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[bookmark: _Toc444847088][bookmark: _Toc447739066]MODULE 1.0 – Introduction (Joyce, Howard)	Comment by Joe Cooke: Reformatted slightly, please continue with this format update

Format guidance:
Heading 1 = Module (X.)
Heading 2 = Topic (X.X)
Heading 3 = Subtopic (X.X.X)
Heading 4 = Subtopic division (no number)
Heading 5 = Heading for collection of talking points within subtopic division if necessary

General comments: Need to start flowing the story with an organized set of talking points/discussion. The contractor will need the text discussion to decide how best to communicate the story and decide what graphics are best to use. Add graphics as you wish, but they are only to further support your text. Good work so far. Still some heavy lifting to do.   
[bookmark: _Toc444847089][bookmark: _Toc447739067]Topic 1.1: Purpose
[bookmark: _Toc447739068][bookmark: _Toc444847090]1.1.1 Subtopic
Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc447739069]Topic 1.2: Objective
[bookmark: _Toc447739070]1.2.1 Subtopic
Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc444847091][bookmark: _Toc447739071]Topic 1.3: History of Defense Business Systems
[bookmark: _Toc447739072]1.3.1 Subtopic
Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc447739073]Topic 1.4: What is a Defense Business System?
[bookmark: _Toc447739074]1.4.1 Subtopic
Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc447739075]Topic 1.5: Uniqueness of Defense Business Systems
[bookmark: _Toc447739076]1.5.1 Acquisition Model
Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc447739077]1.5.2 Relationship to business processes and system interfaces
Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc447739078]1.5.3 Relationships with the other DoD Software Domains
Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc447739079]1.5.4 Importance of change management
Text TBD
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[bookmark: _Toc444847324][bookmark: _Toc445740113][bookmark: _Toc447739080][bookmark: _Toc444158898]Module 2.0 – Law, Regulation and Policy (BOB, Kevin)	Comment by Joe Cooke: Reformatted slightly, please continue with this format update

Format guidance:
Heading 1 = Module (X.)
Heading 2 = Topic (X.X)
Heading 3 = Subtopic (X.X.X)
Heading 4 = Subtopic division (no number)
Heading 5 = Heading for collection of talking points within subtopic division if necessary

General comments: Need to start flowing the story with an organized set of talking points/discussion. The contractor will need the text discussion to decide how best to communicate the story and decide what graphics are best to use. Add graphics as you wish, but they are only to further support your text. Good work so far. Still some heavy lifting to do.   
[bookmark: _Toc444847325][bookmark: _Toc445740114][bookmark: _Toc447739081]Overview
[bookmark: _Toc444847326]ELOs
ELO 2.1 – Match statutes associated with Defense Business Systems (DBS) to the influence they have on DBS acquisition
ELO 2.2 – Match regulations associated with DBS to the influence they have on DBS acquisition
ELO 2.3 – Match policies associated with DBS to the influence they have on DBS acquisition
[bookmark: _Toc444847327]Assessments
(ELO 2.1)
MT – Investments in business systems must conform to requirements in the Clinger Cohen Act
LP – Acquisition of business systems is governed by 10 USC Chapter 144A, Major Automated Information System Programs (not 10 USC Chapter 144, Major Defense Acquisition Programs)
(ELO 2.2)
LP – DBSs document high-level requirements in a Problem Statement (equivalent to an Initial Capabilities Document) that articulates high level objectives
(ELO 2.3)
[bookmark: _Toc444847328]LP – ACAT IAM and IAC DBS programs fulfill statutory obligations for quarterly reports through the Defense Acquisition Executive Summary
[bookmark: _Toc445740115][bookmark: _Toc447739082]Topic 2.1: Defense Business Systems - Statute (ELOs -)
[bookmark: _Toc445740116][bookmark: _Toc447739083]2.1.1 Defense Business Systems: Architecture, Accountability, and Modernization
Interoperability: Network Ready Key Performance Parameter (NR KPPs)(DODI8330.01)
· Information Support Plan (ISP): dependencies and interfaces
· Data Dissemination (DODI8320.02)
Open Systems
Cloud Computing
National Defense Authorization Act
Financial Improvement and Audit Readiness
Business Enterprise Architecture (BEA) Modernization
· Business Process Reengineering

[bookmark: _Toc445740117][bookmark: _Toc447739084]2.1.2 10 USC Ch 144A – Major Automated Information System (MAIS) Reporting
Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc445740118][bookmark: _Toc447739085]2.1.3 Clinger-Cohen Act (CCA) - Subtitle III of Title 40 United States Code (U.S.C.)
[bookmark: _Toc444847329]Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc444847331][bookmark: _Toc445740119][bookmark: _Toc447739086]Topic 2.2: Defense Business Systems – Regulation (ELOs - )
[bookmark: _Toc444847332][bookmark: _Toc445740120][bookmark: _Toc447739087]2.2.1 Department of Defense Instruction (DoDI) 5000.2, Enclosure #12 –Defense Business Systems (DBS)
Text TBD
Component Chief Management Officer makes the determination that a program is a DBS.
Discuss the acquisition process and the point of entry in the acquisition process based on the maturity of the requirement and acquisition strategy

[bookmark: _Toc445740121][bookmark: _Toc447739088]2.2.2 Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS) 3170.01I – Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS)
Text TBD
DOTMLPF-P (Air Force: SDDP)—possibly identify the various service methodologies to support JCIDS
[bookmark: _Toc445740122][bookmark: _Toc447739089]2.2.3 Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS) 5123G – Net Ready Key Performance Parameter (NR KPP)
[bookmark: _Toc444847334]Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc445740123][bookmark: _Toc447739090]Topic 2.3: Defense Business Systems – Policy (ELOs - )
[bookmark: _Toc445740124][bookmark: _Toc447739091][bookmark: _Toc444847338]2.3.1 Defense Acquisition Guidebook (DAG), Chapter 12 - Defense Business System Definition and Acquisition Business Capability Lifecycle (BCL)
Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc445740125][bookmark: _Toc447739092]2.3.2 Defense Business Systems (DBS) Problem Statement Template and Approval Process  DODI 5000.02)
Text TBD
Gap analysis of “as is” and “to be” 
Approval prior to entrance into the acquisition process (typically MDD)
[bookmark: _Toc445740126][bookmark: _Toc447739093]2.3.3 Defense Acquisition Executive Summary/Major Automated Information System (DAES/MAIS) and MAR Reporting
Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc445740127][bookmark: _Toc447739094]2.3.4 General Accounting Office (GAO) Steering
Text TBD

[bookmark: _Toc445740128][bookmark: _Toc447739095][bookmark: _Toc444847096]Module 3.0 – Uniqueness of Defense Business Systems (Lee)
[bookmark: _Toc444158899][bookmark: _Toc445740129][bookmark: _Toc447739096]Overview
[bookmark: _Toc444158900]ELOs
ELO 3.1 – Identify how DBS differ from traditional acquisition programs.
ELO 3.2 – Understand the means for measuring reliability, availability, and maintainability (RAM) of DBS.
[bookmark: _Toc444158901]Assessments
[bookmark: _Toc444158902](ELO 3.1)
MT – DBS generally do not employ Joint Capabilities Integration and Development Systems (JCIDS) procedures for the development and validation of capability requirements. 
LP – The net ready key performance parameter (KPP) is the only KPP required by DoDI 8330.01 Interoperability of IT and NSS
(ELO 3.2)
MT – DBS do not normally use the same reliability, availability, and maintainability (RAM) measures as weapons systems.
LP – RAM measures must be carefully defined to avoid confusion and false measurements. [image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc445740130]
[bookmark: _Toc447739097]Topic 3.1: Bucket #1  (ELO 3.1)
[bookmark: _Toc445740131][bookmark: _Toc447739098]3.1.1 Business systems are built to perform transactions that support predictable business processes.
DBS are developed to manage data that provide information for the management of the business. These data are created, stored, accessed, and used through transactions. These transactions are either between the user and the system through a human-system interface (HSI), an item and the system through a sensor (e.g., bar code reader), or among systems through the exchange of documents or forms.  The business processes that cause these transactions are well-defined and repeatable by multiple users using a standard method.  This is unlike a weapons system that has multiple functions (mobility, lethality, range, accuracy, etc.) and operates in a dynamic unstructured environment. 
[bookmark: _Toc445740132][bookmark: _Toc447739099]3.1.2 Business system requirements go through different definition and validation processes.
DBS generally do not employ Joint Capabilities Integration and Development Systems (JCIDS) procedures for the development and validation of capability requirements. The mandatory key performance parameters (KPP) in the JCIDS are not required. The only exception is the net-ready KPP, which is required by DoDI 8330.01 – Interoperability of IT and NSS. 
Instead functional sponsors will analyze a perceived business problem, capability gap, or opportunity and document the results in a Problem Statement. The Problem statement will include measurable business outcomes, a rough order of magnitude cost estimate and projected/anticipated financial return measures such as net present value, payback or return on investment. Requirements are certified by the Defense Business Council (DBC) rather than the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC). 
[bookmark: _Toc445740133][bookmark: _Toc447739100]3.1.3 Business systems are often housed in a data center supporting worldwide operations and placed in constant operation except for software and hardware upgrades.
Unlike a tactical environment, DBS normally are housed in a climate controlled, stable powered, and secure environment unlikely to be aggressively attacked by large hostile forces.  Unlike a combat mission with a defined duration and area of operations, DBS work at multiple locations world-wide, sometimes working multiple shifts. The combination of time zones and multiple shifts requires the core DBS to be available 24 hours a day/7 days a week.  At times, it may be necessary to take the system off-line for HW or SW maintenance or upgrades, but these can be scheduled to minimize the disruption.
[bookmark: _Toc445740134][bookmark: _Toc447739101]3.1.4 Business systems support processes that are very similar to the commercial world, and can often be built around existing commercial software.
A fundamental premise of DBS is that they are similar to the commercial world. The Business Enterprise Architecture (BEA) contains processes such as procure-to-pay, acquire-to-retire, etc., which are similar to commercial processes. Based on this premise, DBS acquisitions often seek out an existing commercial ERP as the foundation for their development. By performing business process re-engineering to close the gaps between the COTS ERP and the desired requirements, development and sustainment costs can be greatly reduced.
[bookmark: _Toc444158908][bookmark: _Toc445740135][bookmark: _Toc447739102]Topic 3.2: Bucket #2  (ELO 3.2)
[bookmark: _Toc445740136][bookmark: _Toc447739103][bookmark: _Toc444158909]3.2.1 Business system reliability is usually tracked through software measures.
While the NR-KPP is the only required KPP, availability is still an important parameter that must be addressed.  Failures that impact availability and reliability are normally caused by hardware, software, or human error.  A fault is a software defect in the code that can be the cause of one or more failures. The goal of RAM engineering and test is to identify and remove faults from the software. 
Software failures are the focus of a DBS testing. However, the traditional measures of reliability (mean time between failure (MTBF) and maintainability (mean time to repair (MTTR)) do not necessarily apply because DBS are software-centric systems.  Additionally software failures carry a severity rating to distinguish them from failures that may cause the total system to stop (SEV 1) to failures that have little consequence on operations (SEV 5).
There is no general agreement on which software reliability metrics are best. Additionally, metrics can change between development, where faults and failures are the focus, and operation, where help desk metrics are the focus.
Two SW development reliability metrics for consideration are: 
· Failure rate: The ratio of the number of failures per number of transactions.

· Closure status: The total number of faults identified over time compared to the number of faults discovered.Months
Priority 1 Closure Status
Cumm Transactions



[bookmark: _Toc445740137][bookmark: _Toc447739104]3.2.2 Business system failures often carry less critical impact than weapons system failures.
Weapons systems failures often are life or death consequence. A mission may succeed or fail because of a weapons systems failure.  Business systems are more forgiving. A business system failure may have a manual work around that keeps the system working. Therefore, the concept of a failure severity rating has greater significance for a business system.
On the other hand, a small failure of the software to perform accurately multiplied by tens of thousands of transactions can have enormous financial impact.  Therefore, the concept of auditability testing is a new and important area that is not applicable to a weapons system.
[bookmark: _Toc445740138][bookmark: _Toc447739105]3.2.3 Business system developmental testing is performed by system users instead of trained testers.
Most government developmental test organizations have testers who are well trained to drive vehicles, shoot weapons, operate communications, and otherwise directly perform testing on traditional hardware systems. The people who operated business systems (contract specialists, hospital personnel, depot repair personnel, logisticians, etc.) are highly trained in their specialty – much more so than the testers. Therefore, developmental testing of business systems is often performed using actual business systems operators with the testers providing an oversight role.
[bookmark: _Toc445740139][bookmark: _Toc447739106]3.2.4 Business system effectiveness is measured by process efficiency and return on investment.
[bookmark: _Toc444158914]In the end, business systems are measured by cost, performance, and schedule. The business case that justifies the investment in a business system normally discusses how costs will be reduced, performance will increase, and things will be done faster. These are all measurable entities, but they are not always measurable during development.  Costs savings take time to identify personnel reductions and fewer supplies needed on hand. Performance efficiencies may take time for thousands of workers to become comfortable with the new processes and perform their duties faster and more efficiently.
As a result, decisions made during the development of a business system are based on limited information from early exposure and use of the system.
[bookmark: _Toc447739107]Module 4.0 – requirements (Lee, Scott)
[bookmark: _Toc445362040][bookmark: _Toc444847097][bookmark: _Toc447739108]Overview
[bookmark: _Toc444847098]ELOs
ELO 4.1 – Compare governance best practices with CCA requirements for investment in business systems
ELO 4.2 – Match DBS program roles with the influence they each have on implementation of best practices
[bookmark: _Toc444847099]Assessments
[bookmark: _Toc444847100]ELO 4.1 – 
[bookmark: _Toc444847101]MT – Effective governance is critical success factor and must ensure that the DBS meets a business need and that process owners are simplifying business processes to limit customization.
LP – The two stages of problem statement approval support CCA investment requirements in addition to determining that part of fulfilling the business need requires a materiel solution
ELO 4.2 – 
LP – Multiple OSD stakeholders may play functional roles for a particular DBS in addition to their usual stakeholder role in the acquisition process.
MT – Finding the right Subject Matter Experts for the DBS will significantly influence how much the investment in the DBS will improve overall business operations 
 
[bookmark: _Toc445362042][bookmark: _Toc447739109][bookmark: _Toc444847109][bookmark: _Toc444847103]Topic 4.1 Bucket #1 (ELOs - )
[bookmark: _Toc445362043][bookmark: _Toc447739110]4.1.1 Review stakeholder landscape
[bookmark: _Toc445362044]Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc447739111]4.1.2 Functional and acquisition governance.
[bookmark: _Toc445362045]Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc447739112]Topic 4.2: Bucket #2 (ELOs - )
[bookmark: _Toc445362048][bookmark: _Toc444847117][bookmark: _Toc447739113]4.2.1 Problem statement approval.
Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc447739114]4.2.2 Detailed requirements definition.
Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc447739115]4.2.3 Requirements Roles:
[bookmark: _Toc447739116]Functional Lead
[bookmark: _Toc447739117]Subject Matter Expert (SME)
[bookmark: _Toc447739118]Program Management Office


[bookmark: _Toc444158967][bookmark: _Toc445740152][bookmark: _Toc447739119]Module 5.0 - Program Management – Application of DOD 5000 Series in DBS (Toni, Len, Gisele)	Comment by Joe Cooke: Reformatted slightly, please continue with this format update

Format guidance:
Heading 1 = Module (X.)
Heading 2 = Topic (X.X)
Heading 3 = Subtopic (X.X.X)
Heading 4 = Subtopic division (no number)
Heading 5 = Heading for collection of talking points within subtopic division if necessary

General comments: Need to start flowing the story with an organized set of talking points/discussion. The contractor will need the text discussion to decide how best to communicate the story and decide what graphics are best to use. Add graphics as you wish, but they are only to further support your text. Good work so far. Still some heavy lifting to do.   
[bookmark: _Toc444158968][bookmark: _Toc445740153][bookmark: _Toc447739120]Overview
[bookmark: _Toc444158969]ELOs
ELO 5.1 – Identify program management tools and processes for DBS with strong similarities to other acquisition programs.
ELO 5.2 – Identify program management tools and processes must be significantly adapted to apply to business systems.
ELO 5.3 – Identify program management tools that are unique to DBSs.
[bookmark: _Toc444158970]Assessments
(ELO 5.1)
LP – AOA assesses potential material solutions that could satisfy validated capability requirements.
MT – The APB for a DBS establishes cost/schedule/performance objectives and thresholds but does not include an average procurement unit cost.
 (ELO 5.2)
MT – DBS PMs should aggressively tailor program requirements to ensure that decisions and documentation directly support the program’s needs.
MT – DBS PMs often encounter challenges with data rights as the initial contract transitions into sustainment of a software capability.
(ELO 5.3)
LP – DBS require investment certification to ensure that IT solutions directly support the strategic goals of the organization(s) making the investment.
MT – DBS effectiveness is often assessed through performance measures for the business processes that the DBS supports.

[bookmark: _Toc444158971][bookmark: _Toc445740154][bookmark: _Toc447739121][bookmark: _Toc444158972]Topic 5.1: Similar Processes and Tools (ELO – 5.1)
[bookmark: _Toc445740155][bookmark: _Toc447739122]5.1.1 Conducting an Analysis of Alternatives (AoA) for a Defense Business System (DBS).
Per the DOD 5000.02 dated January 7, 2015 an Analysis of Alternatives is a STATUTORY requirement for MDAPs, MAIS programs, and all AIS programs, at Milestone A. STATUTORY updates required through Milestone C (or Milestone B if there is no Milestone C) for MAIS programs, and all AIS programs. AOA’s are regulatory for all other specified Program Type/Event combinations. A DoD Component is responsible for conduct and approval of the AoA. 

Before conducting an Analysis of Alternatives (AOA), approval of AOA Study Guidance and AOA Study plan at a Material Development Solution (MDD) must occur.  This decision directs execution of the AoA, and authorizes the DoD Component to conduct the Materiel Solution Analysis Phase. This decision point is the entry point into the acquisition process for all defense acquisition products; however, an “acquisition program” is not formally initiated.
The AoA assesses potential materiel solutions that could satisfy validated capability requirement(s) documented in the Initial Capabilities Document, and supports a decision on the most cost effective solution to meeting the validated capability requirement(s). In developing feasible alternatives, the AoA will identify a wide range of solutions that have a reasonable likelihood of providing the needed capability.  The AoA will inform and be informed by affordability analysis, cost analysis, sustainment considerations, early systems engineering analyses, threat projections, and market research.
AOA PROCEDURES 
a. The Director of Cost Assessment and Program Evaluation (DCAPE) develops and approves study guidance for the AoA for potential and designated Acquisition Category (ACAT) I and IA programs and for each business requirement for which the Investment Review Board is the validation authority. 

In developing the guidance, the DCAPE solicits the advice of other DoD officials and ensures that the guidance requires, at a minimum: 

The DCAPE provides the AoA Study Guidance to the DoD Component or organization designated by the MDA or, for ACAT IA programs, to the office of the principal staff assistant responsible for the mission area, prior to the Materiel Development Decision (MDD) and in sufficient time to permit preparation of the study plan prior to the decision event. The study plan will be coordinated with the MDA and approved by the DCAPE prior to the MDD. The designated DoD Component or other organization or the principal staff assistant will designate responsibility for completion of the study plan and the AoA. 

The final AoA will be provided to the DCAPE not later than 60 calendar days prior to the Milestone A review (or the next decision point or milestone as designated by the MDA). Not later than 15 business days prior to the Milestone A review, DCAPE evaluates the AoA and provides a memorandum to the MDA, with copies to the DoD Component head or other organization or principal staff assistant assessing whether the analysis was completed consistent.
In the memorandum, the DCAPE assesses: 
(1) The extent to which the AoA: 
(a) Examines sufficient feasible alternatives. 
(b) Considers tradeoffs among cost, schedule, sustainment, and required capabilities for each alternative considered. 
(c) Achieves the affordability goals established at the MDD and with what risks. 
(d) Uses sound methodology. 
(e) Discusses key assumptions and variables and sensitivity to changes in these. 
(f) Bases conclusions or recommendations, if any, on the results of the analysis. 
(g) Considers the fully burdened cost of energy (FBCE), where FBCE is a discriminator among alternatives. 
(2) Whether additional analysis is required. 
(3) How the AoA results will be used to influence the direction of the program. 
d. The final AoA will also be provided to and reviewed by the requirements validation authority prior to the Milestone A decision or the release of the request for proposals for the Technology Maturation and Risk Reduction Phase activities. The requirements validation authority will, at a minimum: 
(1) Assess how well the recommended alternative satisfies validated requirements in the most cost effective manner for the warfighter. 
(2) Identify any opportunities to adjust or align capability requirements for better synergy across the joint force capabilities. 
(3) In accordance with the responsibilities identified in title 10 of U.S. Code (Reference (g)), offer alternative recommendations to best meet the validated capability requirements.

[image: ]

[bookmark: _Toc445740156][bookmark: _Toc447739123]5.1.2 Establishing Funding (Program Object Memorandum (POM).
Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc445740157][bookmark: _Toc447739124]Topic 5.2: Adapted Processes and Tools (ELOs – 5.2)
[bookmark: _Toc445740158][bookmark: _Toc447739125]5.2.1 Acquisition Strategy Development and Document Tailoring:

“The Program Manager will develop and execute an approved Acquisition Strategy. This document is the Program Manager’s plan for program execution across the entire program life cycle. It is a comprehensive, integrated plan that identifies the acquisition approach and key framing assumptions, and describes the business, technical, and support strategies that the Program Manager plans to employ to manage program risks and meet program objectives. The strategy evolves over time and should continuously reflect the current status and desired goals of the program. The Acquisition Strategy defines the relationship between the acquisition phases and work efforts, and key program events such as decision points and reviews. The strategy must reflect the Program Manager’s understanding of the business environment; technical alternatives; small business strategy; costs, risks and risk mitigation approach; contract awards; the incentive structure; test activities; production lot or delivery quantities; operational deployment objectives; opportunities in the domestic and international markets; foreign disclosure, exportability, technology transfer, and security requirements; and the plan to support successful delivery of the capability at an affordable life-cycle price, on a realistic schedule.”
The Acquisition Strategy (sometimes called big “A”) flows out of the problem statement (the early Capability document) – which describes the capability needed , and most importantly, a risk assessment which informs the strategy.  After identifying the major risks, the acquisition strategy is developed to neutralize as many risks as possible balancing cost and performance.  In many organizations, and previous versions of the DoD 5000.02 DBSs used a “Business Case” in lieu of an Acquisition Strategy.  
The PM needs to understand and articulate the core purpose (need) of the DBS.  This essential foundation provides the platform to make the inevitable trade-off decisions to drive the program to an initial and final fielding.
Contract Type is an important element of the Acquisition Strategy, but only one element (include Contract type decision tree??)
The Acquisition Strategy also includes:
· Benefit Analyses
· Market research
· Intellectual property strategy
· Small business review

In this sense the Acquisition Strategy for a DBS is not so different that for a Weapon System.  The differences come in two areas: first the risks that a DBS program faces are different, the cost drivers tend to be different and second, 
Problem Statement: Regulatory; for DBS programs only. A stand-alone DBS requirements document to support the MDD, and later key decision events and milestones. The Problem Statement documents DBS requirements and is approved by the Investment Review Board (IRB) chair. It documents the business and supporting analysis, and evolves over time as those needs are refined. The Joint Staff (JS) (J-8) will review the initial Problem Statement to determine whether there is JS interest.	Comment by Kerr, Keith F CTR (US): This is covered in topic 4, but may be good to re-connect here to show integration of program planning.

DBS Risk areas and common challenges:
· Length of time to field new systems, often technology is mature (old) by the time you are implementation
· Interoperability
· Cyber security (needs to be built in)
· Move to mobile devices
· Great opportunity to share resources, particularly infrastructure, but needs to be planned
· Funding process inconsistent with rapid delivery
· 

Particular areas to focus on when developing the Acquisition Strategy:
· Identify contract-type  to best handle risk
· “Ensure, to the maximum extent practicable, (1) modular contracting has been used, and (2) the program is being implemented in phased, successive increments, each of which meets part of the mission need and delivers measurable benefit, independent of future increments.” – Clinger Cohen Act
· and Intellectual Property (IP) considerations related to DBS acquisition." – ensure the government has ownership of the data in the system; retains a fundamental understanding of how the system works; IP is particularly important to maintain competition.  
· Governance model; in some places the government has taken the role of the “lead systems integrator” impacting the AS
· A fact of life with DBS is that many requirements are not knowable at the time of approval or even at early design reviews.  There is significant literature on requirements management for Business Systems – a key take-away is that most customers will not be able to describe their needs until they can see a prototype.   
· This has produced innovation engineering models such as Agile; the effective implementation of the SELC needs to be tied to the AS
· A DBS usually has multiple stakeholders/customers, with competing wants and desires.  The AS should discuss how competing requirements are adjudicated (prioritized) between functional proponents.
· As with most programs, the operations tail is most costly so thought should be given to maintaining the DBS.  E.g. Conventional wisdom says to minimize custom code if using COTS.

The AS is used in other phases and support other Program documents; for example the Clinger Cohen Act requires the PM to “Determine that no private sector or government source can better support the function”

Lessons Learned:
· Enlist the active support and attention of the most senior leader who will be impacted by the DBS
· Continuously validate the problem statement with stakeholders to maintain consensus on the primary system needs.
· If using COTS, change your business practices to fit the SW and resist customizing the SW.  because 1) your process probably needs improvement 2) Custom code is order of magnitude more expensive to maintain
· Build to Open Standards to minimized cost (more competition) and make tech refresh easy
· Build to the organizations Enterprise Architecture
· Building partnerships is at least as important with DBS as other programs, possibly more critical to success
Text TBD
Related topics (for discussion of the CLE 077 IPT)
· Should we discuss the role of DCMO and the IRB?
· Discussion of COTS versus Custom Code Development.  Pros & Cons
· Is there anything from Performance Based Acquisitions to use in the course?


[image: ]	Comment by Kerr, Keith F CTR (US): AT&L picture from 2012.

[bookmark: _Toc445740159][bookmark: _Toc447739126]5.2.2 Should Cost considerations.
· IAW DoDI 5000.02, dated January 7, 2015
· Should Cost Targets are a regulatory requirement for ACAT programs and are approved by the MDA. The Should Cost tool shall target cost reductions and drive productivity improvements into programs. Should Cost analysis is a way for program managers to identify and achieve savings below original cost estimates. Text TBD
· Enclosure 6: Life-Cycle Sustainment. (b) Sustainment across the Life Cycle. (5). Employ a “Should-Cost” management and analysis approach to identify and implement system and enterprise sustainment cost reduction initiatives. Should-cost targets will be established and reviewed periodically based on analysis of acquisition sustainment costs and operations and support (O&S) cost element drivers. Program managers will capture product support metrics and cost data in DoD Component- and DoD-level information systems, and track performance against should-cost targets.
· Should cost targets for Defense Business Systems focus on the Net-Ready Key performance parameters (NR-KPP). 
· (http://www.acq.osd.mil/fo/docs/betterBuyingPower3.0(9Apr15).pdf)
· Mandating our managers to identify and pursue “should-cost’ saving is one of seven core initiatives laid out in the memorandum on Better Buying Power (BBP) 3.0 released in April 2015. How does the workforce accomplish this? By achieving dominant capabilities while controlling lifecycle costs. 
· This continuing core BBP initiative requires programs to actively manage costs through the careful assessment of the contributing drivers of cost across a program, identification of goals for cost reduction (should cost goals), and implementation of specific efforts designed to achieve those cost reductions. Should cost goals and actionable plans to achieve these goals are to be established for all activities throughout the program lifecycle. Component Acquisition Executives (CAEs) and Program Executive Officers (PEOs) will review and approve should cost targets, monitor progress, and direct or recommend allocation of realized cost savings as appropriate. Nearly 100 percent of ACAT I programs, approximately 90 percent of ACAT IIs, and 80 percent of ACAT IIIs now have should cost targets and are managing to them, generating significant savings across the Department. We will continue to expand this practice until 100 percent compliance on all ACAT programs is achieved. 
· Should cost implementation and performance will be reviewed by the DAE and the BSIG on a quarterly basis. By July 2015, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Acquisition (ASD(A)) will institute an annual Should Cost and Innovation Award program recognizing organizations, groups, and teams who have displayed outstanding should cost commitment, innovation, and results for acquisition programs. Best practices from these programs will be forwarded to the Defense Acquisition University (DAU) for incorporation into acquisition education programs. 
· http://www.dau.mil/pubscats/ATL%20Docs/Sep-Oct11/Carter_Mueller.pdf
· Objectives for should cost management
· Scrutinize every element of program cost
· Look for savings in repetitive activities
· Leverage learning curves
· Examine overhead and indirect costs
· Incentivize your contractor on cost savings
· The objective of “should cost” management is to smartly reduce the cost of defense equipment and services to the taxpayer. “Should cost” savings are not arbitrary (“Everyone takes a 10-percent cut”), or a challenge to the PM to play “liar’s poker” (“I can bring this baby in for a billion dollars under the ICE, by golly!”). Every identified “should cost” savings opportunity must be tied to a specific engineering or business change that can be quantified and tracked. PMs should have a good analysis to show the proof of a potential savings, the associated consequences and/or risks, and a viable alternative or “off ramp” in the event the change or savings cannot be realized. Likewise, program teams should try to anticipate longer-term unintended consequences that may result from short-term savings strategies like reducing test hours or inspections. The PM’s team should take the longer view and balance cost savings and total program success—delivering for the warfighter. The objective of “should cost” management is making smart changes that result in better outcomes.
· https://www.atkearney.com/documents/10192/258875/Should-Cost-Review.pdf/54d79dd7-280d-4aa6-9ecb-ecc2ca9f7ec7
· [image: http://www.atkearney.com/images/global/articles/FG-Should-Cost-Review-1.png]
· https://www.atkearney.com/documents/10192/247932/Software-The_Brains_Behind_US_Defense_Systems.pdf/69129873-eecc-4ddc-b798-c198a8ff1026
· Should-Cost Modeling: A should-cost analysis provides insight into cost drivers (for use in planning and negotiations) and forces accountability, especially across contracts and suppliers shedding light on the overall development life cycle. A typical should-cost software estimation includes the following four elements:
· Parametric modeling. Models based on SEER for Software (SEER-SEM) and Constructive Cost Model (COCOMO), which rely on industry standards drawn from experience across multiple projects, help estimate the software effort and determine optimal schedules.
· Bottom-up estimation. Each activity is modeled based on a discrete view of component costs against specific industry-standard benchmarks and cost drivers.
· Contractor comparison. Industry benchmarks are a good way to estimate what software should cost. Examining the performance of similar contractors helps develop an understanding of best practice performance.
· Program comparison. Benchmarking similar services and common mission profiles across a comparable scope of work can help estimate costs. 
· Following are five ways to ensure that a should-cost analysis delivers accelerated, maximum benefits:
· Bring best practices to bear. Start the should-cost analysis with an aggressive attitude for challenging the status quo. Look outside the current paradigm for best practices to replicate in a competitive environment. Focus on determining the most efficient cost-to-deliver program requirements—not on the likelihood that these requirements will be accepted. Continually ask “what if?” and “why not?”
· Perform rigorous analysis. Acquire an in-depth understanding of the root-cost drivers and efficiency potential in major areas, including supply chain, manufacturing, program management, and overhead. Pinpoint the savings potential to support the conclusions and drive tangible actions.
· Establish the right incentives. Recognize that the proper incentives, benefitting both the government and its suppliers, will encourage people to move beyond the status quo and act with appropriate urgency. A collaborative effort will deliver the best results. Incentives will encourage everyone to perform in a way that improves suppliers’ profits while lowering government costs.
· Translate opportunities into tangible action. Convert cost-management opportunities into realistic action plans with clear timelines and responsibilities. Use multiple approaches to reduce costs, including negotiation, investment, joint-process improvement, and contract restructuring.
· Track performance against the cost-reduction plans.  Implement a target assurance program to identify cost-reduction targets and milestones. Review progress regularly to understand performance slips and ensure that mitigation steps are in place. Make sure progress is transparent, credible, and well managed
· The Affordable Sustainment Advantage
· Software maintenance is a growing portion of the post-development work needed to enhance and sustain weapons platforms. As software becomes more common in acquisitions, contractors’ past sustainment efforts must give way to more cost effective and efficient government led sustainment. With multiple service life extension programs in effect for legacy platforms, increased government software sustainment will free contractors to focus on modernizing to keep pace with the rapid advances in sensor and weapons technology. In most instances, the government can maintain a stable sustainment organization at a considerably lower cost than primary contractors.
· Perform In-house maintenance
· Data Rights Acquisition
· Necessary Skill Sets
· https://acc.dau.mil/adl/en-US/738996/file/81700/OS%20Cost%20Guidebook%20-%20February%202016.pdf
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Figure 6 – Notional Decomposition of a Cost Sub-Element (Based on CAPE O&S Cost Element Structure)

 Para. 5d(3)(b)1. 
5.2.3 Incremental development.
Text TBD
Topic 5.3: Unique Processes and Tools (ELOs – 5.3)
5.3.1 /Investment Resource Board (IRB) Certification/Execution
Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc445740160][bookmark: _Toc447739127]5.3.2 Performance measures for DBS programs.
Text TBD




[bookmark: _Toc445322176][bookmark: _Toc445362519][bookmark: _Toc447739129]Module 6.0: Software Development Lifecycle Management (Scott)	Comment by Joe Cooke: Reformatted slightly, please continue with this format update

Format guidance:
Heading 1 = Module (X.)
Heading 2 = Topic (X.X)
Heading 3 = Subtopic (X.X.X)
Heading 4 = Subtopic division (no number)
Heading 5 = Heading for collection of talking points within subtopic division if necessary

General comments: Need to start flowing the story with an organized set of talking points/discussion. The contractor will need the text discussion to decide how best to communicate the story and decide what graphics are best to use. Add graphics as you wish, but they are only to further support your text. Good work so far. Still some heavy lifting to do.   

[bookmark: _Toc445322177][bookmark: _Toc445362520][bookmark: _Toc447739130]Overview
[bookmark: _Toc445322178]ELOs
ELO 6.1 – Match the clarity of user requirements to software development lifecycles that are appropriate for the clarity of requirements.
ELO 6.2 – List the descriptive elements about DBS and business processes that are described in the Business Enterprise Architecture.
ELO 6.3 – List the most significant techniques to drive costs out of commercial off-the-shelf software solutions to business problems.

[bookmark: _Toc445322179]Assessments
ELO 6.1 – 
LP – Traditional software lifecycle models are most appropriate when user requirements are very well understood and will not change.
MT – Iterative or Agile models are most appropriate when user requirements are very likely to change and the user is prepared to work with the PM to implement the most valuable requirements.
ELO 6.2 – 
LP – The BEA includes end-to-end processes and operational activities that describe business capabilities that an implemented system fulfills.
MT – DBS PMs must submit the operational activities that their system will fulfill to the BEA and also assess whether or not other systems in the BEA provide the same operational activities and could be leveraged to deliver the capability.
ELO 6.3 – 
LP – PMs and functional SMEs work together to identify fits where the COTS solution meets the desired business capability and gaps where additional development and/or solutions are needed to fulfill the capability need.
MT – The amount of DoD customization beyond the out-of-the-box COTS package required to meet the business capability need is a major cost driver for a DAB.

Topic 6.1 Software Development Methodologies
6.1.1 Traditional waterfall software development
TBD
6.1.2 Iterative or Agile development
TBD
Topic 6.2 Business Enterprise Architecture
6.2.1 Enterprise and solution architectures
TBD
6.2.2 BEA exploration and compliance
TBD
Topic 6.3 Cost Control with Commercial off-the-shelf software
6.3.1 Market research
evaluation of capability requirements against existing implemented software Commercial off-the-shelf/Government off-the-shelf (COTS/GOTS).
TBD
6.3.2 Customization and configuration
Collaboration with functional business process owner to minimize customization through Business Process Re-engineering (BPR).
6.3.3 Software size estimation and lifecycle cost estimation
TBD



[bookmark: _Toc447739131]Module 7.0: Interfaces, Testing, and Infrastructure (Lee, Scott)	Comment by Joe Cooke: Reformatted slightly, please continue with this format update

Format guidance:
Heading 1 = Module (X.)
Heading 2 = Topic (X.X)
Heading 3 = Subtopic (X.X.X)
Heading 4 = Subtopic division (no number)
Heading 5 = Heading for collection of talking points within subtopic division if necessary

General comments: Need to start flowing the story with an organized set of talking points/discussion. The contractor will need the text discussion to decide how best to communicate the story and decide what graphics are best to use. Add graphics as you wish, but they are only to further support your text. Good work so far. Still some heavy lifting to do.   

[bookmark: _Toc447739132]Overview
ELOs
ELO 7.1 – List best practices for DBS interface management.
ELO 7.2 – List best practices for DBS test planning and execution.
ELO 7.3 – List best practices for DBS infrastructure planning and execution.
Assessments
ELO 7.1 – 
MT – When a DBS replaces a legacy system instead of interfacing with it, the implementation often includes migrating legacy system data into the new DBS.
ELO 7.2 – 
MT – Measures of effectiveness should be associated with the business process the DBS is supporting and should support the projected benefits of implementing the DBS.
LP – Cybersecurity should be “baked in” to the DBS and not 
“bolted on.”
ELO 7.3 – 
MT – DBS PMs should weigh the benefits and risks associated with infrastructure and hosting and match the solution to meet the user needs at best expected cost to the program.

[bookmark: _Toc447739133]Topic 7.1: Prioritizing and Managing Interfaces
[bookmark: _Toc447739134]7.1.1 Prioritizing and managing interfaces; interface control agreements
Text TBD
7.1.2 Data migration and shutting down legacy systems.
Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc447739136]Topic 7.2: Test Planning and Execution
[bookmark: _Toc447739137]7.2.1 Defining critical operational issues, measures of effectiveness; relationship to architecture.
Text TBD
[bookmark: _Toc447739139]7.2.2 Privacy, Cybersecurity, and IT portfolio risk management.
Text TBD
Topic 7.3: Infrastructure Planning and Execution
7.3.1 Infrastructure planning 
Text TBD
7.3.2 Considerations for outsourcing, Cloud, and Inofrmation Technology as a Service (ITaaS).
Text TBD
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Table 2. Milestone and Phase Information Requirements

PROGRAM TYPE' LIFE-CYCLE EVENT'22
i Dev APPROVAL
INFORMATION REQUIREMENT uoap | mais MDD MAS (i’m‘) RFP g? 11:5 F%po[cpn OTHER SOURCE AUTHORITY
I [su Al | Rel
. 40USC. 11312 (Ref.(p) MDA (DCAPE
ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES (AoA) . o |eo e 0 v v v | SEC. 811, P.L. 106-398 (Ref. (q)) assesses AoAs for
10U.S.C. 2366a (Ref. () ACAT ID/IAM only)

STATUTORY for MDAPSs, MAIS programs, and all AlS programs, including National Security Systems (NSSs), at Milestone A. STATUTORY updates required through Milestone C (or Milestone B if there is no
Milestone C) for MAIS programs, and all AIS programs. Regulatory for all other specified Program Type/Event combinations. A DoD Component is responsible for conduct and approval of the AoA. The distinct

assessment and approval roles of the Director of Cost Assessment and Program Evaluation (DCAPE) and the MDA associated with the AoA and the selection of the materiel solution(s) are detailed in section 2
of Enclosure 9 of this instruction.

AoA Study Guidance and AoA Study Plan . o oo e Para. 5d(1)(b) of this instruction Con?;:ﬁ:fl %;Eﬁgl ent

Regulatory requirements to guide the AoA. AoA Study Guidance informs the preparation of the AoA Study Plan. The AoA Study Guidance must be provided to DoD Component(s) for development of the AoA
Study Plan prior to the MDD. Consistent with the AoA Study Guidance, the lead DoD Component will prepare the AoA Study Plan and present it at the MDD.

DoDI 5000.02, January 7, 2015
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FIGURE 1: A should-cost review breaks the cycle of historical-based cost estimates
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