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ROUNDTABLE DISCUSSION

Building World-class Acquisition
Excellence

n May, Dr. James [. Finley, deputy under secretary of

defense for acquisition and technology, sat down for

a roundtable discussion with the three Service ac-

quisition executives: Claude M. Bolton, assistant sec-

retary of the Army for acquisition, logistics and tech-
nology; Dr. Delores M. Etter, assistant secretary of the
Navy for research, development and acquisition; and Sue
C. Payton, assistant secretary of the Air Force for acqui-
sition, research and development.

Q

What initiatives are being taken for building world-class
acquisition excellence?

Finley

This past year we have undertaken numerous ini-
tiatives focused on building a world class acquisition
organization.

= Concept Decision Reviews: The Concept Decision ini-
tiative is designed to reduce the front end of our Joint
Capabilities Integration and Development System
process by two to five years, provide earlier decision-
making for investment purposes, utilize bounded so-
lutions for acquisition strategies, and converge invest-
ment decision making with trade-offs of resources,
requirements, and technology maturity. This initiative
is completely responsive to and in support of the Qua-
drennial Defense Review direction. Four pilots have
been authorized and supported by DoD leadership and
are on track for completion in 2007. Our first “Quick
Look” Concept Decision for the Joint Air-to-Ground Mis-
sile Program was also accomplished earlier this year in
approximately three months resulting in an investment
decision approval utilizing the Tri-Chair Big “A” con-
sisting of the under secretary of defense for acquisition,
technology and logistics, vice chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and the director, program analysis and
evaluation.

Overall progress has been very encouraging to the credit
of the tremendous teamwork between our respective
Services, the Joint Staff and the Office of the Secretary
of Defense.

® Acquisition of Services: The Acquisition of Services ini-
tiative is designed to reduce the cycle time to contract
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for services, increase competition, and improve the
quality of services provided. Contracting services com-
prise approximately 50 percent of the annual DoD bud-
get. Best practices utilizing Naval Facilities Engineering
Command and Army Core of Engineers are planned to
utilize a cadre of government multi-functional teams

Left to right: Claude M. Bolton, assistant secretary of the
Army for acquisition, logistics and technology; Sue C.

Payton, assistant secretary of the Air Force for acquisition,
research and development; Dr. Delores M. Etter, assistant

for performance based contracting. In addition, strate-
gic planning tools will be used to aid the team and pro-
vide an emphasis for small business opportunities.

® Broadening Communications: One of my three key ob-

jectives is broadening communications with industry,
the Hill and my Pentagon colleagues. It has been greatly
beneficial to meet with the Service acquisition execu-
tives on a regular basis, share our perspectives, discuss
ongoing programs and initiatives, learn about their ex-
perience and approaches for acquisition excellence,
and build on these opportunities to improve with a best-



of-best mindset for building world-class acquisition ex-
cellence.

= The Defense Acquisition Transformation Report, Sec-
tion 804 of the John Warner National Defense Autho-
rization Act of Fiscal Year 2007, was submitted in Feb-
ruary 2007. The report provides an initial list of over
20 initiatives in support of the Defense Acquisition Per-
formance Assessment (DAPA) Report. An update to that
report will be provided in July 2007.

Bolton

The U.S. Army acquisition, logistics and technology com-
munity has a number of initiatives under way to funda-
mentally change how the Army conducts business. Our
goal is to streamline or eliminate redundant operations

Management Commands (LCMCs). Currently, we have
four: the Aviation and Missile LCMC at Huntsville, Ala.;
the Soldier and Ground Systems LCMC at Warren, Mich.;
the Communications and Electronics LCMC at Fort Mon-
mouth, N.J.; and the Joint Munitions and Lethality LCMC
at Picatinny, N.J.

Our overarching motivation in all that we do is to provide
enhanced capability to the warfighter—particularly those
in the warfight right now—much faster. One way of doing
that is to bring the acquisition and logistics communities
together. That was the whole focus when the LCMC con-
cept was formalized in August 2004. Our goal is to pro-
vide products to the soldier faster, make good products
even better, minimize life-cycle costs, and enhance the
synergy and effectiveness of our Army’s acquisition, lo-
gistics and technology communities. To accomplish this,
we are fostering a closer relationship between the Army
Materiel Command major subordinate commands and
the program executive offices (PEOS).

The benefits to the Army—and certainly to the soldier—
are astronomical, both in terms of getting weapon sys-
tems and equipment to the warfighter more quickly and
sustaining those items once they get there. And, for the
Army and America’s taxpayers, we’ll also be getting these
things done in a more efficient and cost-effective way.

Payton

With our vision of delivering war-winning capabilities on
time, on cost, we are addressing integration of Life Cycle
Management in a number of ways. First, we are actively
supporting the Air Force-wide process improvement ini-
tiative of the secretary of the Air Force and the Air Force
chief of staff: Air Force Smart Operations for the 21st Cen-
tury (AFSO-21). Our source selection improvement team
recommendations are resulting in much improved re-
quests for proposal that drive negotiations for technical
data early in the competition so we can move to more

affordable organic and 50/50 sustainment in our depots.
Acquisition professionals responsible for research and de-
velopment, system design and development, and pro-

secretary of the Navy for research, development and
acquisition; and Dr. James I. Finley, deputy under secretary

of defense for acquisition and technology.

DoD photograph.

and free financial and human resources in order to redi-
rect to our core warfighting missions. We are reengineering
all our business processes to achieve greater efficiency,
improve quality, decrease cycle time, and reduce cost.
One of the methods we are using is Lean Six Sigma, which
has already produced a marked improvement in manu-
facturing and repair processes at our depots, resulting in
Cost savings.

In conjunction with these efforts to realize efficiencies,
boost productivity, and enhance readiness through busi-
ness transformation, we continue to establish Life Cycle

curement are working closely with Air Force Materiel
Command and our logistics and sustainment workforce
as we plan acquisition strategies and develop life cycle
management plans. We plan to measure the reduction in
documentation and meetings, reduction in timelines, re-
duction in scrap and rework as we streamline the life cycle
enterprise. I recently chartered thirteen initiatives, oth-
erwise known as the “Baker’s Dozen.” Each initiative is
carefully designed to drive us towards a desired end-state
of lean acquisition with integrity and credibility while im-
proving stability in three focus areas—process, people,
and products. In terms of measuring success, each of my
initiative owners is developing metrics that are in align-
ment with our vision of delivering war-winning capabil-
ities on time, on cost.
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Etter

In the Navy, we have had much success with our Inde-
pendent Logistics Assessment (ILA) program. Required
by Department policy, ILAs provide program managers
a methodology to periodically and consistently assess the
logistics support strategy for our systems.

Assessments are conducted by third-party teams of ex-
perienced logisticians on all our high-visibility programs
prior to major acquisition decision points assessing the
adequacy of integrated logistics support to sustain oper-
ations throughout the life of the program. We include our
customers, the Fleet and Fleet Marine Forces, on ILA teams
to strengthen the bridge between acquisition and opera-
tional aspects of the life cycle.

Our success is measured through risk ratings and certifi-
cations by PEOs of the program’s readiness for the next
program decision point. Logistics readiness reviews con-
ducted with the user community at initial operational ca-
pability and full operational capability provide a means
to compare actual versus expected system performance—
the ultimate measure of success.

Q

Overall, what is your most promising initiative to improve
teamwork?

Payton

A number of our initiatives are making sound progress,
but I am especially proud of our progress in two areas.
First, we have implemented a risk assessment and re-
porting methodology that builds upon DAU and the U.S.
Army’s Probability of Success model. Historically, much
of what we track could be considered lagging metrics—
good for measuring past performance and trends, but not
for taking proactive programmatic management mea-
sures. Our Probability of Program Success (PoPS) arms
program managers with a predictive tool to gauge the
health of their programs, alert them to emerging prob-
lems, and facilitate early mitigating actions. Building upon
the strengths of PoPS, we are now investigating the tool’s
applicability as an information point within portfolio in-
vestment decisions. The second area we are making
progress in is proactive external engagement. We must
work together with industry and Congress to make a re-
ality of our vision of delivering war winning capabilities
on time and on cost. I recently hosted a roundtable dis-
cussion with a number of industry chief executive offi-
cers to identify the Air Force’s current state enterprise is-
sues and discuss new approaches and ways of doing
business. We plan to establish a rhythm for this event and
we are looking forward to a more transparent, collabo-
rative environment.

The AFSO-21 is serving to build teamwork across the en-
tire Air Force, while a sub-process called Delivering and
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[ am leading an acquisition
reengineering effort within the
Department of the Navy to better
control cost and requirements
growth; more accurately estimate
the cost risk in our programs; and
match our contract types and
incentives to the cost and risk of the

program.

Sustaining Warfighting Systems is serving to bring our
Life Cycle Management team together to include our major
commands, R&D, acquisition, test and evaluation, logis-
tics, and sustainment arms.

Bolton

The Army has set a new standard for teamwork with the
Future Combat Systems “One Team.” The FCS “One
Team” has brought all stakeholders to the table from the
very beginning of this important program. While FCS is
an Army-run and Army-administered program, we have
a lead systems integrator (LSI) that was competitively se-
lected to help the Army manage high-risk complexity.

The Army’s LSI management approach was devised to
tackle today’s program complexity and integration chal-
lenges; it is imperative for the creation of a joint networked
force. Program complexity is reduced and made man-
ageable by the high degree of commonality in systems
and subsystems design. The LSI provides integrated pro-
gram management, which makes large-scale systems in-
tegration achievable.



FCS performance to date confirms program management
success. FCS is the most complex weapons procurement
ever managed by the Army; yet the program—after four
years of development—is on contract cost, on schedule,
and performing to plan.

Etter

There are several promising initiatives in Navy Research,
Development, and Acquisitions, but if I had to pick one
that really stands out right now, it would be the Mine Re-
sistant Ambush Protection (MRAP) vehicle program. This
is a multi-Service initiative, led by Navy, to provide new
vehicles for our deployed forces in theatre that will bet-
ter protect them from the damaging effects of improvised
explosive devices, rocket-propelled grenades, and small
arms fire.

Our metrics for success on MRAP are rapid fielding of ve-
hicles that, once in the hands of the warfighter, immedi-
ately begin to save lives. As a rapid, joint program, MRAP
challenges us to use innovative, flexible acquisition, con-

tracting, testing, production, integration, delivery, and
sustainment approaches.

All our initiatives rely on teamwork
premises to establish trust and
integrity, to make commitments for
the creation of clarity, to accept
that debate and differences are
healthy, to hold one another
accountable, to focus on collective
results, and to conduct open and

transparent communications.

Finley

All our initiatives rely on teamwork premises to establish
trust and integrity, to make commitments for the creation
of clarity, to accept that debate and differences are healthy,
to hold one another accountable, to focus on collective
results, and to conduct open and transparent communi-
cations. We have over 20 initiatives and all use teamwork
principles to improve. Most recently, the Nunn McCurdy
Certification process required an extensive amount of
teamwork between the Services, Joint Staff and OSD,
given a myriad of issues to sort out and structured ques-
tions to be answered.

The payoff for teamwork is witnessed every day that
we conduct our respective jobs to protect our national
security and be good stewards of our taxpayer
dollars.

One of our most promising initiatives is Concept Deci-
sion. This initiative is planned to demonstrate that we
can achieve significant reduction in our system acquisi-
tion time. An evolving tool Kit is being utilized with the
goal of reducing cycle times by 50 percent from program
decisions to initial operational capability.

o

What is your greatest challenge to improve leadership and
competitiveness?

Etter

Our greatest challenge is getting the right resources where
they need to be across our acquisition enterprise. Like
most areas of the DoD, we are faced with the realities of
being competitive in a fiscally constrained environment,
and that means fewer people and less funding than we
would optimally like. At the same time, we are a nation
at war, and there is a true urgency to the programs we’re
working on. It is critical that we execute our programs
well, and in a productive partnership with our industry
counterparts.

[ am leading an acquisition reengineering effort within
the Department of the Navy to better control cost and re-
quirements growth; more accurately estimate the cost
risk in our programs; and match our contract types and
incentives to the cost and risk of the program. As part of
this effort, I am focusing resources where they are most
needed, including ensuring that our higher-risk and most
critical programs are resourced properly. A properly re-
sourced program will have the right staffing levels of on-
site government oversight better matched to construc-
tion schedules. It also means that we need to provide
appropriate resources and manning to the acquisition
program offices and supporting Systems’ Command of-
fices. And I am trying to improve the experience, train-
ing levels, and leadership skills of the program managers
and their staffs.
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In the Air Force, we are reviewing
technology to ensure that it has
been demonstrated in an
operational environment before it
is included in a program’s
technical baseline. This helps to
preclude schedule slips and
increased costs when optimistic
technology promises are not met
during system development and

demonstration.

[ am particularly excited about a series of workshops 1
am calling “A Dialogue on Acquisition Excellence.” These
workshops will be an opportunity for me to personally
share the lessons learned from the recent Littoral Com-
bat Ship cost overruns with each of our PMs.

Finley

[ believe one of my greatest challenges is to provide an
environment that encourages the will to change, a con-
cept I strongly and actively encourage. We need a more
flexible, agile, and frugal acquisition system; we all need
to be open and receptive for change. In support of those
needs we are streamlining and simplifying the acquisi-
tion system. We are building on what is working, using
focused initiatives to implement changes toward acqui-
sition excellence.

To help facilitate change, three books come to mind as
excellent references. One of the first books presented to
me when I came on board last year was Kerry Patterson’s
Crucial Conversations: Tools for Talking When the Stakes
Are High. The book is a New York Times best seller. An-
other book that I recommend is Lincoln on Leadership:
Executive Strategies for Tough Times, by Donald T. Phillips.
A third book, Easier Than You Think ... because life does-
n't have to be so hard: The Small Changes That Add Up To
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A World Of Difference by Richard Carlson, offers insight
for change. These books are examples from the many ex-
cellent sources of valuable perspective, insight, and ex-
perience to improve leadership and competitiveness, uti-
lizing continuous learning.

Payton

You can improve leadership only by empowering acqui-
sition leaders with the authority they need to do their
jobs. My greatest challenge is delegating authority to the
lowest level possible when government bureaucracies
mandate all decisions be made by the most senior ex-
ecutives. On Sept. 7, 2006, I challenged our Air Force con-
tracting officers worldwide to play the vital role neces-
sary to shape acquisition decisions; to conduct business
with integrity, fairness, and transparency; and to deliver
the best-value products and services to our warfighters.
They have responded magnificently.

To improve competitiveness we must reduce the num-
ber of sole-source contracts with thorough market re-
search, develop our requests for proposals with fair and
open competition in mind, and conduct our source se-
lections without fear or favor.

Bolton

In answer to this question, I have three words: education,
education, education! Our most important asset is our
people. Our workforce focus is to develop flexible acqui-
sition officers and civilian leaders who possess a diverse
and well-rounded background,; can effectively support all
phases of acquisition; and are prepared to lead any com-
plex, multifunctional acquisition command, agency, or-
ganization, or team.

It takes not only time, but a substantial investment of re-
sources to develop the required depth of experience. The
looming exodus of expertise resulting from pending re-
tirements within the next three years keeps me awake at
night. The question I struggle with is, “How do I grow the
bench without additional resources?”

Q
What are some examples of changes toward the simplifi-
cation and streamlining of the acquisition process to de-

liver products with more predictable performance?

Finley

[ am very strong advocate of Lean Six Sigma. One of the
best examples that I can share with you is the restruc-
turing of the Defense Acquisition Executive Summary
(DAES) meeting, which utilized the tools of Lean Six Sigma
process improvement.

Working with the Service acquisition executives, the Joint
Staff, and OSD organizations, we have simplified and
streamlined this meeting to include:



® Standard set of five charts

® [ean, shared leading metrics with defined criteria for
contract and acquisition program baseline performance

= Known problem closure dates with 30-, 60-, 90-day
horizons

® Risk management assessments for issues that include
mitigation plans and closure dates

® Quad charts to compare cost drivers/key performance
parameter compliance/cost trip wires, and technology
maturity

= Interdependency chart to illustrate the program inter-
faces.

Over 50 percent of the supporting documentation for the
DAES meeting was eliminated and all of the Services plan
to have their databases electronically connected with OSD
within this calendar year. We are continuously assessing

improvements to the DAES process with the goal to
achieve all programs with predictable performance.

The U.S. Army acquisition, logistics
and technology community has a
number of initiatives under way to

fundamentally change how the

Army conducts business. Our goal is

to streamline or eliminate
redundant operations and free
financial and human resources in
order to redirect to our core

warfighting missions.

Bolton

In addition and to support the LCMC initiative that I dis-
cussed in answer to the first question, the Army is pur-
suing and promulgating the “Big A” and “little a” concept.
Improved fielding of future integrated, joint capability will
best happen with a total team (Big A) approach versus
strictly relying upon the acquisition (little a) community.
The Big A must include requirements/capability, re-
sourcing, acquisition, test, fielding, and sustainment com-
munities. All must be educated, trained, and experienced
in order to meet the rapidly increasing demands of our
current and future warfighters.

The following are some examples of our success to date:

= The Army Capabilities Integration Center, headquar-
tered at Fort Monroe, Va., which is charged with the
identification, design, development, and synchroniza-
tion of capabilities into the Army’s Modular Force, both
current and future, including our Future Combat Sys-
tems

= The Army’s Probability of Success (show cause) initia-
tive to demonstrate program viability and health

® A rigorous Army Systems Acquisition Review Com-
mittee process for all programs

= A simplified program/contract termination process

= A determined effort under way to mandate a one page
policy.

My metric—for myself and the organization I lead—is de-
termining what has been done to better the protection,
capability, safety, and well-being of the soldier in the field.

Payton

In the Air Force, we are reviewing technology to ensure
that it has been demonstrated in an operational envi-
ronment before it is included in a program’s technical
baseline. This helps to preclude schedule slips and in-
creased costs when optimistic technology promises are
not met during system development and demonstration.
We are conducting a zero-based review of all program
documentation on several weapon systems to ensure that
we do not waste time and money in duplication and re-
view cycles. We are transitioning Advanced Concept Tech-
nology Demonstration prototypes such as the Joint Pre-
cision Air Drop System and the Network-Centric
Collaborative Targeting capability as they are proven in
military utility assessments.

Address comments and questions to john.koehn@
osd.mil.
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LOGISTICS

In Search of Logistics Visibility

Enabling Effective Decision Making
Lt. Gen. C. V. Christianson, USA

oint force commanders (JFCs)—and by extension,

their logisticians—require timely, accurate, and rel-

evant information to make effective decisions. This

requirement is especially critical in the joint logis-

tics environment (JLE). The joint logistics commu-
nity must continuously execute processes, effectively co-
ordinate the allocation of limited resources, and clearly
understand the supported joint commanders’ require-
ments across the broad range of military operations. To
execute these functions effectively and efficiently, joint
logisticians must have visibility.

This article serves as a reference point for discussion, a
framework for concept development, and an integrating
tool for the countless efforts across the Department of
Defense and industry to improve logistics visibility in the
broadest and most holistic sense of the term. It offers a
proposed definition of visibility, highlights key issues and
concepts for consideration, and presents ideas for future
efforts based on where the most pressing requirements
for visibility lie within the JLE. Complete, system-wide ac-
cess to all information is clearly not attainable or even
desirable; given that, I will also broadly describe the types
of visibility required by different elements within the JLE.

What is Logistics Visibility?

Current definitions of visibility focus almost entirely on
asset visibility. In order to provide effective logistics sup-
port across the operating environment, the joint logisti-
cian must “see” more than just assets. He or she must
fully understand the requirements for logistics support
(who needs what) and the resources available (what there
is to work with). The logistician also must be able to mon-
itor joint logistics performance within the JLE (whether
or not the logistics processes are in place and working).
Without this kind of knowledge, the logistician cannot
plan or execute effectively or efficiently.

For the purpose of this article, logistics visibility is defined
as “access to logistics processes, resources, and require-
ments to provide the knowledge necessary to make ef-
fective decisions.”

A process is a series of actions, functions, or changes that
achieves an end or a result. Multiple processes occur across
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and within the JLE—for example, depot repair, patient
movement, force deployment, and the delivery of con-
tingency contracting support. Before we can effectively
develop visibility applications, we must clearly under-
stand the end-to-end processes that deliver an outcome
for the joint force. Mapping these processes is critical to
knowing where and when to place visibility “sensors”
that give us the knowledge we need to deliver those joint
outcomes.

Resources can be defined by using the term “total assets.”
Total assets are defined as the aggregate of units, per-
sonnel, equipment, materiel, and supplies that are brought
together in time and space to generate joint capabilities
and their supporting processes. We must be able to see
Service-component logistics, multinational logistics, and
other logistics assets in a way that provides integrated re-
source visibility to the joint warfighter.

Requirements are what the joint force needs to accom-
plish its mission. Requirements can originate from any-
where and can result in a tasking for anyone in the JLE.
Requirements also change over time, based on plans, cur-
rent operations, and changes in the environment.

Collectively, visibility of processes, resources, and re-
quirements comprise the information that logisticians
need to accomplish their mission; without each of these



elements, they cannot prioritize effort. Logistics visibility
provides the ability to plan, synchronize, and monitor op-
erations to optimize outcomes. The ultimate effect we are
trying to achieve is sustained logistics readiness.

Some think that visibility should extend across the entire
logistics domain and should include complete real-time
access for everyone within the system. While it is true
that every aspect of the enterprise must be visible to plan-
ners, operators, or managers at some level, it is also clear
that not everyone needs to be able to see everything all
the time. At some point, too much information may be
a hindrance and can actually detract from effective deci-
sion making. Consequently, we should ask these ques-
tions about visibility: Which members of the JLE need
visibility, and why do they need it? What do they need to
see? Finally, where do they need visibility? These ques-
tions have significant implications for systems design,
operational planning and execution, and resource allo-
cation.

Who Needs Visibility and Why

Everyone within the JLE has a requirement for some type
of visibility. However, the ultimate purpose of achieving
visibility resides at the tactical level, where operational
requirements form the basis of all efforts across the JLE.
The joint logistician’s customer is at the tactical level! Each
component of the JLE needs visibility to support the end
user at the tactical level.

The JFC needs visibility to execute directive authority for
logistics. Without visibility of JLE processes, resources,
and requirements, the JFC cannot integrate Service-com-
ponent capabilities to achieve mission objectives.

The joint logistician matches resources with anticipated
requirements to provide supportability assessments to
the JFC. The supportability assessment determines if the
JEC’s operational concept can be sustained. As opera-
tional requirements change, the joint logisticians also
must have visibility so that they are able to reassign re-
sources rapidly.

The Services are responsible for delivering well-prepared
forces and equipment to the JEC. At the strategic level,
this mission demands different information and uses dif-
ferent processes from those employed at the operational
or tactical levels. In order for the Services to deliver the
forces and equipment necessary for mission accom-
plishment, they need visibility of the JFC’s requirements.
The Services also need visibility of the processes that sup-
port the efforts of their theater components.

Planners and decision makers at the DoD-staff level re-
quire visibility to provide responsive and relevant policy
guidance and ensure that the DoD’s strategic resources
are applied appropriately. Their goal is to ensure that re-

sources are used to achieve efficient and effective out-
comes.

Finally, the DoD’s interagency, multinational, and com-
mercial mission partners require visibility of processes,
requirements, and resources that are necessary to sup-
port their participation in DoD operations.

What They Need to See

Your position within the JLE affects what you need to see.
What the end user wants to see is different from what
the manufacturer, supplier, or distributor wants to see.
Each player in the JLE tends to see his or her visibility re-
quirement as the visibility requirement for everyone. The
challenge is to provide the right kind of visibility across
a very complex environment to the right user at the right
time. Depending on the situation, we need visibility of
processes, resources, or requirements.

Process visibility provides process owners and decision-
makers with the ability to evaluate the effectiveness of a
particular process. They must be able to answer the ques-
tion, “Are we delivering what is expected?” The deploy-
ment and redeployment processes, the force reception
process at a major port, or the depot repair process are
all parts of a system that relies on visibility. Joint logisti-
cians and process owners need visibility to control and
optimize the outcomes of processes.

Resources must be visible by item, person, or unit, indi-
vidually or as a group. In some cases, visibility by a unique
identifier (such as a serial number, lot number, national
stock number, Social Security number, or unit identifica-
tion code) is required. Some individuals or items are so
important—politically, operationally, or tactically—that,
by their very nature, they require real-time, 100-percent
visibility across the logistics enterprise. Examples of such
items include fissionable material, human remains, and
vaccines. In other cases, visibility of groups of items, per-
sons, or units is needed to determine the status of a par-
ticular capability and its ability to achieve the JFC’s mis-
sion; for example, a specific force module, a port-opening
capability, or a medical treatment capability.

Requirements must also be visible by item, person, or
unit, individually or as a group. Ultimately, visibility of re-
quirements—which are usually designated by the JFC—
is necessary to initiate support efforts across the JLE. The
Services, supporting combatant commands, and Defense
agencies require visibility of those requirements to bet-
ter support the JFC’s mission. DoD must have visibility
over those requirements to ensure the effective and effi-
cient use of DoD resources.

Where Visibility is Needed
Where visibility is needed depends on where you sit. End
users will mainly want to know when they will receive
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their items and will be less concerned about every step
along the way to final delivery. Visibility is needed while
elements are in transit from the point of origin (com-
mercial vendor, unit, storage activity, or maintenance fa-
cility) to the destination (unit, storage activity, or main-
tenance facility); in storage (at a unit, DoD site, commercial
site, or disposal activity); in process (that is, acquired from
a source of supply but not yet shipped, or under repair,
at an intermediate- and depot-level organic or commer-
cial maintenance facility); or in use.

Visibility priorities and needs may change over time or
across the phases of an operation. For example, planners
might see joint force requirements as their most critical
need, while available resources might take precedence
during the sustainment phase of an operation. During the
initial phases of expeditionary operations, visibility of
processes might be most important to ensure that lim-
ited resources are being optimized as planned. That said,
each of the three elements of visibility—processes, re-
sources, and requirements—is needed to make effective
decisions.

Several barriers inhibit DoD efforts to enhance and share
visibility. First, authoritative data are not always available
to the joint logistician. The only thing worse than not hav-
ing data is having two different sets of data. The inabil-
ity to provide trustworthy data impedes quality decision
making. Second, it is unlikely that the DoD will have unity
of command over the entire spectrum of joint logistics.
So, one of our major challenges is to achieve unity of ef-
fort without unity of command. This is particularly an
issue as logisticians share information across different
commands, agencies, systems, and processes to develop
a common operating picture.

Another major dilemma is how to ensure adequate
security for sensitive information while simultane-
ously offering the maximum possible ease of access
to all members of the community. Operational part-
ners, both inside and outside DoD, including inter-
national friends and allies, need to have confidence
that their information will be handled properly by
our systems. Finally, the desire for information often
drives users to want to see everything all the time.
However, no one in the JLE needs to see everything
all the time. Knowing what is really needed becomes
the key to an information environment that effec-
tively supports quality decisions.

The Way Ahead

Senior logistics managers, planners, and system devel-
opers must enhance visibility for everyone within the JLE,
and we must allocate resources and focus our efforts to
achieve that effect. From our perspective, we see four
areas where we think we can make major improvements
to visibility in the months and years ahead.
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Map the processes. Joint logisticians must understand,
define, and document the processes within the JLE, lever-
aging the ongoing work of the Joint Logistics Portfolio
Management Test Case and the U.S. Transportation Com-
mand Distribution Process Owner (DPO). We also must
use the base realignment and closure initiative to further
our understanding of the defense supply chain and de-
velop an integrated process as an outcome of that initia-
tive.

Identify existing visibility capabilities. The joint logistics
community should continue to capitalize efforts already
under way within the DPO and other activities. We must
document and integrate those existing or emerging ef-
forts that contribute to increased logistics visibility, and
we must align visibility requirements with our process-
mapping to eliminate redundancies and gaps.

Develop a JLE data architecture. With the Defense Infor-
mation Systems Agency as the lead, we must define the
data framework, identify authoritative data sources, and
influence and guide the joint logistics community’s net-
work-centric data strategy. The goal is to develop a JLE
data architecture campaign plan.

Deliver a joint logistics software application. The joint lo-
gistics community should successfully employ a program
that enables visibility for the joint logistician, such as
Global Combat Support System-Joint. We must ensure
that GCSS-J turns data into information and enhances the
ability of the joint logistician to effectively plan and exe-
cute joint logistics operations.

The Means, Not the End

Visibility is not an end in and of itself but a means to
make better decisions, gain efficiencies, and improve ef-
fectiveness across the JLE. It is also an objective we will
continually strive toward; as the logistics environment
continues to change, there will always be additional in-
formation requirements or demands for enhanced time-
liness and accuracy. As logisticians, we continually strive
to improve the quality of our decisions and optimize the
logistics readiness of the joint force. Enhanced visibility
will lead to increased logistics readiness and improved
user confidence.

We are all partners in delivering visibility across the JLE,
and we all have a critical role to play in helping to deliver
sustained logistics readiness to the JFC. The logistics com-
munity and those who interact with us must all work to-
gether to develop this capability to enhance support to
the JFC and, above all, to the Service men and women
who depend on us.

Comments and questions should be addressed to
philip.greco@js.pentagon.mil.
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ORGANIZATIONAL MODELING

The Process Cycle

Capt. Gabe Mounce, USAF ® Maj. Dan Ward, USAF

odern program management literature is full

of praise for activities such as Six Sigma, Bal-

anced Score Card, Lean, Re-engineering, and

Process-driven enterprises. These approaches

all have their strengths and are appropriately
credited with turning around countless organizations
across a variety of industries. Process-oriented organiza-
tional methods clearly have real value and convey non-
trivial benefits to the groups who use them. However, like
all good things, it is possible to have too much process—
and modern industry’s tendency to overindulge is clearly
in operation in the process world.

The current fascination with process work began in the
Industrial Revolution. Fredrick Winslow Taylor conducted
studies in early factories to identify inefficiencies in the
assembly system. Today’s intellectual descendents of Tay-
lor’s work have titles like Lean Re-engineering 6-Sigma
Black Belts, but in the end, they’re not much different
from the efficiency experts of years gone by.

The early assembly lines were made up of “human ro-
bots,” and Darth Taylor treated them like nothing more
than machines in his study. To enable higher efficiency,
all you had to do was tweak the robots to get the output
you required. And so the humans who embodied these
robots used none of their own intelligence to accomplish
their assigned tasks; they simply followed prescribed or-
ders. The more perfectly these folks followed the pre-
scribed orders, the more efficient the work and, thus, the
more produced.

This idea has pervaded every aspect of our modern work-
ing lives. Most folks simply follow the procedures given
to them and never ask questions. That’s not surprising—
it’s been drilled into us from our early school days: color
inside the lines, and dot all your i’s and cross all your t’s.
Thus, we never register feedback into the system for a
better way to do something.

In fact, following processes has become so ingrained that
when someone or something requests a deviation, we
react like the robots from old science fiction movies: “Does
not compute! Does not compute!” Or to put it in more

The early assembly lines
were made up of “human
robots,” and ... to enable
higher efficiency, allyou "
had to'do was tweak the @
robots to get the outplﬁ

you required.
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familiar terms, “But we’ve always done it this way” and
“Sorry, but we have to follow the rules.”

It turns out, in our experience, that the value of process
over time is not constant. Specifically, in an effective or-
ganization, the degree to which a person relies on any
given process or method should change over time. When
there’s no such change, the result is frustration and inef-
ficiencies; and in a bureaucratic, ineffective organization,
the reliance on process either stays constant or even in-
creases. That’s bad!

Now, we’re not saying that process is all bad. For exam-
ple, pilots go through a strict checklist when flying an air-
craft. In fact, the learning curve in becoming a pilot is
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quite high because of the sheer number of standardized
steps you have to learn. Because piloting an aircraft is in-
herently dangerous, most pilots live (or die) by the check-
list.

These checklists have been developed over time with all
the lessons learned from previous failures (i.e., people
crashing and dying). So they’re very important. And yet,
on several occasions, we’ve seen experienced pilots de-
viate from the checklist when an unforeseen circumstance
arose. True, this alternate procedure was itself a stan-
dardized process, a reaction to an emergency, and the
pilot probably had several of these alternate procedures
memorized for almost every given situation. But the point
is, experienced pilots know how to fly. They know what
they should do in most any situation, and—here’s the
key—they know when to deviate from a standard pro-
cedure.

The Process Cycle

Let’s take a look at the Process Cycle as depicted below.
The x-axis represents experience. Over time, as you learn
how to do something, your experience in doing that some-
thing increases. The y-axis, therefore, represents your re-
liance on a process in doing that something.

The Process Cycle
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Experience

As your experience grows, your ability to perform inde-
pendently of a given process or procedure increases. In
the beginning you have very little experience, so your re-
liance on process is high. However, this reliance is never
100 percent. Everyone has a certain intrinsic experience
level, a basic tool set that allows them to function, even
to the smallest level, without the help of a process.

As you accumulate experience, the curve rolls off toward
a decreasing reliance on process. At some point along
this curve in experience level, reliance on process starts
to taper as you learn a majority of what you need to know.
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At this point, you understand how to do something well
enough that you also understand when deviation from
the process is warranted. You are able to rely on your own
judgment and experience, rather than on the standard-
ized, documented, proscribed Way of Doing Things
Around Here. Thus, the slope of the curve becomes flat:
no new knowledge or experience is gained as time goes
on and therefore no change along the y-axis.

But you do still reference the process as a guideline and
(generally) carry out your task according to it. So reliance
on process is never zero. Unless you change jobs or start
something new (introduce a shock to the system), the
curve will continue to be flat. Conceivably, forever. But if
you do introduce a shock, then the cycle repeats, perhaps
starting over at a new, much lower experience level and
therefore a new learning curve using a process; or it could
pick up right where your experience has leveled out and
drop toward zero again, further decreasing your reliance
on process. This is the Process Cycle.

When Process Takes Over

Unfortunately, many large, hierarchical organizations don’t
work this way. Instead, they increase reliance on process
to infinity, regardless of the individual’s experience level.
This type of organization believes you can never tweak
the process enough or gain enough experience to do the
job sulfficiently, and they tend to distrust any deviations
from the norm. They continually strive for perfection,
standardization, and predictability. In fact, the more ex-
perience people in these organizations gain, the more re-
liant on a process they become.

Such organizations spend a good deal of time tweaking,
inventing, addressing, and adding processes and proce-
dures to their process repertoire, intent on reaching Process
Shangri La. Notice how the curve goes to infinity? “If only”
(pant, pant, as the executive struggles up Mt. Process)
“we could increase productivity by one-tenth of a percent
... gotta redefine the process and drive out all deviations.”

With so much value placed on process, it's no wonder
many companies get caught up in a jungle of bureaucratic
rules, stipulations, regulations, process guides, executive
orders, local operating instructions, and so on.

The Process Cycle Alternative

Yet there is a relatively easy way to disengage from this
downward spiral and get back onto the real process curve.
What is it? Simply shift what you place your value on.
Rather than placing value on process, place it on the much
more transcendent concept of trust. That's all it takes.
Trust your employees to find the best way to perform a
task. Trust the contractor your employees hired for that
task to carry it out. Trust your coworker’s ability to do the
job independent of your control. Trust your gut to tell you
when denying permission is appropriate. Trust that your
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subordinates don’t need your permission to do the very
best thing possible. Trust. It really is that simple.

Many balanced score card ninjas might disagree, but it
actually works. Ricardo Semler and his famous (and suc-
cessful) SEMCO are the proof. Semler tried all the tradi-
tional business practices to make his company a lean,
mean, production machine. In his book Maverick, he says
that after putting into place all sorts of controls and process
mechanisms to increase productivity, “SEMCO appeared
highly organized and well-disciplined, and we still could
not get our people to perform as we wanted, or be happy
with their jobs. ... People weren’t gratified by their jobs
and often seemed oppressed by them. The traditional at-
titude about workers was that you couldn’t trust them.
You needed systems to control them. Yet, at SEMCO the
system was dispiriting and demotivating them.”

Semler felt that SEMCO could be run differently, “with-
out counting everything, without regulating everyone,
without keeping track of whether people were late, with-
out all those numbers and all those rules. What if we could

strip away all the artificial nonsense, all the managerial
mumbo jumbo?”
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and so on.

And that’s exactly what he did! He threw out the rule book
and left the decision-making power to do just about every-
thing in the hands of his workers. No more schedules, or
dress codes, or whole sections of people generating moun-
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tains of paperwork trying to control employees. Instead,
workers set their own hours, bosses run their business
units the way they see fit, and even set their own salaries.
In fact, SEMCO’s only policy is no policy. Semler’s basic
message is, use your common sense. “All those rules cause
employees to forget that a company needs to be creative
and adaptive to survive. Rules slow it down. We have ab-
solute trust in our employees. In fact, we are partners
with them.”

How has SEMCO fared? Take just one of myriad exam-
ples.

After letting employees reorganize into their own work
units, one unit stumbled onto a problem. In order to sell
more food-slicing units, they’d come to the conclusion
that they needed to change out the stainless steel finish
of the cutting blade to a matte finish. But their engineer-
ing analysis showed it would take six extra production
steps and five additional hours of work. The slicer would
be too expensive. “But one worker had an idea, stayed
behind [while the others went to lunch], and gave [one]
slicer a matte finish in just four steps. When his colleagues
returned, they were amazed to learn that the new finish
added less than an hour to the assembly time. A new
slicer was born, and sales shot up to several hundred a
month.”

In other words, by simply doing away with a large por-
tion of the rules that governed his operations and replacing
them with the principle of trust, Semler enabled his com-
pany to do far more than was thought possible before.

Change Your Values

By changing what you value, it’s very easy to start clear-
ing away the cobwebs of process that entangle many or-
ganizations. You'll discover you don’t need huge sections
and layers of people to account for the processes that gov-
ern work. Instead, you’ll have people who are directly en-
gaged in accomplishing the mission because they retain
the responsibility and authority to do so. And because
people have the authority to develop and tweak their own
individual processes, they easily register feedback into
their routine, as needed, to get the job done—something
that is hardly possible in bureaucratic hierarchies. And
thus, The Process Cycle is born ... giving people the free-
dom to use their own strengths, intellect, and abilities to
do the job.

The cauthors welcome comments and questions and
can be contacted at gabemounce@earthlink.net
ond daniel. ward@rl.af . mil.
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METRICS

Improving the Integrity
of the CMMI Product Suite

MarR D. Schaeffer m Lawrence T. Osiecki ® Karen Richter ™ Kristen Baldwin

ver the past few years, it has become apparent

to the government sponsors of the Capability

Maturity Model Integration that acquirers had

unrealistic expectations of what a supplier’s

CMMI maturity level claims could provide to an
acquisition program. The Department of Defense recog-
nized that many DoD acquisition programs are including
requests for CMMI maturity levels in requests for proposal
(RFPs) in spite of the fact that DoD has not promulgated
policy requiring adherence to any CMMI maturity level
rating. DoD does not place significant emphasis on ca-
pability level or maturity level ratings, but rather promotes
CMMI as a tool for internal process improvement. This
lack of emphasis on ratings is prudent in the light of find-
ings that not all suppliers are exhibiting behavior consis-
tent with their attained CMMI maturity level rating. Ad-
ditionally, issues have arisen regarding appraisal integrity
and misrepresentation of the benefits of a “level.”

DoD and industry have initiated various efforts to better
understand the issues contributing to the difference in
expectations versus DoD’s observations. First, the Na-
tional Defense Industrial Association (NDIA) Workshop
and Summit on CMMI Use in Acquisition, held in Sep-
tember 2005, identified issues and offered a set of pre-
liminary recommendations. The initial set of issues that
DoD and industry determined to require further atten-
tion were:

® Program office understanding of the need for and ben-
efit of mature and capable processes

® [ack of training and guidance for acquiring organiza-
tions on CMMI usage

® Limited content and usefulness of the appraisal dis-
closure statements (ADSs) submitted by suppliers

® Benefits and drawbacks of specifying or requiring min-
imum CMMI maturity level ratings in RFPs

® Organizational approach to CMMI implementation and
appraisals.
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In the spring of 2006, a government review and assess-
ment team validated these issues, refined and augmented
them, then recommended actions to the CMMI Steering
Group, which is composed of representatives from DoD,
industry, and sponsors. Finally, the Defense Contract Man-
agement Agency conducted a data call that confirmed
their initial assessment about inconsistencies between
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appraised ratings claimed and observed program per-
formance.

These efforts resulted in a consolidated list of issues that

the sponsors believed needed to be effectively addressed:

® Observations that suppliers execute at lower maturity
levels than they have achieved in a formal appraisal

® Once achieved by an organization, a CMMI maturity
level rating existed for life

® Organizations do not necessarily incorporate CMMI-ap-
praised processes on new projects

= CMMI-driven processes and practices are not consis-
tently applied at the project level after contract award

® Appraisal sampling procedures did not ensure adequate
coverage of the organizational unit granted the appraisal
rating

® Appraiser quality and training raised issues with in-
tegrity of maturity ratings

® Lack of consistent understanding and application of
high-maturity practices

® Lack of definition within the CMMI Product Suite on
what constitutes high maturity

= Content of ADSs lacks specificity and is not useful to
program offices

® [nadequate training and education for acquirers.

CMMI Version 1.2 Release

The Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acqui-
sition, Technology and Logistics, and the NDIA Systems
Engineering Division—the co-sponsors of the CMMI—di-
rected the CMMI Steering Group to take the necessary ac-
tions to improve the integrity of appraisal results and ad-
dress other shortcomings in the CMMI Product Suite.
Implementation teams under the stewardship of the Steer-
ing Group developed the necessary changes to the model,
the appraisal method, and the training with this goal in
mind. As a result, the CMMI Product Suite has been mod-
ified to address each of the identified issues.

“Level for Life” Eliminated

Many organizations have attained a CMMI maturity rat-
ing over the years. Often these ratings are prominently
displayed in a firm’s marketing material and highlighted
in proposals. Since there was no definitive rule regarding
when appraisal results became invalid, it was left to in-
terpretation when appraisal results were considered stale.
Version 1.2 established that appraisal results would re-
main valid for a maximum of three years. Organizations
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will have to re-appraise using the current CMMI model
and appraisal method in order to make any maturity or
capability level claims beyond this.

CMMI Version 1.1 Retired

The entire CMMI Version 1.1 Product Suite will be retired
effective Aug. 31, 2007. Thus, all appraisals after that date
must use the Version 1.2 model and appraisal method.
The full set of CMMI Version 1.2 policies is available at
<www.sei.cmu.edu/cmmi/appraisals/cmmiv11-sunset-
appraisal-policies.html >.

Organizational Processes Applied at

Program Start-up

Organizations at maturity Level 3 or higher are expected
to employ their organizational processes on new pro-
grams. There is evidence that some organizations ei-
ther do not employ them or delay applying them on
new programs. Material added to the model in Version
1.2 now requires organizations to deploy their set of
standard processes at project start-up and deploy
changes to those processes as appropriate throughout
the life of the project.

Appraisal Disclosure Statement Improved

The ADS was enhanced by the addition of specific infor-
mation on the sampling approach, percentage of projects
sampled, and the organizational scope. The updated Ver-
sion 1.2 ADS requires provision of detailed information
on what was appraised in an organization. Previously, it
was often not clear which organizational unit actually had
attained the maturity rating in a large corporation. The
ADS will now list specific projects, organizational units,
and domain information. This provides insight to an ac-
quirer who is interested in the capability of a particular
organization for a specific project, unit, or domain. Ad-
ditionally, these changes in the ADS are intended to im-
prove program selection integrity by placing more re-
sponsibility on lead appraisers to ensure a representative
organizational sample. New, required disclosure infor-
mation regarding applicability to the organizational unit
clarifies this issue.

Verification of Level 4 and Level 5 Processes

To achieve a high maturity rating, an organization must
quantitatively manage (maturity Level 4) or optimize (ma-
turity Level 5) select processes and subprocesses. Review
of CMMI appraisals revealed a lack of consistency in what
constituted Levels 4 and 5. Some organizations would se-
lect one subprocess, while others would attempt to quan-
titatively manage and optimize all of their processes. Nei-
ther behavior exhibits the intent of the model, which is
to apply high maturity practices on select processes or
subprocesses that are important to an organization’s busi-
ness goals and objectives. Some processes may not war-
rant high maturity application. Further, if the chosen
processes or subprocesses are not those of value to the
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organization, domain, or program, the supplier’s high ma-
turity activity may not add benefit. With Version 1.2 of
the ADS, lead appraisers now have the added responsi-
bility to verify that the chosen processes relate to the or-
ganization’s business objectives. Additionally, the Soft-
ware Engineering Institute (SEI), designated by the
sponsors as the CMMI Product Suite steward, has under-
taken a significant effort to set qualifications for high ma-
turity appraisers, update high maturity training with cer-
tification, and deploy these standards across the pool of
high maturity appraisers.

Appraisal Results Reporting Changes

Acquirers should have insight into all the process areas
that make up an organization’s capability or maturity level
ratings. A capability level profile provides the capability
levels of the individual CMMI process areas. Examination
of the capability level profile provides the ability to de-
termine whether an organization is mature in processes
that are critical or relevant to an acquirer’s program. A
single maturity level rating does not provide this insight.
In this regard, the capability profile level is more mean-
ingful and is endorsed by the DoD as a better metric to
understand process capability than relying on a single
maturity level rating.

Quality Audit Review

The SEI, the CMMI steward, must review and accept re-
sults before appraised organizations will be allowed to
publicly announce the appraisal results or use the infor-
mation in a formal proposal to the government or other
acquirer. This allows the SEI to identify and correct any
inconsistencies in the appraisal process before the results
are declared official.

DoD Contractor ADSs Posted

Firms that contract with the DoD and seek to have a re-
cent CMMI appraisal considered are now required to post
their ADS on the SEI's Published Appraisal Report Site
(PARS) at <http://sas.sei.cmu.edu/pars/pars.aspx > for
government acquirer review. This reporting was for-
merly optional, at the behest of the contractor. Acquir-
ers are now encouraged to check the PARS site to vali-
date a supplier’s maturity level claim, since only
validated results are posted on PARS. In addition, if the
appraisal was conducted after Nov. 1, 2006, acquirers
will be able to gain the appraisal specifics available in
Version 1.2 of the ADS, since the use of the new ADS
is mandated as of that date.

Lead Appraisers to be Independent

Lead Appraisers from the same organization as the one
sponsoring the formal appraisal can no longer grant a ca-
pability or maturity level rating to their organization. It
was determined by the CMMI Steering Group and spon-
sors that this independence is necessary to ensure in-
tegrity of appraisal results. The requirement applies only
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to the appraisal lead and not to the members of the ap-
praisal team.

Guidebook for Acquirers Published
Understanding and Leveraging a Supplier’s CMMI Efforts:
A Guideboor for Acquirers was a major effort to help ac-
quirers benefit from a supplier’s use of CMMI while avoid-
ing the pitfalls associated with unrealistic expectations.
The Guidebook describes CMMI fundamentals and much
of the information summarized in this article to help ac-
quirers effectively use information obtained from a sup-
plier’s CMMI effort. It includes explanations of capability
and maturity levels and the differences between the two
CMMI representations (continuous and staged). It explains
more obscure elements of CMMI, such as equivalent stag-
ing, high maturity, capability levels, and other terms and
concepts that acquirers may encounter in proposals and
in everyday dealings with suppliers. Finally, it cautions
acquirers and users of CMMI that high maturity or capa-
bility ratings alone are not a guarantee of program suc-
cess. The Guidebook, released as part of the CMMI Ver-
sion 1.2 Product Suite in March 2007, is available at
<www.sei.cmu.edu/publications/documents/07.reports/
07tr004.html>. A Defense Acquisition University Con-
tinuous Learning Module is anticipated based on the Guide-
book to help further deploy this knowledge across the
workforce.

Next Generation of Improvements

The significant effort by DoD and industry to identify is-
sues, evaluate solutions, and upgrade the CMMI to the
Version 1.2 Product Suite has addressed many of the
shortcomings of CMMI Version 1.1 and its application.
Both model and appraisal integrity have been significantly
improved. Disclosure of appraisal information has been
enhanced. All CMMI training—especially lead appraiser
training—has been updated, and special training with
certification is required for lead appraisers conducting a
high-maturity appraisal. Maturity ratings will require up-
date after three years. Finally, the release of the Guide-
book provides the acquisition community with the abil-
ity to understand and leverage the practices of their
supplier’s investment in process improvement.

The CMMI provides a set of best practices to be employed
by the supplier. It is essential that DoD and industry use
this capability in the right manner, with appropriate mea-
sure, in order to realize its benefit. Efforts for the remainder
of 2007 will focus on the next generation of CMMI process
improvements, which will include streamlining both the
model and the appraisal method using input from a se-
ries of workshops.

Comments and questions should be addressed to
ATL-SSA@osd.mil.
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CONTRACTING

Source Selection:

Communicating

with Offerors

Alexander R. Slate

Il too many people are un-

familiar with source selec-

tions. This article provides a

brief introduction to the

topic for non-contracting of-
ficers. As with any advice, it is strictly
that—advice, not a hard-and-fast set
of procedures.

Basic Source Selection Types
The purpose of source selection is to
evaluate the proposals sent by offer-
ors in response to a Request for Pro-
posal. The goal is to obtain an under-
standing of each offeror’s capability
to accomplish the work required by
the government and thus to award a
contract to the offeror providing the
best value to the government.

That best value may be determined by different factors,
depending upon the acquisition strategy adopted by the
government. Typically, source selections fall into three
different types:

= Lowest Price Technically Acceptable
® Price-Performance Tradeoff (PPT)

= Full-Trade-off Best Value.

(LPTA)

In general, irrespective of source selection type, there are
four different factors that are of interest to us: mission ca-
pability, proposal risk, past performance, and cost/price.

Mission capability addresses the question, “How does the
offeror propose to do the work required by the govern-
ment?” Mission capability will generally be divided into
a number of subfactors, which include technical aspects,
program management aspects, and sometimes business
aspects of the acquisition (such as subcontracting).

Proposal risk answers the question, “What is the likeli-
hood of the offeror actually being able to perform the
work proposed in response to mission capability?” In
more official terms, proposal risk focuses on weaknesses
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