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Step 4
Deliver to Customer

N
%\Q,Q
5—?\ Step 3

\S’Q ontract Performance

Step 2
Contract Formation

<29 1> Simplified Government Acquisition Process

<E 1>AT&L 8538 749 Uy

’

Summary of DoD Policy and Guides
and DoD Appropriations Act of 2007 -

Technical Reviews (£8.84)

Event-driven technical

reviews

timing of

Success criteria of technical reviews | X[X| X |X|X|X

Include entry and exit criteria X X

for technical reviews in IMP and INS ) ; o

SRR

M x X |x]

Assess technical
technical reviews

maturitv

Integrated Plans (2%48)

Integrate SEP with

<« IMP - IMS - TPMs - EVM

Integrate WBS with

+ Requirements specification
- Statement of work

- IMP - IMS - EVMS

Link

+ Risk management
(including risk mitigation plans) X

- Technical reviews

- TPMs - WBS - IMS

Flow integrated program plans down to

teammates, subcontractors, vendors,

yvrest z el supvoliers and

integrate across :

- SOW - SEP ' X
IMP/IMS Other
processes to support

+ Critical Path Analysis

- EVM

plans and

+ Risk management

Include in proposal a matrix that

correlates
Government SEP with Offeror's x

integrated

SEP, SOW, IMP/IMS, and WBS

" 5.IMD/IMS

1.Pol : DoD memorandum, Subject: Award Fee Contracts,
date March 29, 2006

2.DAG : Defense Acquisition Guidebook

3.SEP : Systems Engineering Plan Preparation Guide

4. WBS : Work Breakdown Structure Handbook,

MIL-HDBK-881A

Integrated Master DPlan (IMP) and
IntegrateMaster Schedule (IMS)
Preparation and Use Guide, 2005

6.Int SE : Guide for Integrating Systems Engineering into DoD
Acquisition Contracts, 2006

7.2007 Approp: DoD Appropriations Act of 2007, Sec. 9016

Summary of DoD Policy and Guides | 213 l4/56|7
and DoD Appropriations Act of 2007

Technical Performance Measures (TPM)

Use TPMs to report degree to which
system requirements are met in| |[X|X X

terms of
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- Pe rformance
+ Cost 1
+ Schedule

U%e TI’I\IQ‘to compare actual vs.
planned
technical development and design
maturity

Technical Baselines
Include technical baselines in INP/IMS

- Functional baseline

- Allocated baseline

- Product baseline

Integrated Baseline Review (IBR)

During IBR, review !

- ’lans for event~based technical
reviews
including
» Entry and exit criteria
« Independent subject matter experts
Technical tasks and products
resulting from the IMS tasks
- Correlation of the
o Technical metrics
o Technical measures
- IMP/IMS / EVMS

—--—- —

Award Fee
Tie award fee to

- Success criteria of technical reviews
- Key system performance parameters
- Integration of X

= Risk management

» Technical reviews

» TPMs/EVM/WBS/IMS

Prchxblt award fee for performance that|

does not meet contract requirements

3. COSYSMO

3.1 COSYSMO H} 7

4o AAY B3 AR g Ae] wel v&
AA, d%o] MZ dAHE systems engineering
of d&Y AxHi g oldl  systems
engineering oA H73 AFstzm, FF3] AL
st AL dEe EIL AAAAN B2

g xe Ay Hd A4S xdstal Adis
AAolt} o} 7]4 systems engineering & customer
needs, system 2 Q7AFS}, design, system
validation & X9+ variables o} 23 & %30
systems & A¥Aog FxsE B gEFold
A e AU e e

Aag7tAe] HEFH4RYL FHE hardware 9
software 7} ko o gt oz systems

engineering ¥ #AFH njLFAHAL ger)

ol Ut E FZ9A system design 3 customer
needs 9 #-2 multiple factors & 5= A ¢
8% FAs = Aol vf§ oy wjFolt). uelA

Zdo]  wpg

ol R&slrl 9l
COSYSMO(Constructive Systems Engineering Cost

e o1s
Al

Model)o] &},

COSYSMO © BAE systems, Northrop Grumman,
Lockheed Martm, Raytheon, and L-3
Communications g R 22

consortium Y59 AAAHQ AT} £ ASE

T3l Edso g,

3.2 COSYSMO 71

COSYSMO + 2005  University of Southern
California oA ¥} e dx U=
Valerdi o 98] B}<d%® parametric estimation
tool oltl. COSYSMO + systems engineering
cost 9 FAHol sted Edo|y, systems
engineering ¢ cost 9} life cycleZt 87 HE A& L
Brtgto gy Fxol siwoi AMF  oibA g,
H§-dy. Ao aFHE ZAAAEY, system
engineering oA B B 24E9 Risk
management 9} strategy planning, process
improvement measurement £ 7}58tA ol
COSYSMO 9] life cycle scope &= <1¥ 2> A
RB% ISO/IEC15288(2002) standard & u}24.
z28)3, COSYSMO o4 systems engineering <
A2)3}7] 3t baseline &8 MEHojx = WBS =
el system & AASH] 9¢ XE ANSIEIA
632 process & AHLd5 Joew, 5 9
fundamental processes & %3 33 7H9] activity &
ggdd. COSYSMO & W#H=E

hardware ZEAE9] conceptualization, design,
ol X g3 systems
labor ¢ person months %4&

Ricardo

software ¢

test, deployment
engineering ©]
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4.1 PBEV(Performance-Based Earned Value)
Al A5 v 8 AR opver A F <]
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. requirementsand |

{P)lﬂmtem‘ ? Guidelines 1.2, 2.2
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& Measure the work : (P} Measure progress
: i umrds meeling product ;

| Jequiemenls and qualy ¢

terabitemal \Analyzevanmes Guideline 2.7
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PBEV  Web Site

A 2H{Performance
-Based Earned Value, Paul Solomon, Wiley,
2007)8 #ast7) migdch =@ SE o @@ EIA
632, IEEE 1220, CMMI, PMBOK = & #i

A} g o] o},

<} 3> PBEV #zt

Performance-Based Earned Value Guidelines

1.1 Establish product quality requirements and allocate these
to product components.

1.2 Maintain  bidirectional traceability of product
component quality requirements among the project plans,
work packages, planning, packages, and work products.
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1.3 Identify changes that need to be made to the project plans,
work packages, planning packages, and work products
resulting from changes to the products quality
requirements.

RD:Requirements Development SI’:Specific Practice

Process Area MA:Measurements and
RM:Requirements Management Analysis ’rocess Area
Process Area

2.1 Define the
measure progress
requirements,

objective  to
quality

information need and
toward satisfying product

performance-based
quality

2.2 Specify work products and
measures of progress for satisfying product
requirements as base measures of earned value.
Examples are the following :
- Results of trade-off analysis.
- Allocated requirements developed, implemented into
design,or tested successfully.
- Achieving planned TPMs
Meeting entry and success criteria for technical
reviews.
- Other quality objectives achieved.

2.3 Specify operational definitions for the base measures
of earned value, stated in precise, unambiguous terms
that address:

- Communication : What has been measured, how was
it measured, what are the units of measure, and
what has been included of excluded?

- Repeatability Can the measurement be repeated
given the same definition to get the same results?

2.4 ldentify event—-based success criteria for technical reviews
that include development maturity to date and the product's
ability to satisfy product quality requirements.

2.5 Establish time-phased planned values for measures of
progress toward meeting product quality requirements, dates
of frequency for checking progress, and dates when full
conformance will be met.

2.6 Allocate budget in discrete work packages to measures of|
progress toward meeting product quality requirements.

2.7 Compare the amount of planned budget and the amount of
budget earned for achieving progress toward meeting product
quality requirements.

2.8 Use Level of Effort method to plan work that
is measurable, but is not a measure of progress toward

satisfying product quality requirements, final cost objectives,
or final schedule objectives.

2.9 DPerform more effective variance
segregating discrete effort from Level of Effort.

analysis by

3.1 Identify changes that need to be made to the
project plans, work packages, planning packages, and
work products resulting from responses to risks.

3.2 Develop revised estimates of costs at ‘completion
based on risk gquantification.

4.1 Apply DPBEV coverage to the whole work
breakdown structure or just to the higher risk components.

4.2 Apply PBEV throughout the whole system development life
cycle or initiate after requirements development.

. KeytoAbbreviations

4.2 BSC, EVM, 6 Sigma &%
ATHEE EVM o FA, dF, x7] B 75E
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FFsle Wy oF BSC(Balanced Score Card)?]
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Wy Eol 8 & gtk

KPI(Key Performance Indicator :
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