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[bookmark: _Toc444158968][bookmark: _Toc445740153][bookmark: _Toc448824004]Overview
[bookmark: _Toc444158969]ELOs
ELO 5.1 – Identify program management techniques and processes for DBS with strong similarities to other acquisition programs.
ELO 5.2 – Identify program management techniques and processes must be significantly adapted to apply to business systems.
ELO 5.3 – Identify program management techniques that are unique to DBSs.
[bookmark: _Toc444158970]Assessments
(ELO 5.1)
LP – AOA assesses potential material solutions that could satisfy validated capability requirements.
LP – As with other Programs, significant Lifecycle costs occur in sustainment and should be considered during program budgeting and planning.
MT – The APB for a DBS establishes cost/schedule/performance objectives and thresholds and is used to support tradeoff between cost/schedule/performance negotiations.  
 (ELO 5.2)
MT – DBS PMs should aggressively tailor program plans to ensure that decisions and documentation directly support the program’s needs.
LP – DBS PMs often encounter challenges with data rights as the initial contract transitions into sustainment of a software capability.
LP – Should Cost is a strategy to significantly lower the program’s lifecycle cost while maintaining value to the functional sponsor.
(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.
LP -- The Integrated Business Framework is designed to facilitate a cross-functional, enterprise-wide view for the governance of portfolios of DBSs investments over the FYDP for review and certification.




[bookmark: _Toc444158971][bookmark: _Toc445740154][bookmark: _Toc448824005][bookmark: _Toc444158972]Topic 5.1: Similar Processes and Tools (ELO 5.1)
[bookmark: _Toc445740155][bookmark: _Toc448824006]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, and early systems engineering analyses, threat projections, and market research.
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[bookmark: _Toc445740156][bookmark: _Toc448824007]5.1.2 Establishing Funding (Program Object Memorandum (POM).

DBSs are grouped into Portfolios of systems – DBS governance is concerned with how to decide what business systems to put portfolio funds into.  Currently the POM process is the mechanism to allocate funding to DBS investments similar to the funding other acquisition programs.  There is a review underway to examine alternatives to make DBS acquisition more responsive to technology advances, but currently the POM process is that funding mechanism
The OSD staff, working under the direction of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, USD (P), and in coordination with the Combatant Commands, Services, and Joint Staff finalizes and issues Strategic Planning Guidance (SPG).  SPG is designed to facilitate an enhanced, collaborative, capabilities-based joint planning process known as the enhanced planning process (EPP) addressing both operational and enterprise issues.  This planning process analyzes capability gap issues provided by the Secretary of Defense (SecDe)f.  The SPG reviews the capability gap issues and solutions developed in the planning process to ensure congruency with strategy.  Following the SecDef’s decisions, fiscally constrained Joint Programming Guidance (JPG) is developed and issued (to the Services) in the April/May timeframe to implement those decisions.  About the same time the JPG is published, OSD also provides fiscal guidance (total obligation authority) for each of the six program years.  OSD develops this fiscal guidance with direction from the President's Office of Management and Budget (OMB). 
The Service staffs begin POM development in earnest in January.  The PEO/MACOM POMs are received in February. As the development process continues into June and July, the pace steadily intensifies with Planning Program Budget Committee (PPBC) and Senior Review Group (SRG) meetings becoming more frequent and longer. 
The Services staff turns to writing the narrative portion of the POM and providing justification for submission to OSD in August.  OSD reviews the combined BESPOM beginning soon after its submission. The concurrent program and budget review continues into December concluding when final Presidential budget decisions are made. In December, at the end of the PBD (?) cycle, OSD normally issues a final PBD or OSD memorandum incorporating any changes from (?) MBI deliberations, thus completing the PBD process. OSD then issues each Service its final total obligation authority (TOA) and manpower controls. After implementing the final resource distribution, the services sends the information to OSD.  OSD forwards the information to OMB as the  Services portion of the Defense budget, which OMB incorporates into the President's Budget.
The VCJCS is chairman of the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC) that oversees the Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS) and supervises preparation of the Chairman's Program Recommendation (CPR) and Chairman's Program Assessment (CPA). The CPR provides the Chairman's recommendations to OSD for inclusion in the SPG and JPG. The CPA is the Chairman's assessment of how well the service and agency POMs conform to the guidance and support the combatant commanders. 

[bookmark: _Toc448598562][bookmark: _Toc445740157][bookmark: _Toc447739124][bookmark: _Toc448824009]5.1.3 Acquisition Program Baseline

DoDI 5000.02 requires every Program Manager (PM) to propose and document program goals prior to, and for approval at, program initiation for all Acquisition Category (ACAT) programs.  The APB documents the agreement between the PM, the Program Executive Officer, and the Milestone Decision Authority (MDA) and should reflect the approved program being executed.
A separate APB is required for each increment of a Major Defense Acquisition Program (MDAP) or Major Automated Information System (MAIS) program (and each sub-program of an MDAP).   Increments can be used to plan concurrent or sequential efforts to deliver capability more quickly and in line with the technological maturity of each increment.
Program goals consist of an objective value and a threshold value.  Cost, schedule, and performance are intrinsically linked and the objective and threshold values of all program goals should be developed with these relationships in mind.
		Objective values represent the desired operational goal associated with a performance attribute beyond which any gain in utility does not warrant additional expenditure.   
		Thresholds represent the minimum acceptable operational values below which the utility of the system becomes questionable.  The failure to attain program thresholds may degrade system performance, delay the program (possibly impacting related programs or systems), or make the program too costly.  The failure to attain program thresholds, therefore, places the overall affordability of the program and/or the capability provided by the system into question.
	Each APB parameter must have both an objective and a threshold.  For schedule and cost parameters, there are specified default threshold values. The default threshold for schedule is the objective value plus 6 months; the default threshold for cost is the objective value plus 10 percent of the objective value.  The PM may propose (with justification) an appropriate threshold value to optimize program trade space, subject to Milestone Decision Authority (MDA) and user approval.
	The PM derives the APB from the users' performance requirements, schedule planning and requirements, and best estimates of total program cost consistent with projected funding.  The sponsor of a capability needs document (i.e., Capability Development Document or Capability Production Document, Problem Statement) provides an objective and a threshold for each attribute that describes an aspect of a system or capability to be developed or acquired.  The PM will use this information to develop an optimal product within the available trade space.   APB parameter values should represent the program as it is expected to be developed, produced and/or deployed, sustained and funded.
	Per Title 10 United States Code, the DoD may not obligate funds for MDAPs after entry into Engineering and Manufacturing Development without an MDA approved APB unless the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics specifically approves the obligation.  DoDI 5000.02 extends this policy to MAIS programs.
APB Approval and Trade-offs:
	The MDA is the approval authority for the APB.  The APB requires the concurrence of the Program Executive Officer for all Acquisition Category (ACAT) programs, and the DoD Component Acquisition Executive for ACAT ID and IAM programs.  The current APB shall be revised at major milestone decisions, and at the Full Deployment Decision for a MAIS.  
	The PM, in coordination with the user/sponsor, prepares the APB for program initiation. The PM can propose a revision of the APB for approval at each major milestone review and as the program enters full rate production/deployment. 
	The PM may also propose, for consideration by the MDA, a revision of the APB that reflects the result of a major program restructure that occurs between milestone events and that is fully funded. 
	Maximizing PM and contractor flexibility to make cost/performance trade-offs is essential to achieving cost objectives.  The PM may treat the difference between an objective and its associated threshold as trade space if the combination values lie within the established thresholds and objectives.
	The best time to reduce total ownership cost and program schedule is early in the acquisition process. Continuous cost/schedule/performance trade-off analyses can help attain cost and schedule reductions.
	Cost, schedule, and performance may be traded within the "trade space" between the objective and the threshold without obtaining MDA approval.  Making trade-offs outside the trade space (i.e., decisions that result in acquisition program parameter changes) require approval of both the MDA and the capability needs approval authority.  
	Configuration Steering Boards (CSBs) are a core part of managing the cost, schedule, and performance trade space for acquisition programs. 
APB Management:
	The PM should immediately notify the MDA via a Program Deviation Report when the PM's current estimate exceeds one or more APB threshold value for cost, schedule, and/or performance.  Only the MDA can approve a revision to the APB.
	For MDAPs, both "original" and current APBs are maintained.  For MAIS programs, only a current APB is maintained, but the Original Estimate reported in the MAIS Annual Report (MAR) serves a similar purpose as an Original APB Baseline.  (The MAR Original Estimate, unlike the APB can be revised only after a Critical Change Report has been submitted to Congress).  MAIS Critical Change thresholds are: cost parameter (Total Acquisition Cost or Total Lifecycle Cost) 25 percent or greater, schedule parameter of 12 months or greater, or failure to meet a key performance threshold.)
	For MAIS programs, a Critical Change triggers the section 2445c of title 10, United States Code certification process (similar to a Nunn-McCurdy for MDAP).
5.1.4 Lifecycle Sustainment
The Life Cycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP) documents the Program Manager and Product Support Manager's plan for formulating, implementing and executing the sustainment strategy, and is part of the overall Acquisition Strategy of a program. The LCSP describes the approach and resources necessary to develop and integrate sustainment requirements into the system's design, development, testing, deployment and sustainment phases.

The LCSP begins in the Materiel Solution Analysis Phase by describing the notional product support and maintenance concepts used to determine the sustainment requirements optimizing readiness outcomes and minimal life cycle-cost. It evolves at Milestone B into a detailed execution plan for how the product support package is to be designed, acquired, sustained, and how sustainment will be applied, measured, managed, modified, and reported from system fielding through disposal. By Milestone C, the LCSP describes the implementation status of the product support package (including any sustainment related contracts, e.g. Interim Contractor Support, Contractor Logistics Support) to achieve the Sustainment KPP/KSAs.

Lifecycle Sustainment Considerations for DBS:
· Software intensive DBS based on COTS products require continuous maintenance, therefore they never fully migrate into ‘sustainment’ like an MDAP. 
· DBS typically require steady RDTE and OPA funding beyond FDD and FD to facilitate tech refresh, upgrade planning, and system enhancements which may be required by statue or regulation. 
· Negotiating vendor license agreements is critical to managing sustainment cost of a DBS. 

Resource: Technical Note CMU/SEI-2006-TN-007; Sustaining Software-Intensive Systems; http://www.sei.cmu.edu/reports/06tn007.pdf 
[bookmark: _GoBack]5.1.5 Program Protection Plan / Cybersecurity Strategy
Program Protection is the integrating process for managing risks to DoD warfighting capability to include Defense Business Systems (DBS) from foreign intelligence collection; from hardware, software, and cyber vulnerability or supply chain exploitation; and from battlefield loss throughout the system life cycle. 
– Also supports international partnership building and cooperative opportunities objectives by enabling the export of capabilities without compromising underlying U.S. technology advantages 
Program managers will employ system security engineering practices and prepare a PPP to guide their efforts and the actions of others to manage the risks to critical program information and mission-critical functions and components associated with the program 
– The PPP will be submitted for MDA approval at each Milestone review, beginning with Milestone A
Program managers will describe in their PPP: 
– Critical Program Information, mission-critical functions, and critical components
– Threats to and vulnerabilities of these items 
– Plans to apply countermeasures to mitigate associated risks 
– Plans for exportability and potential foreign involvement 
– The Cybersecurity Strategy and Anti-Tamper plan are included as appendices
Cybersecurity Strategy must cover the requirements for DBS:
-The TEMP should describe the acquisition program’s configuration management framework. Testers will need accurate configuration information to understand the system and to determine the system’s adherence to effectiveness, suitability, and cybersecurity requirements.
- DoDI 8500.01, Cybersecurity, dated March 14, 2014 incorporates guidance from the now obsolete DoDI 8500.2, Procedures for the Operational Test and Evaluation of Information Assurance.
Topic 5.2: Adapted Processes and Tools (ELO 5.2)
[bookmark: _Toc445740159][bookmark: _Toc447739126][bookmark: _Toc448824013]5.2.1 Acquisition Strategy

“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.”[footnoteRef:1] [1:  5000.02 Encl 2 pg 75] 

The Acquisition Strategy ( https://dap.dau.mil/aphome/das/Pages/Default.aspx)  (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 intent is the same: the PM’s plan for execution across the lifecycle.
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.
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.
Acquisition Strategies are baseline plans for the execution of the program and should be prepared and submitted in time to obtain approval to support more detailed planning and the preparation of Requests for Proposal.  The Acquisition Strategy is an approved plan; it is not a contract.  Minor changes to the plan reflected in the Acquisition Strategy due to changed circumstances or increased knowledge are to be expected and do not require Milestone Decision Authority (MDA) pre-approval. Major changes, such as contract type or basic program structure, do require MDA approval prior to implementation.  All changes should be noted and reflected in an update at the next program decision point or milestone.
The Acquisition Strategy will include STATUTORY and Regulatory information.  Major changes to the plan reflected in the Acquisition Strategy require MDA approval. The following STATUTORY requirements will be satisfied in the Acquisition Strategy:
· BENEFIT ANALYSIS AND DETERMINATION
· CONSIDERATION OF TECHNOLOGY ISSUES
· CONTRACT-TYPE DETERMINATION
· COOPERATIVE OPPORTUNITIES
· GENERAL EQUIPMENT VALUATION
· INDUSTRIAL BASE CAPABILITIES CONSIDERATIONS
· INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (IP) STRATEGY
· MARKET RESEARCH
· SMALL BUSINESS INNOVATION RESEARCH (SBIR)/SMALL BUSINESS TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER (STTR) PROGRAM TECHNOLOGIES
· TERMINATION LIABILITY ESTIMATE
The development of the AS follows the Decision to build a Material Solution based on and approved need as described in the Problem Statement (PS).  The PS is regulatory for DBS programs only and is the beginning of the requirements package.  It is the responsibility of the functional sponsor(s) in collaboration with Acquisition.  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.
The high-level strategy for developing a business system in increments often parallels weapon system development. However, business systems often break up delivery even further, providing smaller pieces of the capability and deploying the capability gradually to groups of end users. Terminology varies by program, but usually software changes provided to the end user are called releases and the process of adding new users onto the system is called fielding or deployment.
DBS specific risk areas and common challenges:
· Length of time to field new systems, often technology is mature (old) by the time before the DBS is fully implemented
· Interoperability with other DBSs
· 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
· Prioritizing requirements across multiple stakeholders
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
·  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.
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
5.2.2 Should Cost considerations.
· Should-Cost management and analysis is a way for program managers to identify and achieve savings below original cost estimates by identifying and implementing system and enterprise sustainment cost reduction initiatives. (DoDI 5000.02)
· Focus areas: (http://bbp.dau.mil/)
· Achieve affordable programs
· Achieve dominant capabilities while controlling lifecycle costs
· Incentivize productivity in industry and government
· Incentivize innovation in industry and government
· Eliminate unproductive processes and bureaucracy
· Promote effective competition
· Improve tradecraft in acquisition of services
· Improve the professionalism of the total acquisition workforce
· Every identified should- cost savings opportunity must be tied to a specific engineering or business change that can be quantified and tracked. 
· (http://www.dau.mil/pubscats/ATL%20Docs/Sep-Oct11/Carter_Mueller.pdf)
· 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
· 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. 
· Following are five ways to ensure that a should-cost analysis delivers accelerated, maximum benefits:
· Bring best practices to bear. 
· Perform rigorous analysis. 
· Establish the right incentives. 
· Translate opportunities into tangible action. 
· Track performance against the cost-reduction plans
· 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
Additional Reference Links for Should Cost:
Should cost explained by Frank Kendall
http://www.defense.gov/News-Article-View/Article/604461/better-buying-power-30-stresses-innovation-affordability
Should cost Packard award winners (example)
http://www.dau.mil/publications/DefenseATL/DATLFiles/Sep-Oct2015/DATL_Sept_Oct2015.pdf
http://read.nxtbook.com/ncma/contractmanagement/november2013/continuousshouldcostestimatingisfundamentaltoconstrainingcostsandachievingeffectiveshouldcostbasedprogrammanagement.html

[bookmark: _Toc448824015]Topic 5.3: Unique Processes and Tools (ELOs 5.3)
[bookmark: _Toc448824016][bookmark: _Toc445740160][bookmark: _Toc448824017]5.3.1 Investment Resource Board (IRB) Certification/Execution

The Department's investment management process is used to ensure that IT capital investments are aligned to strategies, modernize and eliminate legacy systems and permit interoperability. For FY 2015 Defense business system programs, the process resulted in the Defense Business Council (DBC) reviewing certification requests of $6.996B and approving $6.379B for 1,173 Defense Business Systems (DBS).
An annual OEP submission to the DBC/IRB includes:
· Strategic Alignment: system investments align to portfolio goals, which in turn support Functional Strategy(ies).
· Performance Measures: business outcome measures and targets related to the strategy and associated DBSs
· Portfolio Accomplishments: report on implementation progress and control over system investments.
· OEP Review Results: show decisions to invest and not to invest in systems based on funding priorities and strategic alignment.
· Roadmap to the target environment: Show how systems are aligned to the desired end state, including sunset dates for related systems as appropriate.
· Portfolio Risks and Challenges: Describe risks or challenges that inhibit the Component’s ability to reach its desired end state.

The DBC/IRB reviews OEPs and provides a decision that certifies funding amounts for the upcoming Fiscal Year for each system in the portfolio. When the funding amount changes, the DBC/IRB reviews and certified out-of-cycle requests as needed according to the out-of-cycle chart below. 
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The DBC provides unified direction and leadership through decision making to guide DoD’s functional areas and components, drives alignment of activities with DoD’s strategic goals and objectives to optimize DoD business operations, and promotes cost visibility. Members of the DBC are captured in Figure 6 below. 
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Figure 6 – DBC Membership


The table below depicts the general sequence of events for Functional Strategy and OEP reviews. The DBC chair will publish a schedule identifying specific dates for Functional Strategy input, PCA requests, OEP reviews, etc.
	
	Activity
	Proponent
	Date

	Investment Management Guidance Issues
	ODCMO
	February

	Online Functional Strategies Available
	ODCMO
	February

	Authoritative Data Sources Updated
	All Organizations
	June

	OEPs Submitted
	All Organizations
	July

	OEP Analysis
	CMO, PSAs
	February – August

	DBC Reviews
	DBC Members
	July – August

	IDMs Issues
	IRB Chair
	September



LP 5.3.1 Based on an OEP evaluation, the DBC will recommend whether or not to certify funds for an amount that will be obligated within the fiscal year of the certification.
Additional Resources

· DCMO Website: Defense Business Council & Investment Review Board 
http://dcmo.defense.gov/Governance/DefenseBusinessCouncil.aspx
5.3.2 Performance measures and tradeoffs for DBS programs.
The performance measures used in the requirements process and documented in the Problem Statement frame the overall requirements perspective for the business system. However, a business system in development could support satisfying the performance measure in a variety of ways. Often, satisfying the performance measure in a way that aligns to the way the organization operates the current business processes will lead to significant custom development or configuration changes to a COTS solution. Altering organizational business processes to the capabilities of the COTS that is being acquired as part of the DBS solution will simplify the development effort and decrease cost and risk. DBS programs must work closely with functional leadership and apply business decision-making to ensure that customization and configuration achieve sufficient business value to be worth the additional development cost and risk.
[bookmark: _Toc445322176][bookmark: _Toc445362519]These performance tradeoffs often take place in ways that may influence the baselined cost or schedule in a positive direction without tangible impacts that would negatively impact performance as baselined in the APB.
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FIGURE 1: A should-cost review breaks the cycle of historical-based cost estimates
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