INTERIM GUIDANCE PRECEDING AFI 63-101

______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

This document provides interim guidance for implementing AFPD 63-1, Capabilities Based Acquisition System, Department of Defense Directive (DoDD) 5000.1, The Defense Acquisition System and DoDI 5000.2, Operation of the Defense Acquisition System (hereinafter referred to as the 5000 Series). This interim guidance must be used in conjunction with AFI 10-601, Operational Capabilities Requirements and AFI 99-103, Capabilities Based Test and Evaluation. This interim guidance covers Acquisition Category (ACAT) IC and IAC through ACAT III acquisition programs, including system modifications and sustainment. This interim guidance applies to regular Air Force, Air National Guard (ANG), and Air Force Reserve Command (AFRC) forces. For this interim guidance, the term Major Command (MAJCOM) includes the ANG. This interim guidance may not be supplemented, nor may implementing instructions, handbooks or pamphlets be published without concurrence of the OPR. This interim guidance does not apply to Air Force Space programs, which are under the purview of the Under Secretary of the Air Force.

SUMMARY OF REVISIONS

This document is substantially revised and must be completely reviewed.
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1.0 Capabilities Based Acquisition.

1.1 Objective.  This document provides initial implementing guidance to execute the Commanders’ Intent and Initial guidance provided in Air Force Policy Directive 63-1 and DoDD 5000.1. This interim guidance is designed to be used in conjunction with the DOD 5000 series publications and does not repeat detail and descriptions published therein. Similarly, other publications contain new processes, such as those mentioned below, that must be used to successfully meet the operator’s needs.

1.2 Goals. Two goals of Capabilities-Based Acquisition are reducing cycle time and improving program credibility.  The future of the Air Force’s warfighting capabilities depends on our ability to quickly respond to an ever-changing number of worldwide scenarios, which reflect new and revised threats to our forces and new capabilities they will need in the future.  Capabilities-Based Acquisition defines an overarching process that is responsive to these threats.  Capabilities-Based Acquisition is a process that begins with operational capabilities requirements generation and continues through design, development, test and evaluation (T&E), fielding, sustainment and system disposal.  There are three mutually supporting tenants that comprise Capabilities-Based Acquisition.  These tenants, which were initially issued under the banner of the Agile Acquisition initiative, are Collaborative Requirements, Technology Transition, and Seamless Verification. To achieve these goals requires a synergistic effort of all communities involved – requirements, technology, acquisition, systems engineering, test, sustainment, intelligence and industry.  Capabilities-Based Acquisition endeavors will streamline processes and establish accountability for programs.  It will help improve communication with senior leadership and assist AF leadership in better allocating investment dollars to top AF priorities.  This interim guidance provides the flexibility required for today’s Air Force and must be used in conjunction with AFI 10-601, Operational Capabilities Requirements, and AFI 99-103, Capabilities Based Test and Evaluation to provide the framework for the implementation of Capabilities-Based Acquisition.  

2.0 Applicability. All Air Force programs will use the DoD 5000 series policies, principles, and operating procedures.  The procedures established in this interim guidance describe the planning, decision-making, and execution framework for all Air Force acquisitions, including sustainment, except space programs.  The program Milestone Decision Authority (MDA) has the authority to tailor non-statutory program documentation and contents to best meet the Commander’s Intent.   
3.0 Roles and Responsibilities (See Attachment 2)

4.0 Core Principles.

4.1 Leadership. One word sums up the philosophy embodied herein – leadership. Every successful effort can inevitably be traced directly to competent, focused, and determined leaders. Leaders effectively employ their staffs, direct the development of plans, vigorously execute the plans and make timely decisions. Leaders are accountable for results. 

4.2 Planning. Planning is future-oriented and may contain imperfect assumptions. This uncertainty may increase with the length of the planning horizon and the rate of change in the environment.  Plans, therefore, must be designed to anticipate and easily accommodate change. Leaders must be swift to recognize and implement change. This directly implies that the execution chain has the authority and responsibility to develop plans, make decisions, and to execute.

4.3 Collaborative Processes. This interim guidance introduces four new processes--Capabilities Requirements (Collaborative Requirements development), Capabilities Based Test and Evaluation (Seamless Verification), Technology Transition, and Courses of Action.  Developing Courses of Action (COAs) and technology transition processes are discussed in this interim guidance.  The core imperative of these processes is their early and continuous collaborative nature; moreover they are the cornerstones upon which our future warfighting capabilities will be built.  Figure 1 depicts the interrelationship among these processes and the necessity for establishing and maintaining a continuous relationship among the communities.

Figure 1  Requirements, Acquisition, and Testing

[image: image8.wmf] 

Demo

 

Technology

 

Development

 

Increment 1

 

Increment 1

 

Increment 2

 

Demo

 

MS B

 

MS C

 

Increment 2

 

Increment 3

 

Demo

 

Increment 3

 

MS B

 

MS C

 

Technology

 

Development

 

Technology

 

Development

 

MS B

 

MS C

 

MS A

 

Demo

 

Technology

 

Development

 

Increment 1

 

Increment 1

 

Increment 2

 

Demo

 

MS B

 

MS 

C

 

Increment 2

 

Increment 3

 

Demo

 

Increment 3

 

MS B

 

MS C

 

Technology

 

Development

 

Technology

 

Development

 

MS B

 

MS C

 

MS A

 

Demo

 

Technology

 

Development

 

Technology

 

Development

 

Development

 

Increment 1

 

Increment 1

 

Increment 2

 

Demo

 

Demo

 

MS B

 

MS

 C

 

MS B

 

MS B

 

MS C

 

MS C

 

Increment 2

 

Increment 3

 

Demo

 

Increment 3

 

MS B

 

MS B

 

MS C

 

MS C

 

Technology

 

Development

 

Technology

 

Development

 

Technology

 

Development

 

Technology

 

Development

 

MS B

 

MS C

 

MS B

 

MS B

 

MS C

 

MS C

 

MS A

 

MS A

 

MS A

 


4.3.1 Collaborative Teaming. Collaborative teams are addressed collectively in all three AFI’s (63-101, 99-103, and 10-601) and as mentioned previously, all three AFI’s must be used together.  The idea of collaboration cannot be over emphasized.  Working together as a team with the right people involved up front as well as throughout the process will yield the greatest results.  Collaborative planning and execution are the methodologies the acquisition community will use to execute our mission – rapidly delivering capabilities to the operator.  Organizational or functional stovepipes inhibit the agility necessary in today’s environment.   Collaboration begins with developing capabilities requirements and continues through fielding and support. Successful acquisition programs, focused on rapidly delivering capabilities to the operator, requires strong, results-oriented leaders from all functional areas. The execution chain has the responsibility to establish and lead collaborative teams to develop, document and execute the acquisition strategy.  The collaborative planning and execution methodology is designed to provide a basis to reduce cycle time and recognize change in the environment so that actions can be swift.  

4.3.2 Operational Capabilities Requirements Development. AFI 10 – 601 governs the new operational capabilities requirements development process.  Two important differences between past practices and this new process are that the acquirer now works closely with the operator at the very beginning and that requirements are capabilities-based rather than product-centric. To facilitate, the acquirer supports the operator in requirements strategy development and participates in generating the operational capabilities documents as a member of the High Performance Team (HPT) (See AFI 10-601 for definition of an HPT). Requirements and acquisition strategies are complementary. Benefits are mutual.  The acquirer better understands the operator’s needs and expectations.  The operator gains insight into what is realistically available, what it costs, and likely timelines. This allows operators to better structure their requirements.  The Requirements Strategy Review (RSR), detailed in AFI 10-601, kicks-off the collaborative development process.  Acquisition personnel must be familiar with this process.

4.3.3 Capabilities Based Test and Evaluation Process. The goal is to reduce fielding time for effective and suitable systems by integrating T&E as an efficient continuum known as Seamless Verification in collaboration with the Requirements and Acquisition Communities.  It integrates developmental and operational test objectives to the maximum extent possible.  T&E is an integral part of the development, acquisition, modification, upgrade, and sustainment of systems and product groups in response to the operators’ requirements, and provides qualitative and quantitative information to decision makers throughout a weapon system’s life cycle.  It moves test away from traditional pass-fail process to continuously evaluating system capabilities and limitations as a system progresses through development.  The Acquisition Community will form and co-chair (with AFOTEC or other operational testers) an Integrated Test Team (ITT) of representatives from all needed disciplines, as early as possible (preferably during Concept Refinement).  See AFI 99-103 for additional information.   

4.4 The Air Force Approach. 

4.4.1 Evolutionary Acquisition (EA). Systems may be fielded using a traditional single step to full capabilities approach or through EA.  However, EA is the preferred DoD and AF strategy.  An evolutionary approach delivers capabilities in increments, recognizing, up front, the need for future capabilities improvements.  The objective to balance needs and available capabilities with resources, and to put capabilities into the hands of the user quickly.  EA requires collaboration among users, testers, and developers and may be achieved through a spiral development or incremental development process. Spiral development is the preferred process and relies on user feedback and technology maturation to define requirements for future increments.  The end result of an EA strategy will be a continual improvement of a system to provide its full-up capabilities.  EA also provides the ability to incrementally refine capabilities requirements, insert technology or additional capabilities, react to the environment, and exploit opportunities as they arise.  An EA strategy requires substantial tailoring of the traditional acquisition milestones and phases and activities such as budgeting, testing, and sustainment.  EA strategies also demand a robust systems engineering approach focused on adding capabilities in future increments.  There is no “one size fits all” template for spiral development, but there are common characteristics and activities that programs can follow as a guide.  A knowledgeable resource regarding the EA and spiral development subjects is available at http://www.safaq.hq.af.mil/ACE/.
4.4.2 Spiral Development – an example. Figure 2 below displays a notional and simplified program developed using both traditional and spiral development approaches.   Percentages and increments are notional.  The diagram is intended to show how incremental capabilities may be delivered earlier in an acquisition timeline rather than waiting until the entire program is complete with full capability coming only at the end.  The incremental approach will deliver the full capability as well, but will allow for incremental deliveries along the way, giving users some capability sooner than later.  
Figure 2 
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** Percentages and increments are notional

4.4.3 Technology Transition. One of the fundamental features to making evolutionary acquisition work is the rapid and streamlined incorporation of mature, high pay-off technology into each increment. As one of the prime sources for new technology, AF Research Laboratory’s (AFRL) technology programs must respond to a wide range of AF needs. These include technology developed in response to documented operator needs (technology pull) as well as technology that has the potential for new revolutionary warfighting capabilities (technology push). As technologies approach the advanced development stage, programs done in response to near-term documented operator requirements will predominate, and AFRL will constantly refocus these programs to efficiently integrate with specific near-term and mid-term acquisition programs.  AFRL will support the development of phased capabilities requirements by helping acquisition program offices and operators assess the maturity and viability of technologies being considered for incorporation in EA programs.  This process should result in higher fidelity requirements that are time-phased to a more realistic schedule with more accurate cost estimates.

5.0 Acquisition Implementation. The following paragraphs lay out a brief description of the events, by acquisition phase, necessary to implement the new AF collaborative processes as well as the DOD 5000 series requirements.  

5.1 Pre-Concept Refinement Phase. Figure 3 depicts selected events and activities showing early involvement of the acquisition community in the capabilities development process.  This is the beginning of collaborative efforts between the requirements, testing and the acquisition communities.  The process starts with the identification of capability shortfalls by the operator or other source.  Next, the operational community, with support from the acquisition community, develops the Analysis of Material Alternatives (AMA).  The AMA will document the results of the initial analysis of a broad number of technologies that were evaluated as potential new systems.  It will contain cost and risk associated with the needed operational capabilities.  The AMA will also consider joint potential solutions.  After different approaches have been evaluated, a “preferred” solution will be selected.  The next step is the Requirements Strategy Review (RSR), also discussed in AFI 10-601.  XOR will notify SAF/AQX of the planned RSR and AQX will task the appropriate personnel to participate in the RSR and the follow-on HPTs.  These participants will recommend the appropriate level of involvement, as well as other appropriate organizations needed to be involved.  At the RSR, the ICD sponsor must identify the proposed AF funding strategy for the Concept Refinement and Technology Development phases.  The final element of the RSR is AF approval to begin the development of the Initial Capabilities Document (ICD) as discussed in AFI 10-601.  After approval to proceed with the ICD, SAF/AQX will submit a recommendation to the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition) ASAF (A) for the appointment of an MDA in preparation for the Concept Decision phase of the process.  Both the ICD and the Analysis of Alternatives (AOAs) must be presented to the MDA for entry into the Concept Refinement phase.  By this point of the process, the acquirers should have a thorough understanding of the operators’ desired capabilities and the operator should have a realistic understanding of what is technically possible and how to test and evaluate to verify capabilities have been met and that they can be achieved.  When the ICD is complete, the operator will forward a copy to the MDA.  Once appointed, the MDA will appoint a Program Manager who will have responsibility from Concept Refinement up until the effort is officially established as a program at Milestone B.
Figure 3 Early Involvement
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5.2 Concept Refinement Phase. During this phase several activities will take place in preparation for a Milestone A decision.  These include the Analysis of Alternatives (AoA), the development of Courses of Action (COA), Test Strategy and Technology Development Strategy.      
5.2.1 Concept Decision Acquisition Decision Memorandum (ADM). An ADM will document the results of the Concept Decision.  Some of the items contained in the ADM are descriptions of the responsibilities of each organization, the funding source, and the actions necessary to prepare for Milestone A.  The ICD sponsor and the MDA will jointly sign the ADM.  
5.2.2 Analyses of Alternatives (AoA). The using MAJCOMS (or other sources) will direct the preparation of the AoA.  The purpose of an AoA is to provide insight to decision-makers about the value of system performance attributes that will provide operators a clear and decisive advantage over adversaries.  AoA’s need not involve a huge modeling or simulation effort; it may be as simple as a first order comparison of the relative costs, capabilities, schedules and risks of various alternatives. MDA’s in conjunction with the using MAJCOM, will determine the appropriate level of effort for the AoA’s.  AoA’s are optional for ACAT II and below programs. 

5.2.3 Technology Development Strategy (TDS). The MDA determines who will prepare the TDS as defined in the DOD 5000 series, including organizations such as the AFRL.  

5.2.4 Integrated Test Team (ITT). The ITT will be formed during this phase and will include personnel from the acquisition, requirements and testing communities at a minimum.  The PM and Operational Testers will co-chair the ITT.  Testing should be conducted via a single, seamless, integrated testing process, which verifies both the design and its suitability and effectiveness for operational use.  A test strategy will be developed using the integrated test concepts described in AFI 99 – 103 prior to a Milestone A decision.    

5.2.5 Courses of Action (COA)     
5.2.5.1 COA Purpose. The purpose of the COA is to present the using MAJCOM Commander with acquisition strategy options for the selected material solution resulting from AoA’s.   The AoA’s should clearly articulate performance, schedule, and cost expectations of the program to ensure expectations are known and agreed to up front.  The COA will serve as the basis for the TDS and the Single Acquisition Management Plan (SAMP).  Approval at the using MAJCOM Commander/MDA level for the selected COA will ensure agreement among leadership on program expectations and performance (or incremental performance) for specified cost and schedule goals.

5.2.5.2 COA Team Composition. The COA team is comprised of appropriate representatives from S&T, T&E, FM, sustainment, the acquisition community and the operator community.  The Acquisition community will take the lead for the effort.
5.2.5.3 COA Development. The acquirer will lead the development of the COA in conjunction with the operator, to identify different acquisition strategy approaches for the selected material solution selected from both the AMA and the AOA.  The acquisition strategy options may vary from identifying full or partial capabilities needed by the warfighter over time, depending on the approach recommended (i.e., incremental, spiral, etc).  The important differences between past practices and this one is that the operator fully participates in the process and the operating MAJCOM Commander is presented with more than one acquisition strategy approach.  While the TDS (discussed in DODD 5000.2) sequentially follows the COA, the COA cannot be created without an understanding of the technology and maturity level needed to provide the new capabilities.  After the MAJCOM selects a preferred COA the TDS becomes the plan for lowering technical risk during the technology development phase.  Figure 4 relates the primary activities of the requirements process and the acquisition processes.

Figure 4
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5.2.5.4 COA Attributes. Joint Pub 5-00.2 defines required COA attributes as:  “A valid COA must be:  1) Suitable: accomplish the mission and support the commander’s guidance; 2) Feasible: accomplish the mission within the established time, space, and resource constraint; 3) Acceptable: balance cost with advantage gained by executing a particular COA; 4) Distinguishable: each COA must be significantly different from the others; and 5) Complete: must incorporate major operations and tasks to be accomplished…logistics concept, employment concept, time estimates for reaching…objectives…and desired end state.”

5.2.5.5 Preparing COAs. The COA has no specified format.   Each COA should be only as long as necessary to briefly describe the program and clearly state the cost, schedule, and performance objectives. The collaborative team (acquirer, operator, tester, sustainer, etc.) determines the specific content of the COA. The COA should clearly state which items might be at risk for delivery.  A number of acquisition approaches exist.  For example, one COA may state the first delivery will definitely yield objectives A, B, and C, objectives D and E may be included, and F, G, and H will definitely not be included.  Another COA may state delivery of limited capabilities in 2 years (or longer) with additional capabilities added in subsequent increments.  A third alternative may have all the requirements delivered in seven years.  The main point is various options may be available to deliver capability to the user and various options should therefore be explored.  The MAJCOM Commander will select the preferred COA. The final COA’s should clearly state when each capability will be delivered as well as a high fidelity cost estimate showing the funding requirements.  Where the timing of particular capabilities is uncertain the COA’s should describe it as a “might have” or objective capabilities rather than a “will have.”  Subjectively, the commitments in the COAs should be at the 80-90% confidence level (cost, schedule, capabilities delivered) unless the MDA and the operator wish to accept a lower confidence level. This assures everyone has realistic expectations about the outcome. It provides a reasonable benchmark for holding those in the execution chain accountable for the results they produce. 

5.2.5.6  Selecting a COA.

5.2.5.6.1 Submittal. Once complete, the MDA will approve the PM’s COA’s in writing and submit them to the Lead MAJCOM. 

5.2.5.6.2 Selection. The Lead MAJCOM may then pick a COA or decide not to pursue the requirement.  Should the MAJCOM choose a COA, it will serve as a formal agreement between the MDA and MAJCOM commander. The MAJCOM commander’s decision function as a mission order and establishes the mission objectives.

5.2.5.6.3 Funding and Changes. The selected COA will include the MAJCOM’s commitment to fund the development effort at the appropriate level necessary to achieve the agreed COA.  Any changes must be in writing with the mutual agreement of the MDA and the using MAJCOM. 


5.2.5.7 Documenting a COA. The COA will serve as an agreement and will be reflected in the program’s acquisition documentation.  The Acquisition Integration Directorate (SAF/AQX) owns the PM’s COA development.  Help from the Acquisition Center of Excellence (ACE), either locally at the Product or Logistics Centers, or at SAF/AQ, is available to assist program managers as they prepare the COA’s.  The COA can later be used as the starting point for the Expectations Management Agreement.

5.2.6 Technology Transition. To enable rapid insertion of advanced technology capabilities into EA programs, program offices and AFRL will collaborate to identify Laboratory exploratory and advanced development technology programs (including those involving AFRL in-house expertise) as well as industry technology efforts that support the objectives of each program.  Technology programs that have the potential to significantly impact each increment will be identified, along with specific exit criteria that would allow the resulting technology to be quickly incorporated into the acquisition program. Exit criteria will include considerations such as performance, schedule, cost, supportability, industrial base/producibility issues, risk, validation methods, etc. This information will be used by AFRL to refocus/augment its programs in concert with EA and operator priorities to maturing manufacturing and producibility of the desired technology. Once it has been determined which specific technologies will be incorporated in each increment, agreements will be established between AFRL and the EA program, potentially including required associate contractor agreements, to support needed interaction/collaboration/support.  Management approaches to enable rapid and successful transition from AFRL technology programs to military products will include:

· Signed technology transition plans (to include prime contractors)

· Associate contractor agreements between the technology developer and the acquisition systems prime contractor (if required)

· Co-locating laboratory personnel with the program office to support seamless communication and collaboration and to assist in the incorporation of identified technologies.

· Incorporation of systems engineering methodologies (Integrated Product and Process Development) tailored for AFRL technology development done in support of EA programs. 

· Enhanced management oversight (SPO and AFRL) to quickly identify and resolve any issues that arise and to identify and respond to additional collaborative opportunities.

· Coordination from Enabling stakeholders that the fielded technology is supportable within program cost and time constraints

5.3 Technology Development Phase. The Technology Development Phase is intended to reduce technology risk and to determine suitable technologies for incorporation into a system in the next phase.  This period requires close collaboration between the operator, test, enabling and the system development stakeholders. The TDS created during the prior phase becomes the map for technology development efforts during this phase.  As technology matures and the system prepares to enter the next phase the operator will develop the next capabilities document—the Capabilities Development Document (CDD).  An HPT, led by the operator, with involvement from the acquisition community, will create the CDD.  Each increment will have a CDD. 

5.4 System Development and Demonstration Phase 

5.4.1 System Integration. Systems Integration in the traditional acquisition framework is described in 5000.2.  Evolutionary acquisition makes use of an incremental or spiral approach to systems integration to deliver new technologies to operators earlier in the acquisition cycle than this traditional approach.  In some cases where mature technologies are ready to transition from a laboratory or industry, MAJCOMs may choose to use fieldable prototypes to obtain a degree of increased capabilities.  Support and assistance from the development community will generally be required, since the prototype asset(s) will frequently lack some performance, training or sustainment elements of the production-configured system.  The aim of this effort is for the operator to gain experience with the new capabilities to assist in refining their requirements, and to provide real-time feedback of what they learn from using the prototype(s).  Industry will also from early feedback. 

5.4.2 System Demonstration. The purpose of this activity is to integrate proven capabilities, engineer for production, prepare for sustainment and verify system performance. Under normal circumstances, this activity would take place when an activity has transitioned to a low risk state, and can occur anytime before or after the development phase is complete.   The objective of the development and demonstration phase is that each increment should yield added capabilities to the operator in less than four years (preferably two to three years) with high confidence.  If the timeline to deliver new capabilities is going to take longer than four years, more increments may be needed, and the “risky” capabilities may need to be deferred to a later increment.  If good systems engineering was used in the initial design, the first increment should contain growth provisions to facilitate incorporating added capabilities in future increments.  The content of the future increments should be based on the maturity of technology (risk level), combined with results and feedback from both the operators experience using the fielded systems and T&E results.    An important outcome of demonstration phase will be the generation of the Capabilities Production Document (CPD).  This will supersede the CDD and provide the required capabilities against which operational testing will be performed.  Testing should be conducted as described in AFI 99-103.

5.5 Production and Deployment Phase. The MDA will approve criteria to enter production when a reasonable degree of confidence is attained that the system is sufficiently mature to meet the operator’s capabilities documented in the CPD.  

5.6 Operation and Support Phase. An integral part of a successful strategy is to ensure systems are supportable as they are fielded.  Early sustainer involvement is required to ensure the most cost effective and efficient approach to support, especially when dealing with multiple configurations of a system.  Performance Based Logistics (PBL) is the preferred sustainment strategy for weapon system product support that employs the purchase of support as an integrated, affordable performance package designed to optimize system readiness.  Application of PBL focuses primarily on action during the Acquisition phases, where the greatest opportunities exit to leverage sustainment objectives.

6.0 Execution: The Program Manager

6.1 Program Management Directive (PMD). The PMD provides the authority to execute a program and provides a framework to identify the major activities included in the life cycle of a program.   The PMD conveys the guidance and direction of the decision authority and identifies the various organizations essential to the success of a program or other effort. This includes the Air Force Acquisition Executive (AFAE), Milestone Decision Authorities (MDAs), PEOs, Air Staff Agencies, Program Managers, Capabilities Directors (CDs), MAJCOMs, test organizations, field units and any other component or organization essential for meeting the operational need. PMDs are written for funded programs.  If funding changes necessitate programmatic changes, the PMD OPR must update the PMD within 120 days after the Defense Appropriations Act and Defense Authorizations Act are signed into law.   

6.2 Role of the Single Acquisition Management Plan (SAMP). The COA chosen is the foundation for building the SAMP at Milestone B or program initiation.   The SAMP closely resembles an Operations Plan (OPLAN) used by the operator both in content and in the fact that it is a living document. The SAMP provides, in one place, a single snapshot of the program requirements, acquisition, test, and sustainment strategies and other important program information.  It is a communication tool between the PM and MDA. It replaces all other non-statutory legacy documents.  It satisfies the Federal Acquisition Regulation requirements. Although other organizations may use the SAMP as an informational source, the primary reason for writing the SAMP is to provide enough detail for the MDA to concur with the PM’s overall strategy and plan for executing the Commander’s Intent.  It is important that the PM tailor the SAMP, with MDA concurrence.  Guidance for preparing SAMPs is found in the AF SAMP guide (see Attachment 3 for URL information).

6.3 The Program Manager’s Leadership. The PM is the “field commander” for executing the program.  Unity of command, the supporting role of staffs, clarity of missions, objectives, orders, and discipline are the time-tested tenets of our customer, they must be ours.  It is the program manager’s leadership abilities that will get the program through tough times and ultimately produce what the operator needs.  A key element for success is to have a true teaming relationship with the industry partner(s) who will do the work.  Real partnering demands trust.  Leadership at all levels in the execution chain, supporting functionals and staffs, and industry partners, need to create an environment of candor and trust where individuals have the ability to provide those in the execution chain with totally candid information about program status and risks without fear of repercussion.
6.4 Leading From the Source. In these times of instant communication and collaboration tools and processes, it can be tempting for a PM to conclude that this job can be accomplished from their office.  However, the PM must balance the effectiveness of information and collaboration tools and processes with the benefits that can be derived from hands-on, interaction and experience directly with the warfighter, operator, and/or stakeholder(s).  These information resources include, not only the PM’s supporting staff, but also the prime and subcontractor, the requirements office, and operating bases.   The PM may need to interact and listen to these additional information and experience resources at their sources (the “front”), to fully appreciate and understand their issues and concerns.  

6.5 Documentation. The PM is responsible for completing all program documentation required by statute and assessing the value to the program of other required documentation. However, often the law does not specify format or level of detail. PMs are responsible for ensuring sufficient detail is included in documentation to facilitate a decision by the MDA.  Likewise, PMs should look at the source statutes to ensure staff functionals’ interpretations don’t drive unnecessary workload. No document will be “held hostage.”  Reviewing offices need to expedite their coordination within the time specified by the MDA/PM and either “concur” or “non-concur.”  Concurrence/coordination by all parties involved may not be necessary for an MDA to make a decision.  If applicable, staff packages should reflect the “non-concur” and stated reasons so the MDA can make a fully informed decision.  Program documentation should be maintained and made available electronically.
7.0 Important Management Considerations.

7.1 Source Selection. Selecting the right industry partner is the single most important task the Government can do to assure the success of the program.  With the wrong partner, no matter how innovative or thoughtful the acquisition strategy, the program is destined for trouble. With the right partner the program can weather almost any storm.

7.2 Systems Engineering (SE). Robust SE is essential to the success of any program. The SE approach used by the AF and our industry partners must focus on an end-state that quickly delivers high-quality, low cost products (capabilities) that fully meet the operators’ needs.  The approach is designed to easily and inexpensively accommodate growth (i.e. scalability, expandability, variability) of capabilities in subsequent increments. To achieve this desired end-state solicitations should clearly convey the scalability, expandability, variability requirement, require offerors to adequately describe how their SE approach will achieve the required end-state, and elevate the importance of SE when establishing source selection criteria. Failure to apply SE early in a program may result in cost, schedule, and performance problems.  With EA fielding multiple configurations of a system, a disciplined SE process is essential to the PM’s ability to assure the Operational Safety, Suitability, and Effectiveness (OSS&E) of each configuration throughout the system’s life cycle.  SE is particularly important when using an EA approach because the requirement must be able to rationally evolve over time. Therefore, the principal requirement is to design for scalability and/or expandability. Failure to lay the groundwork early in the initial increment design process may result in significant cost increases and delays in each follow-on increment if capabilities growth is not properly considered upfront. As the graphic below depicts, there are typically multiple (and possibly concurrent) technology development/maturation efforts focused on future increments. The demand to efficiently and effectively coordinate and integrate these efforts over multiple increments requires an intense 

and focused SE approach that achieves and maintains continuity over time. Where appropriate, the selection of a contractor should include an evaluation of its SE approach for the effort, past performance as well as linking the contractor’s SE performance to the contract award fee or incentive fee structure. SE guidance is available in the SE Guide at http://cse.afit.edu and a link on www.safaq.hq.af.mil/ACE.  
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Adapted from DoDI 5000.2
7.3 Supply Support (SS). Early sustainment planning is key to the effective introduction and operation of a new weapon system.  AFI 63-107 provides important guidance for the development of the sustainment approach, to include the source of repair assignment process (SORAP).  Additionally, the Contractor Supported Weapon System (CSWS) (formally RSSP) is a new approach to bring spare parts into the government inventory.  CSWS is a supply support approach for integrating contractor inventory control points into the Air Force's supply support structure with the overall goal of achieving combat readiness.  Under CSWS, a contractor is the Inventory Control Point (ICP) and Source of Supply (SOS) of peculiar spare parts that apply to an entire system during interim supply support.  At the end of the Interim Supply Support Period, the concept is to transition the spares support spares directly into replenishment spares.  All personnel actively involved in the acquisition of initial and follow-on spares should become familiar with the nine steps, five tenets, and supporting activities as outlined in the CSWS Guide (See Attachment 3 for web-link to the CSWS Guide).  The purpose of the CSWS Guide is two-fold:

1. To provide weapon system program managers and contractors with information on the CSWS nine-step process that outlines the flow of activities occurring during the various acquisition phases for initial spares support.

2. To present the five CSWS tenets, which are fundamental changes meant to provide how-to-implement guidance to program managers and contractors during weapon system acquisition.  

7.4 Assessing Technology Readiness. All acquisition programs are required to complete an objective technology readiness assessment (TRA) for MDA consideration at Milestone B & C.  The assessment is intended to assure that critical technologies are sufficiently mature for product development and production prior to Milestones B and C, respectively.  A critical technology should have been demonstrated in a relevant environment  (or, preferable, in an operational environment) to be considered mature enough to use in systems integration during product development. Within the AF, SAF/AQR reviews MDAP TRAs, one month prior to the Milestone review date, and forwards a recommendation to the AF CAE.  TRAs for AF ACAT II and III programs are reviewed by the applicable MDA.  TRAs should be accomplished in an efficient and timely manner so as not to delay a milestone decision.
7.5 Contracting. The contract defines the relationship between the Government and the industry partner.  It should be written as a performance-based contract to the maximum practical extent.  The contract shall also reflect what is in the SAMP.  It is important to note that the contract will never fully define the government-industry relationship, because ultimately that relationship is among people.  Recognizing this, every contract should have a provision for Alternative Disputes Resolution (ADR) for amicably and efficiently settling disputes between the parties. 
7.6 Risk Management. A key element of managing any complex program is the management of risk.  PM’s on all programs, including PM’s of Commercial and Non-Developmental Items (CaNDI) programs, must take steps to avoid preconceived notions about risk levels.  PM’s should pursue a comprehensive risk analysis and shall prepare and maintain a current Risk Management Plan for their program.  One area of focus should be on the contractor’s engineering process.  For example, during Design Reviews the contractor does not have the requisite knowledge of the system design, management action needs to be taken, even including delaying the program until the contractor can meet the requirements normally associated with the design review. In order to streamline and consolidate required risk documentation, the PM should incorporate the Programmatic Environment, Safety, and Occupational Health Evaluation (PESHE) into the Risk Management Plan. It is imperative the PM communicates an accurate and complete statement of program risks to the leadership.

7.7 Contractor Planning and Execution. Detailed planning by the contractor is a key ingredient in executing the program.  The Government program team needs to work with the contractor to develop sufficiently detailed Integrated Master Plans/Integrated Master Schedules (IMP/IMS) capturing the key events from an acquisition, logistics, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and test perspective to promote both the discipline and comprehensiveness that is essential to avoid surprises and miscommunication.  

7.8 Management Information Systems. The PM should use, if suitable, the contractor’s management information and program control systems as well as contractor metrics rather than impose unique requirements. It is the PM’s responsibility to assess the value versus benefits of these items and to ask only for those items that are essential to the effort. 

7.9 Intelligence Integration. The increasing sophistication of emerging technologies and systems requires comprehensive intelligence planning and integration into all R&D, acquisition and sustainment related activities. The requirements and development communities must identify intelligence support requirements early in any initiative and continuously ensure intelligence supportability. These communities must team with Air Force intelligence experts to ensure intelligence is adequately represented as a major stakeholder in all their activities. 

7.10  New Start Notification Responsibilities. System Program Director (SPD) and Program Control Chief (PCC) validation is required in conjunction with every contracting action for programs not categorized as “commodity” programs. Use the form at Attachment 4 to confirm congressional appropriation or new start approval before any funds are obligated. 

7.10.2 Funding actions for the following are excluded from the requirement to complete the validation form prior to obligating funds.

7.10.2.1 All Basic Research (6.1) and Applied Research (6.2) efforts, UNLESS: (1) initiating a new research project (budget program activity code) not listed in the applicable descriptive summary (R-2 exhibit) or (2) the obligation affects Advanced Concept Technology Demonstrations (ACTDs) or Advanced Technology Demonstrations (ATDs)

7.10.2.2 All Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) Phase I and II efforts.

7.10.2.3 Incremental funding actions for ongoing efforts if NO change in required work.

7.10.2.4 Contract changes pursuant to clauses that don't change the work requirement of the contract (i.e. award fees some price adjustments).

7.10.2.5 Program management and administrative efforts directed at business management and SPO operations.

7.10.2.6 Other government costs (except testing).

7.10.3 Pre-contract Award Activities:  Precontract cost agreements are subject to new start criteria and required completion of the validation form.  Request for Proposals (RFPs), proposal evaluation and contract negotiations are part of normal SPO activities and, therefore, do not represent new start activities.

7.10.4 Refer to AFI 65-601, Vol 1, Budget Guidance and Procedures and AFI 23-

205, Managing the Procurement Materiel Programs for additional guidance.
7.11 Budget Stability. Historically, budget perturbations have caused major problems to programs. However, statistically, most of the budget instability comes from within the Air Force. The PM does have some control over maintaining a stable budget. First, he or she should obtain a high confidence cost estimate and insist that the program be funded to the estimate and this would be part of the COA effort.  Second, the PM should ensure that the money spread among the execution years is consistent with the contractors’ ability to expend the money and in executing the program. Finally, the PM should ensure that the operator has the most up-to-date information on the program that firmly supports budget requests and thereby enlists operator advocacy.

7.11.1 Cost Realism. Realistic program planning assumptions should be developed to ensure adequate analysis of cost/schedule/performance risk.  Cost estimate documentation is essential to ensure the operator and the program teams understand content of the program.  Risk assessments and sensitivity analyses should be performed as level of knowledge and assumptions change.  As a minimum, during reviews the MDA should be provided with cost estimates at the 50% and 90% confidence level.

7.11.2 Affordability. PMs should address life cycle cost impacts when making program decisions on their systems. 
7.11.3 Information Technology (IT). PMs will work with the business process owner to ensure that at a minimum the operational architecture views (1, 2, 3 and 5) are proposed as early as possible to support all capabilities.  Also, Information Technology programs should work toward building the Clinger-Cohen Act (CCA) compliance/ certification (MAIS only) packages at program initiation.  The package will consist of a matrix identifying the eleven items at table E4.T1 of DODI 5000.2 for all IT (including National Security Systems) acquisitions.  This package should be a coordinated effort with the appropriate functional operator/requirer.  The completed CCA package will be forwarded to the Air Force Chief Information Officer to confirm compliance back to the MDA. 

7.11.4 Arms Control Compliance. PMs shall ensure that all activities within the acquisition cycle are compliant with all United States Government arms control obligations.  To ensure this, PMs shall have, following the appropriate chain, SAF/GCI and AF/XONP review program aspects that could reasonably generate arms control compliance questions.  This assessment will occur during all milestone reviews or at other times where concerns may arise.  If necessary, the PM shall receive (with AF/XONP assistance) clearance to undertake or continue the activity in question from the appropriate Arms Control Compliance Review Group.  As a guide (but not meant to be all inclusive), PMs that oversee acquisition programs involving strategic weapons (e.g., bombs, warheads), their delivery vehicles (e.g., ballistic missiles, bombers, and cruise missiles including their associated basing, testing, and launch facilities) or chemical/biological weapon defense-related materials/equipment should become aware of the implications and limitations that arms control treaties may have on or impact their program(s).
8.0 MDA Decisions and Reviews. 

8.1 MDA oversight and reviews. The MDA shall decide how much oversight a program needs.  The MDA will consider factors such as the program’s dollar size, its risk, its pace, its relative importance to the operator, the complexity of program interfaces, and importantly, the PM’s track record.  Program reviews will review the adequacy of the Systems Engineering efforts, strategies for managing risk, and the IMS, just to name a few.  At the request of the MDA/PM, the ACE will lend their expertise to the program.   The goal of program reviews is to provide the MDA sufficient, near real-time access to information to drive action without the need for formal oversight. A strategy of “Insight” (versus “Oversight”), which provides the MDA and other stakeholders frequent and current information on a program, is the preferred approach.   

8.2 Stakeholders. The foundation of the Air Force acquisition approach is collaboration, but for efficiency and effectiveness it is necessary to keep participants—stakeholders—to only those necessary for the successful operation of the program.  Just because a person or organization wants to be a stakeholder is not reason enough for them to become one. Only stakeholders in the decision chain (operator, MDA and PM) may decide whose interests are compelling enough to be included as a stakeholder. Individuals or organizations that wish to be included in the process must buy their way in based on the value they add, as determined by either the operator/MDA/PM.  The PM may provide information as “FYI” to program participants outside the decision chain. The SAMP will document the stakeholders. 

8.3 Expectations Management. Providing the operator the capabilities needed when they are required, at the most affordable cost is the cornerstone to building credibility.  Expectation management, through effective two-way communication, can provide real-time updates and supports building credibility between the acquirer and the operator.  Once mutually agreed to realistic expectations are set, changes that impact those expectations, no matter what their source, must be identified, communicated to leadership, and drive a new agreement on expectations.  Program Managers are responsible for ensuring their programs have a process for continuously managing the program cost, schedule and performance expectations of the Operator.  The Program Manager will be responsible for documenting the process and communicating the roles and responsibilities to everyone involved.   This process will encompass, at a minimum, an annual review between the Acquisition Program Office and Operator to assess how well the program is progressing in meeting their expectations.  The review should address (but is not limited to) the following:

· Status of program execution against the Acquisition Program Baseline

· Status of program execution against all requirements identified in the Capabilities Document

· Other programmatic expectations identified and agreed to by the Program Manager and Operator as significant but not found in the Capabilities Document

· Status of cost expectations vs. existing program cost estimates 

· Status of funding expectations for successful program execution

· Any mutually agreed-to changes in expectations relating to cost, schedule and performance

· Identified risks, risk mitigation strategies, and residual risk acceptance decisions

· Any expectation concerns or areas of disagreement of either the Program Manager or the Operator (if none, so state)

The output of the review will be an Expectation Management Agreement that documents those agreements relating to cost, schedule, performance, and funding that are not reflected in other program documentation like the APB.  General Officers representing the Acquisition and Operator community will sign this agreement.  Signature authority may not be delegated below a General Officer.  The Program Manager will work with their PEO and Operator to determine who will co-sign the Expectation Management Agreements.  USAF/XOR will be notified by the Operator representative of any agreements that will result in, or have the potential to cause the program to result in below threshold performance on non-Key Performance Parameters.  The most recent signed Expectation Management Agreement will be included as an attachment to the PMD, or appropriate appendix, at least annually and whenever there are significant changes. 
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ACAT—Acquisition Category

ACE—Acquisition Center of Excellence

ADR—Alternative Dispute Resolution

AFAE—Air Force Acquisition Executive

AoA—Analysis of Alternatives

CAE—Component Acquisition Executive

CDD—Capabilities Development Document

COA—Course of Action

CPD – Capabilities Production Document 

CSAF—Chief of Staff of the Air Force

CSWS—Contractor Supported Weapon System (formally RSSP)
DoDD—Department of Defense Directive

EA—Evolutionary Acquisition

FAR—Federal Acquisition Regulation

HPT—High Performance Team 

ICD—Initial Capabilities Document

ITT—Integrated Test Team
MAIS—Major Automated Information System

MAJCOM—Major Command

MDA—Milestone Decision Authority

MDAP
—Major Defense Acquisition Program

NEPA—National Environment Policy Act  
OPLAN—Operations Plan  

OSS&E—Operational Safety, Suitability, and Effectiveness
PEO—Program Executive Officer

PESHE—Programmatic Environment, safety, and Occupational Health Evaluation
PM—Program Manager

PSMP—Product Support Management Plan
RSR—Requirement Strategy Review
SE—Systems Engineering

SS—Supply Support

SAMP—Single Acquisition Management Plan

SECAF—Secretary of the Air Force

SORAP—Source of Repair Assignment Process
SPD—System Program Director

TRA—Technology Readiness Assessment

Terms

Acquisition Center of Excellence (ACE): Established by the Air Force to serve as the transformation agent for delivering capabilities to the operator by instilling radical changes to the acquisition process and removing obstacles that inhibit that transformation. All actions of the ACE will be directed towards speeding the delivery of required, affordable, capable products that enable the transformation and increase credibility in program promises.

Air Force Acquisition Executive (AFAE): The Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition), ASAF (A), is designated by the Secretary of the Air Force Order 101.1, Authority and Responsibilities of the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition), June 5, 1999, as the AFAE and is accountable to the Secretary of the Air Force (SECAF) for all domestic and international Air Force acquisition functions, including Foreign Military Sales programs, sometimes referred to as the Service Acquisition Executive (SAE).

Component Acquisition Executive (CAE): The official responsible for systems acquisitions within a DoD component. The Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition) ASAF (A) is the CAE for non-space related programs. The Undersecretary of the Air Force is the CAE for space related programs.

Commercial Item and Non-Developmental Items (CaNDI): The Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 2.101 (abridged) defines a commercial item as any item, other than real property, that is of a type customarily used by the general public or by non-governmental entities for purposes other than governmental purposes, and has been sold, leased, or licensed to the general public.  A Non-Developmental item is defined as:  (1) any previously developed item of supply used exclusively for governmental purposes by a government entity; or (2) any item described in (1) that requires only minor modifications or modifications of a type customarily available in the commercial marketplace.  See DoD Handbook SD-2, Buying Commercial and Non-Developmental Items:  A Handbook.

Course of Action (COA): The COA is a planning and decision process that culminates in a MAJCOM decision. The COA includes a series of alternative program choices developed by the MDA or his designate, presented to a MAJCOM commander and that once a specific COA is selected, becomes a formal agreement between the MDA and the operator (MAJCOM Commander) that clearly articulates the performance, schedule, and cost expectations of the program.  The COA provides the basis for the TDS during the Technology Development Phase. The COA becomes the basis for the SAMP.

Commander’s Intent: A method designed to help subordinates understand the larger context of their actions. The purpose of providing intent is to allow subordinates to exercise judgment and initiative—to depart from the original plan when the unforeseen occurs—in a way that is consistent with higher commanders’ aims. A commander’s clear, concise articulation of the purpose (s) behind tasks assigned to a subordinate.

Execution Chain: As used in this directive, the execution chain is: PM → PEO →MDA/CAE. Functions as the chain-of-command for program (mission) execution. 

Operator: Refers to the Operating Command which is the primary command operating a system, subsystem, or item of equipment.  Generally applies to those operational commands or organizations designated by Headquarters, US Air Force to conduct or participate in operations or operational testing, interchangeable with the term "Using Command" or “user.”   In other forums the term “warfighter” or “customer” is often used.  Ultimately all materiel, services, hardware/software, and systems developed and procured directly or indirectly support the warfighting mission of the U. S. Air Force, therefore; the operator is and must remain the focus of the acquisition, testing, technology, budgeting, sustainment, and other participating communities. 
Product Group Manager (PGM): The single manager who is charged with all cost, schedule, and performance aspects of a product group which is a compilation of several specific products and is in direct support of one or more weapon system or military systems.

Programmatic Environment, Safety, and Occupational Health (ESOH) Evaluation (PESHE): A required program office document that describes how ESOH considerations are integrated into the systems engineering risk management process; provides a repository for all ESOH risk data; and includes the schedule for completing NEPA documentation.

Program Manager (PM): As used in this instruction applies collectively to System Program Director, Product Group Manager, Single Manager, or acquisition program manager.  The PM has total life cycle system management.

Seamless Verification: A concept for structuring test and evaluation (T&E) to more effectively support the requirements and acquisition processes so new capabilities are brought to operators more quickly.  Seamless verification promotes using integrated testing procedures coupled with tester collaboration in early requirements definition and system development activities.  It shifts T&E away from the traditional "pass-fail" model to one of providing continuous feedback and objective evaluations of system capabilities and limitations throughout system development.     

Single Acquisition Management Plan (SAMP): The SAMP is the PM’s plan detailing the management approach and acquisition strategy for acquiring a system.    
Stakeholders: Key players in the acquisition process as determined by the operator, PM, and MDA.

Technology Readiness Assessment (TRA): An objective assessment of the maturity and readiness of critical technologies.  A technology is considered critical if technology is either new or novel and the system being acquired depends upon the technology to meet operational requirements in development, production, or operation.

Attachment 2
Roles and Responsibilities

A2.1 Component Acquisition Executive. The CAE will:

· Execute responsibilities as the senior corporate operating official for acquisition, the Air Force Acquisition Executive (AFAE), and the Senior Procurement Executive (SPE) for overseeing Air Force acquisition activities. 

· Execute CAE responsibilities in the execution of AF (non-space) programs

· Provide direction for acquisition transformation across the AF (except space)

· Hold PEOs accountable for program execution and implementation of transformation initiatives within their programs

· Chair an annual program execution review with PEOs, and MAJCOM Commanders 

· Manage with proactive and real-time involvement facilitated with an automated toolset (e.g. SMART program health assessment tool, etc.)

· Conduct annual program reviews in the field on select programs

· Sign all ACAT ID Acquisition Program Baselines (APB) and forwards them for Defense Acquisition Executive approval. Sign and approves APBs for all ACAT IC, II, and Selected Programs.

· Manage the science and technology (S&T) program and its budget. Control the program’s approved resources.

· Manage and sets policy for the acquisition career professional development program.

· Plan, set policy, begin, and implement acquisition efforts with other nations.

· Perform as the Source Selection Authority for ACAT I and Selected Programs, unless otherwise directed by the Secretary of Defense or the SAF.
· Approve the Acquisition Plans and Justification and Approvals when they exceed the thresholds established in the Air Force Federal Acquisition Regulations Supplement.

· Serve as Acceptance Authority for program risks classified “High” as defined by the government and industry Standard Practice for System Safety.

· Sign all ACAT ID Test and Evaluation Master Plans (TEMP) and forwards for DAE approval. Signs and approves TEMPs for all ACAT IC, II, and selected programs.

· Issue Program Management Directives (PMD) for all acquisition programs.

· Nominate candidates to the Secretary of the Air Force as Program Executive Officers (PEO), System Program Directors (SPD) for Acquisition Category (ACAT) I, and Selected Programs.  
A2.2 Deputy Assistant Secretary for Management Policy & Program Integration (SAF/AQX). The Deputy Assistant Secretary will:

· Lead and integrate AF efforts to continually improve the DoD acquisition process through joint identification and implementation of new and innovative acquisition and sustainment initiatives.

· Identify and implement cultural change through the Work Culture Transformation Board (WCTB) in partnership with the AFMC senior leadership.  Provide senior-level training on implementing culture change and develop criteria for the training to be accomplished by AFMC.

· Implement necessary policy changes to enable acquisition transformation.

· Ensure communication of Air Force acquisition policies, directives and initiatives to the field that comes directly from SECAF, CSAF, or ASAF (A).

· Champion change initiatives and promote acquisition innovation by identifying, implementing, and institutionalizing those initiatives.

· Maintain a close liaison with the other services, other functionals and agencies to facilitate the cross flow of information.

· Recommend a MDA to the ASAF (A) prior to the Concept Decision point 

· Identify points of contact and participants for the Requirements Strategy Review and for High Performance Teams to AF/XOR. 

· Identify and task organizations to participate in RSRs, HPTs, and other early acquisition activities.

A2.3 Program Executive Officers (PEO). 

The PEO will:

· Lead portfolios based on a solid business strategy designed to fulfill known capabilities needs, and secure necessary funding and time to meet those requirements.

· Ensure programs work with appropriate stakeholders and MAJCOM representatives to develop capabilities-based requirements, seamless verification plans, technology transition plans, and spiral development strategies.

· Use the SAF/ACE as an extended staff to 1) review program strategy, 2) ensure a solid program foundation has been set, and 3) insert innovative agile acquisition concepts as opportunities arise.

· Ensure use of mature technologies demonstrated in relevant environments at Milestone B and Milestone C.

· Assure operational safety, suitability, and effectiveness throughout the life-cycle of system delivered to the operator by working collaboratively with the operator

· Ensure that COAs are prepared for newly identified capabilities requirements 

· Manage acquisition program costs and scheduling to meet all performance requirements within approved baselines, program direction, and acquisition strategy.

· Serve as Acceptance Authority for program risks classified “Serious” as defined by the government and industry Standard Practice for System Safety.

· Direct all PMs, emphasizing planning, reporting, and preparing for milestone and other program reviews.

· Participate with program offices to maintain a continuous dialogue with the using and supporting commands.

· Working through AFMC, provides facilities, personnel, and resources for program offices and validates infrastructure investment requirements identified by system program directors.

· Give early warning to the AFAE and the acquisition staff of significant problems or issues.

· Authorize below-threshold investment appropriation reprogramming for their (PEO only) portfolio of programs within statutory restrictions. Recommend PMs for ACAT I and Selected programs to the AFAE (PEOs only). 

· The PEO has no acquisition program reporting requirements other than those described in this section

A2.4 PM Responsibilities.   PMs will:

· Execute their programs within the approved APB.

· Account for programs to the AFAE through the PEO.

· Report directly to the PEO on all matters of program cost, schedule, and performance. PMs work only on programs assigned to their portfolio.

· Develop the acquisition strategy and APB for approval.

· Coordinate plans prior to starting an objective assessment of critical technologies for MDAPs with SAF/AQR six months prior to Milestone B and Milestone C to avoid delays.

· Serve as Acceptance Authority for program risks classified “Medium” or “Low” as defined by the government and industry Standard Practice for System Safety.

· Use mature technology demonstrated in relevant environments for product development and production of each increment of capability.  Coordinate plans prior to starting an objective assessment of critical technologies for MDAPS with SAF/AQR six months prior to Milestones B and C to avoid schedule delays.

· Execute FMS system acquisition programs in accordance with the Arms Export Control Act, DoD 5000-series; DoD 5105.38-M; DoD 8120-series; AFPD/AFI 63-series; AFPD/AFI 16-series 

A2.5 HQ USAF Acquisition Center of Excellence (SAF/ACE). The ACE will:

· Establish a methodology to assess program risk and assist PMs in its implementation.

· Conduct an annual review of Risk Management Plans.

· Provide direct support to PEOs to quantify risk and ensure executable program strategies   

· Provide focused support to PMs to ensure program baselines are built on a solid foundation and assess adequacy of key processes (e.g. systems engineering, software development, capabilities definition, etc.).

· Coordinate with SFA/AQR on SE and software engineering issues.

· Act as review agent for ASAF (A) to ensure the agile acquisition initiatives discussed above are applied successfully to programs.

· Monitor acquisition processes and programs across the Air Force with the intent of identifying capabilities requirements and processes that slow down the delivery of capabilities, support and/or services to the operator.

· Participate in acquisition review and decision forums (e.g., Acquisition Strategy Panels) to provide objective inputs to acquisition decisions and processes.

· Work with industry to facilitate communication and development of new initiatives and foster industry partnerships.

· Knock down barriers across functional areas in support of field activities and assist in the processing of waivers at Air Force level and partner with AFMC to remove barriers within the command.

· Provide periodic feedback to ASAF (A) and AFMC/CC concerning the implementation of initiatives, barriers to the acquisition process, and the need for training.

· Establish feedback mechanism with the operator to promote and explain agile acquisition initiatives and build operator confidence in the acquisition corps.

A2.6 
SAF/AQR.  SAF/AQR will:

· Support Requirement Strategy Reviews and High Performance Teams as, as requested.

· Serve as USAF technical lead for SE and software engineering policy, guidance, and oversight.

· Serve as final approval authority for system-related NEPA documentation, as designated by the CAE (reference AFI 32-7061 as codified in 32 Code of Federal Regulations Part 989.3(c)(3)).

· Review MDAP TRA plans for Milestones B and C, to include the program office identification of critical technologies and technical experts to perform the TRA.

· Review and validate MDT TRAs one month prior to scheduled milestone decision date and forward endorsement to the Air Force CAE for Milestone B ad C decisions.  Additionally, transmit ACAT ID endorsements through the Air Force CAE to DUSD (S&T)

A2.7
Capabilities Directors (CD).  CDs will:

· Support RSRs and HPT reviews, as requested.

· Review MDAP TRA plans for Milestones B and C, to include the program office identification of critical technologies and technical experts to perform the TRA.

· Review and validate MDAP TRAs one month prior to scheduled milestone decision date and forward endorsements to the AF CAE for Milestone B and C decisions.  Additionally, transmit ACAT ID endorsements through the AF CAE to DUSD (S&T).
A2.8 HQ USAF/XOR.  USAF/XOR will:
· Collaboratively work with the acquirer and tester and other key stakeholders in developing operational capabilities requirements documents and the associated COA. 
· Provide validated operational capabilities requirements documents to SAF/AQX to support COA development, Concept Decisions, and Milestone Decisions.  
· Support ADM and PMD development. 
· Support ASAF (A) and MDA decisions, program reviews, and design reviews, as requested. 
· Seek SAF/AQ support (manpower, expertise) for HPTs, RSR, Concept Analysis, AoA plan development/approval, and Joint Staff FCB reviews and supporting analysis. 

A2.9 USAF/TE.  USAF/TE will:
· Act as the final review authority and signatory for TEMPs prior to AFAE/CAE approval.  

· Collaborate with requirements writers and system developers in developing and fielding better systems sooner and more cost effectively.

· Adjudicate T&E issues between MAJCOMs, the Services, OSD, and Congress.

· Develop Air Force T&E policy designed to implement the Seamless Verification concept and oversee Air Force T&E programs according to AFI 99-103.  
· Support the acquisition and sustainment communities’ efforts to acquire and maintain operationally effective, suitable, and survivable systems. 

· Oversee the Air Force test infrastructure by ensuring adequate T&E facilities and expertise is available to support system acquisition activities. 

· Provide members to participate in the development of COAs, as required.
A2.10 AFOTEC.  AFOTEC will:

· Participate in the Analysis of  Multiple Approaches process.

· Participate in development of COA by providing OT&E inputs for each option.

· Participate in development of the TDS, SAMP, and Acquisition strategy, as required.

· Provide OT&E inputs to the T&E strategy and TEMP.

· Develop the IOT&E entrance criteria for inclusion in the TEMP.

· Manage and conduct OT&E for each acquisition program.
A2.11 Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC).   AFMC will:

· Evaluate command-level policy and processes and eliminate those that slow down the program manager’s ability to deliver capabilities rapidly to the operator. 

· Develop and provide command and center level acquisition training and management tools designed to assist programs in the execution of their mission.

· Collaborate with SAF/AQ, AF/TE, AF/XOR, and AF/IL to identify transformation initiative opportunities and facilitate their implementation.

· Train and refocus our workforce to obtain a more innovative risk-taking culture. 

· Identify a small cadre of personnel (“graybeards”), at each of the Product and Logistics Centers, to interface directly with the SAF/ACE to work program specific issues, identify process/policy changes, and spread innovation throughout the workforce.

· Promulgate lessons learned across AFMC and re-engineer processes to institutionalize best practices.

· Knock down barriers across functional areas, assist in the processing of waivers at AFMC, and work with SAF/AQ, AF/TE, AF/XOR, and AF/Il to remove barriers.
· AFRL shall respond to operator needs and structure programs to meet near term documented operator requirements, participate in the development of agreements and technology transition plans with program offices to enable rapid and successful transition from AFRL technology programs to military products.

· Provide members to support the development of ICDs, as requested. 

· Provide support in the development of COAs, as requested. 

· Collaboratively work with the operator in developing requirements and ensure that COAs are prepared for newly identified capabilities requirements, for emerging requirements not yet assigned to a PEO.

· Support all domestic, international, and FMS acquisition programs in which the US Air Force participates.

· Account to the AFAE for maintaining the acquisition infrastructure and to CSAF for sustaining all activities.

· Implement military and civilian acquisition professional development programs according to policy established by the AFAE.

· Support the AFAE, PEO and Program Managers by providing technical assistance, infrastructure, test capabilities, laboratory support, professional education, training and development, and all other aspects of support.

· Support long-range priorities and systems support planning.

· Help develop policy, processes, and implementation plans/procedures within AFAE guidelines.

· Participate in or leads process improvement teams, in coordination with AFAE.
· Provide expertise to the AFAE, PEO and SPD by responding to individual requests or by organizing acquisition strategy panels, independent review teams, production readiness reviews, and logistics assistance teams.

· Support the S&T program.

· The AFMC Commander:

· Advises and assists the AFAE through formal and informal forums.

· Forms ad hoc assistance teams at the request of the AFAE.

A2.12 Other Major Commands.  Other Major Commands will:  

· Participate and provide members in the development of COAs, TDS and test and evaluation strategy development, as requested.

Attachment 3

Special Interest Areas 

	FUNCTIONAL ITEM
	
	REFERENCE (S)

	Alternative Dispute Resolution (ADR)
	
	AFPD 51-12, AF Five Year ADR Plan, and AF ADR Reference Book. http://www.safaq.hq.af.mil/contracting/toolkit/adr/lightning. html.

	Anti-Tampering
	
	AFPD 31-7 & AFI 31-701  http://afpubs.hq.af.mil

	Arms Control and Treaty Compliance
	
	DoDI 5000.2, Operation of the Defense Acquisition System

http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/
AFI 51-402, Weapons Review http://afpubs.hq.af.mil/

	Commercial and Non-Developmental Items (CaNDI) Handbook
	
	DoD Handbook SD-2, Buying Commercial and Non-Developmental Items :  A Handbook, 1 Apr 96

	Air Force Command, Control, Communications, Computers and Intelligence Support Plan (C4ISP)
	
	AFI 63-XXX

http://afpubs.hq.af.mil

	Earned Value
	
	http://www.acq.osd.mil/pm/

	Environmental, Safety, and Occupational Health (ESOH)
	
	32 CFR, Part 989, MIL-STD-882D, AFI 32-7086, AFI 90-901, AFMAN 91-201, AFI 91-202

	Evolutionary Acquisition for C2 Systems 
	
	AFI 63-123 

http://afpubs.hq.af.mil

	Human System Integration (HIS)
	
	AFI 11-301, Vol. 1

www.dticam.dtic.mil/hsi/index/html

	Integrated Digital Environment (IDE) 
	
	http://ide.dsmc.dsm.mil/air_force/default.htmlm

	Information Assurance
	
	AFI 31-401

http://afpubs.hq.af.mil

	Modeling and Simulation
	
	AFI 16-1002

http://afpubs.hq.af.mil

	Modification Management
	
	AFPD 63-11 & AFI 63-1101

http://afpubs.hq.af.mil

	Networthiness and Systems Certification 
	
	AFI 33-XX

http://afpubs.hq.af.mil

	Operational Safety, Suitability & Effectiveness (OSS&E)
	
	AFPD 63-12 & AFI 63-1201

http://afpubs.hq.af.mil

	Product Support Management Plan
	
	AFI 63-107

http://afpubs.hq.af.mil

	Reduction in Total Ownership Cost
	
	R-TOC Guide 

http://www.safaqxt.rtoc.hq.af.mil

	Single Acquisition Management Plan (SAMP)
	
	SAMP Guide

http://www.safaq.hq.af.mil/contracting/toolkit/part07/

	Contractor Supported Weapon System (CSWS)

(Formally Reformed Supply Support Program (RSSP))


	
	CSWS Guide 

https://www.cisf.af.mil/RSSP/

	Spectrum/Frequency Management
	
	AFI 33-118

http://afpubs.hq.af.mil

	Training System Product Group
	
	AF 36-2251, 3.1.3.1

http://afpubs.hq.af.mil

	Certification of Readiness for Dedicated Operational Test and Evaluation 
	
	AFMAN 63-119

http://afpubs.hq.af.mil

	Technology Readiness Assessment
	
	DoD Instruction 5000.2

http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/


Attachment 4

Format for New Start Validation

In accordance with AFI 63-101, I have confirmed the following prior to approving this action (one of the following must be answered yes and acknowledged by the System Program Director and Program Control Chief):
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Program is budgeted and appropriated.  Effort was budgeted in the

President’s Budget Submission and is consistent with program

direction provided by Defense Appropriations Conference language

and/or marks.  Fiscal year of President’s Budget Submission must

match fiscal year of funds being used.  This effort is not a new start

.

YES

NO

2.

 

Program is a Congressional 

add.  Effort was not requested in the

President’s Budget Submission, but funds were appropriated by the

Defense Appropriations Conference and effort is consistent with

program direction provided by Defense Appropriations Conference

language and/or marks.  Fiscal year of marks must match fiscal year of

funds being used.  This effort is not a new start requiring

Congressional approval. 

SAF/

AQX or AF/

ILS Program Authorization

attached.

YES

NO

3.

 

Program is an out-of-cycle New Start.  Effort is an out-of-cycle new

start for which Congressional notification/approval has been

accomplished as reflected on the Secretary of the Air Force funds

release document. 

SAF/

AQX or AF/

ILS Program Authorization

attached.

YES

NO

4.

 

SAF/

HAF has advised that new start notifications are not required

(documentation attached).

YES

NO

   ________________________________            

____________________________

  System Program Director (Name/Grade)                                    
Signature & Date


_________________________________


_____________________________

  Program Control Chief (Name/Grade)
 Signature and Date

Department of Defense Appropriations Act 2000, Public Law 106-79 Sec. 8096.  None of the funds in this Act may be used to compensate a DoD employee who initiates a New Start program without notification to OSD and the Congressional Defense Committees, as required by DoD financial management regulations.
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match fiscal year of funds being used.  This effort is not a new start

.

YES

NO

2.

 

Program is a Congressional 
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language and/or marks.  Fiscal year of marks must match fiscal year of

funds being used.  This effort is not a new start requiring

Congressional approval. 

SAF/

AQX or AF/

ILS Program Authorization

attached.
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Program is an out-of-cycle New Start.  Effort is an out-of-cycle new
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accomplished as reflected on the Secretary of the Air Force funds

release document. 
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1. Program is budgeted and appropriated.  Effort was budgeted in the President’s Budget Submission and is consistent with program direction provided by Defense Appropriations Conference language and/or marks.  Fiscal year of President’s Budget Submission must match fiscal year of funds being used.  This effort is not a new start. 




YES

NO



2. Program is a Congressional add.  Effort was not requested in the President’s Budget Submission, but funds were appropriated by the Defense Appropriations Conference and effort is consistent with program direction provided by Defense Appropriations Conference language and/or marks.  Fiscal year of marks must match fiscal year of funds being used.  This effort is not a new start requiring Congressional approval. SAF/AQX or AF/ILS Program Authorization attached.




YES

NO



3. Program is an out-of-cycle New Start.  Effort is an out-of-cycle new start for which Congressional notification/approval has been accomplished as reflected on the Secretary of the Air Force funds release document. SAF/AQX or AF/ILS Program Authorization attached.




YES

NO



4. SAF/HAF has advised that new start notifications are not required (documentation attached).




YES

NO




