA guidance

e Selecting an AOA “optimal” alternative

e Approving a CDD

Developing a CONOPS

* Approving System Design Specification (SDS) Development Plan
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Pass 2 Gates

Gates 4, 5, and 6 “Acquisition” Gates
— Led by ASN(RDA)

— Starts after Gate 3, ends after Milestone B (initial EMD phase)
— Leads to:

e Approving the SDS

e Approving release of the RFP

» Assessing readiness for production

» Assessing sufficiency of the EVMS PMB

e Assessing the IBR
— Follow-on Gate 6’s pre- and post-Milestone C and FRP DR

e Serve as Configuration Steering Boards and review program health
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Recommended Focus Areas

from Senior Analysis Team, Jan 2008

ook at POPS reporting and cost estimate pxgsentation to leadership

— Fix those “insight” disconnects for a more meaningful indicator

Addressed by Cost
Estimating team

€ potential upper-range bounds of cost risk

view “S-curve” understanding and usa

— Gainabe

Add “technical/programmatic’” non-advocate reviews

Addressed by Chief
— Remove some of the “optimism” from program definitions | SYSENG team

Improve SE process and early acquisition phase flow

— Attain a higher maturity before committing to a program

Align budgeting and programming expectations TBD

— Reduce the risk of “cost growth surprises” — funding and budget policy?
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Former POPS 1.0

Cost Estimating Criteria

METRIC

CRITERIA

GATE 1

GATE 2

GATE 3

GATE 4

GATE S

GATE 6

4 »n O O

O m

T

O =2

Plan to conduct cost estimates has
been developed; all stakeholders
actively involved

GREEN - Plan for cost
estimates have been developed;
all stakeholders involved

YELLOW - Plan for cost
estimates are being developed;
key stakeholders involved

RED - Plan for cost estimates
NOT been developed

—

Cost estimate range to address
potential capability alt. have been

developed and droppe /
| / e\-n \ S
e L SU

GREEN - developed and
approved

aMIe but
ecting planning/execution

es O1

GREEN - ahead of schedule

GREEN - ahead of schedule

c{\\l W

YELLOW - behind schedule but
not affecting planning/execution

YELLOW - behind schedule but
not affecting planning/execution

YELLOW - behind schedule but
not affecting planning/execution

affecting |RED - behind sched. & affecting |RED - behind sched. & affecting |RED - behind sched. & affecting |RED - behind sched. & affecting
planninglexecution planninglexecution IElanning/execution planning/execution
confidence level i 25-75% 50-80% 60-85% 75-90% 80-95%

about 75%

| initakimependent CE has been

accomplished by an org. outside the

difference. All diff. have been
resolved

difference. All diff. have been
resolved

difference. All diff. have been
resolved

i

difference. All diff. have been
resolved

PORC. Less than 10% diff. btwn the
P.O. and initial ind.cost estimator.

YELLOW: 10-30% difference.
All diff. are resolvable

YELLOW: 10-30% difference.
All diff. are resolvable

YELLOW: 10-30% difference.
Al diff. are resolvable

YELLOW: 10-30% difference.
Al diff. are resolvable

Diff. in assumptions and

methodologies have been resolved.

RED: >30% difference. All diff
are NOT resolvable

RED: >30% difference. All diff

are NOT resolvable

RED: >30% difference. All diff
are NOT resolvable

RED: >30% difference. All diff
are NOT resolvable

78 Criteria had “cost estimating” linkage (across all Gates);
only 19 of those were captured in the Cost Estimating Metric.
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POPS 2.0 Approved

Cost Estimating Criteria

METRIC CRITERIA GATE 11CD GATE 2 ADA GATE 3 CDD GATE 4 SDS GATE 5 MS-B GATE 6 IBR GATE 6 CDR GATE 6 MS-C GATE 6 FRP GATE 6/7 SUS
ot 4 “How good is the program description? Tech Maturity?”
o
S Cost Data cll B . . ” I
T = "Is relevant, reliable data available?” |
E
S
T | S |
| process used?” |
M
A
T Metrics,
2 eetimate —‘ “Estimate vs ICE? Stable est over time?” -:
_ | “s-curve shape?” I
| | | 2

| New recommended criteria provide insight into the cost estimate. |
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