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Timeline of the Capability
Acquisition Management Team

CNO tasked
OPNAV and
ASN-RDA

to establish an
Integration and
Interoperability (1&l)
chartered effort

Created &I
criteria for
ITR,ASR,
CDR, TRR,
Gates
Created I&l 1,2,4,5
criteria for
SRR
DASN PSFR,PDR,
RDT&E and
established Gates 3&6
CAM team

- Created |&l entrance and
exit criteria for SETRs

- Developed process for
considering 1&l as the
threat changes

- Defined a process to
assess how well |&] has
been institutionalized

- Defined a process to
assess system OE as a
function of the cost to
improve Mission OE---
(CAIV)

- Developed process to
assess risk of achieving
Mission OE within budget

Today



FY 13 CAM Tasking Context

Materiel Solution Analysis

Technology Development, Qperations
Engineering and and
Manufacturing Support
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1&1

Integrated Capability Framework

5 Develop
Mission &I Criteri
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A\ 4

Naval SoS SE Guidebook

—> Strengthen

Mission 1&l Governance

Y 13 CAM Task 2|/ 'dentify \ T~
Threat New or FY 13 CAM
Updated
Assessment N — Task 3
Capability (CAIV)

N

|

Development
[

FY11 and FY12 I&] SETR
Criteria and Gate Review
Templates

FY13 CAM Task 1
Develop I&I SETR entrance
and exit criteria

FY13 CAM Task 4 - 1&l policy and
standards derived from the CJCSI

FY13 CAM Task 6
&I Institutionalization
Assessment

FY 13 CAM Task 5

Risk of achieving

OE within budget
Z

Recommended
Alternative




2011 and 2012 Mission |&l SETR
Event Tier Development

v Incorporated I&I criteria within the SETR

, 3.0 System Requirements Review (SRR)

process.

= List of criteria statements for Initial Te I&] Criteria Tier Artifacts

Review (ITR) SETR event 3.1 Mission Engineering (ME)

~ Tier 1: SETR Event / 3.11 Capability Gap Analysis |
- Tier 2: 1&1 SETR Category Title/ 3.1.1.3 Have all mission level CONOPS, STAR,

stakeholders been identified? CDD, TDS, CARD

— Tier 3: 1&I SETR Schategory / 3.1.1.3.1 Have all mission areas, mission
— Tier 4: 1&l SETR Evaluation Criteria — 1&] 77 threads, and kil chains been identified?
_ _ o _ areas been identified?
— Tier 5: 1&| SETR Detailed Criteria — Designed
to he|p aless experienced SE to evaluate 3.1.1.3.3 Have all the joint mission areas

been identified?

the Tier 4 criteria (starting at SRR)

3.1.1.3.4 Have all the coalition mission

= Within this structure, numbers are used to areas been identified?

identify the categories and criteria. Tiers 1, 2, 3.1.1.4 Does the derived system
and 3 are categories and Tiers 4 and 5 are the requirement(s) fulfill the mission
actual 1&I evaluation criteria. level capability gap(s)?

. . . 3.1.1.4.1 Has a derived requirement(s)
v During the development of the criteria, the been identiied foreach g assigned to e

documents that require review were identified to system?

support the questions within the SETR end-to-
end process. 5



CAM TASK 1

DEVELOP [I& ENTRANCE AND EXIT
CRITERIA FOR THE SETR PROCESS.



Criteria/SE

FY 13 I&l Entry and Exit

R/Gate Alignment

v The scope of this task incorporates
entry and exit criteria of the SETR
process to tier two of the “1&I SETR
Category Title” for SETR events.

v Update sections of the Naval SETR
Handbook to embed I&I entrance and
exit criteria into the SETR process.

» Analyze and determine the Integration
and Interoperability (I&l) SETR entry
and exit criteria, leading to the
traceability and evaluation of the
Systems of Systems throughout the life
cycle.

— Developed entry/exit criteria that is
associated to the I&l SETR questions

» Incorporate the 1&I entry/exit criteria
into the SYSCOM instructions

v Correlate the 1&l exit criteria to the
GATE REVIEW I1&I criteria

ITR

Mission Engineering [ME)

Systems engineering [SE)

Test and Evaluation [TE)

Entry Criteria
|z the program capable of praducing a STAR repart.

Priovide evidence that a mizsion level capability gap
analysiz has been perfarmed.

Priovide evidence that an azsessment of the technical
and cost risks of the proposed program has been
conducted.

Explain how impacts created by external systems have
been docurmented in the ITR artifacts, including the Aof
guidance, IC0, COMOPS, and DoDAF produsts.

Has a draft copy of these artifacts been made available
to commenee the review; Ao, COMEMP, CARD,
DODAF Yiews [at a minimum OY-1, 0%-2, 0Y-3, 0v-4,
OY-6 & O-6c], HEIP, IMPF, IS, MRD, TOS and final
Provide evidence the underlying Mission Area
assumptions uzed in developing the CARD technically
and programmatically sound, eecutable, and complets,

Demonstrate that the Aod Study Plan inclodes key
operational considerations that impact the proposed
Priogram Interoperability Requirements. The analysiz
should include not only the system under consideration,
but itz impact on the broader S0 with which it will
ewentually operate. IF new communication network.s are
proposed, demonstrate that the analysis precludes
potential Strike Force Interoperability ambiguities,

Amnblinke srd ross senditisne

Provide a list of the required systems that align to the
T4 o meet the mizsion requirement,

Requirement Managers [OPMAVIMCPC) of all the
systems in the mission architectures have been karmally
advised of the need to coordinate to suppart system
development and test,

Exit Criteria
The program has demonstrated that all mizsion
zapability gaps have been identitied and addressed.

Provide evidence that the funding has been initiated bo
support the mission level development, testing,
walidation and certifications of the S0S.

Does the program (5] have a clear perspective of all
syztem Stakeholder roles at the mission lewel.

Provide evidence that all of the systems needed to Fulfill
the mission gaps have been identified in the TR
artifactz, including Ao quidance, G0, and draft DoDAF

‘what is the plan to develop andfor update the data input,
output and interface functionality for the COT=IGOT =
GFE mission level reference model o acoount for the
zelectad system.

Provide evidence that the CARD captures the key
program cost drivers, development cozts [all azpects of
hardware, human integration, and software), production
wosts, aperation, mission, inbegrationdinteroper ability
and support costz, Demonstrate that the CARD
identifies funding requirements ta suppart

Describe hiow interoperability certification requirements
have been accounted for in the pragram's POM input.

The results from the SETR Exit criteria will provide
evidence to support the Gate review



CAM TASK 2

IDENTIFY APPROPRIATE POINT(S) IN THE
ACQUISITION LIFE-CYCLE FOR THE
ASSESSMENT OF & REQUIREMENTS
AGAINST CHANGING THREATS



Assessing Impact on I&l When The
hreat Changes Near TRR

% If the threat has evolved since the PDR & CDR:

v" Request new Capability Based Assessment and Mission Level Threat Analysis

v" Revisit the CDD and CPD and the Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP)
updated after the PDR

v Verify whether any impact due to a threat change calls for mission level test
changes prior to proceeding with the Production and Deployment Phase

v If proceeding under risk, the Test phase provides the opportunity to assess the
system against the new or evolved threat and will help to define new system
requirements for future improvement

v' Ensure that any acquisition strategy changes are made before engineering and
manufacturing development or production contracts are awarded (changing
directions can be very costly)

Stop.
Rethink

HIGH strategy.
. . | | Rethink
Ih:: lr::frsi’s?(scrrl\sak. recommae’r(:latio ns |, Stategy.
MED Proceed
Low

Proceed

[@00] (00| [0Oe|




Assessing Impact of the Evolved Threat
on MOE

1. Single System - Calculating the measure of operational effectiveness (MOE’s)
for a single weapon system can usually be accomplished as shown below, and
provides a program manager with much needed information. The advantage of this
approach is that the program manager can deliver a limited capability to the
warfighter on schedule, and full capability to the warfighter at a later date.

original design vs evolved threat

P oper) X Ry = Psskopem
ex: 0.60 x 0.95 = 0.57 $0M 0 mos

An improved design vs the evolved threat

Py (ID,ET) X Ry = Pssk(ID,ET)
ex: 0.88 x 0.95 = 0.84 $300K 3 mos (software)
$2.5M 20 mos (redesign)

10



Assessing Impact of the Evolved Threat
on MOE

2. System of Systems - When System of Systems (SoS) interoperability or system
performance at the mission level information is required, the approach is the same;
however, the calculation of kill probability (P,) becomes more complicated because
the effectiveness of the interactions between the systems must be considered. The
example below assumes that the system under development is not the only one
capable of killing the target; others may also contribute to the mission success.

The SoS wi/original design vs evolved threat

_ $oM 0 mos
Py (SoSOD,ET) X Ry = Pssk (SoSOD,ET)
ex: 0.90 x 0.97 = 0.87
An improved design vs the evolved threat
$10M 20 mos

Py (SoSID,ET) X Ry = Pssk (SoSID,ET)
ex: 0.94 x 0.97 = 0.91

11



CAM TASK 3

DEFINE SYSTEM METRICS TO IMPROVE
SYSTEM OPERATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
AS A FUNCTION OF THE COST OF THE
IMPROVEMENT TO MISSION OPERATIONAL
EFFECTIVENESS

12



Background on CAM Task 3

v Mission execution is based on increasingly complex Mission and

Platform Systems of Systems (SoSs) and with capabilities distributed
across and within platforms

Increasing emphasis on cost control
» The Navy needs to be smart buyer in selection of capabilities

Current practice is limited to system functional and performance
based trade-space analysis

» Does not address Platform or Mission System of Systems (SoSs) impacts
on mission effectiveness

» Does not address cross-platform impacts of changes, including
Configuration Control across ship class

Mission Capabilities are defined in accordance with the Integrated
Capability Framework (ICF),Navy Task List and the Mission Level
Assessment and Evaluation data base for mission and high level
activity task metrics

= System function metrics are derived by system development PMOs

13



FY 13 CAM TASK 3 Overview

Scope:
» The process transits from Mission capabilities to Mission and Platform SoS allocations to
System functional allocations
» Limited to KPPs and KSAs and supporting MOEs and MOPs
Metrics
= Mission and high level activity tasks sourced from Mission Level Assessment and Evaluation
(MLA&E) data base
= Supporting functional metrics are derived by system development PMOs
» Cost estimated using Total Ownership Costs per NAVSEA 2005 Cost Estimating Handbook
Timing: A mission solution AoA is required when a new or evolved threat is identified; as
documented in CAM FY13 Task 2
» Trade-space objectives:
— Does a specific system update improve mission success sufficiently to warrant acquisition
and life cycle cost?
— Does adding a platform SoS capability improve mission success sufficiently to warrant
acquisition and life cycle cost?
— Which ship class improvements or new ship class should the Navy invest in to address a
new threat?
CAIV used to explore alternative trade space and identify required metrics
= Appropriate architectures for CAIV are aligned with the Integrated Capability Framework (ICF)
= Alternative performance and cost estimates made as a bottoms up from the MOE hierarchy

= Best “bang for the buck” recommended. ¥



State the problem in terms of

mission impact

Identify quantified hierarchical

Establish

Performance
& OE Weights

Develop
Alternatives to
implement criteria

v

Estimate
Alternative

Costs

Perform CAIV
analysis

S

olution found?

Provide recommended solution based
on best “Bang for the buck”

Atemative Scores

888 88 o888 8 8
FREE R B I N O I

CAIV with Thresholds and Objectives

Acceptable Alternatives 5

—— E— S—
s

185.0., -2%

e

-
sazs.a, 2206
—

Total Ownership Cost ($™M)

W

Integrated Capability
Framework (ICF):

provides design trade
space and
performance analysis
framework

Analytical Hierarchy

Process (AHP):

framework to decompose
Mission needs to system
functional alternative
implementations, and
determine performance

weights

Mission Focused AoA Process

Objective

(Statement of purpose)

Criteria 1.0
(Measure of Merit)

Criteria 1.1 Criteria 1.2 Criteria 1.3,
(MoM) (MoM) (MoM)
Sub Sub Sub Sub Sub Sub
riteria 1.1.@) @ @riteria 1.1.m| |Criteria 1.2.@) @ @riteria 1.2.n| |Criteria 1.3.10 @ @criteria 1.3.k
(Mol (MoM) (MoM) (MoM) (MoM) (MoM)

NAVSEAs 2005 Cost

Estimating
Handhonk:

Cost as an Independent
Variable (CAIV):
Evaluates alternative(s)
Performance vs life cycle

Cost

Alternativ

el

00O |Aternative A

Modified Kepner Tregoe (KTA) Analysis

B
Pai=

y=1

| rtinsia U mmnbes § meeal, 1.X

(WBy,Al * sBy,Al)

ernative ...

_Alternative m

Weighted Performance 1y 1 .1 0y
. Performance Scol Performance Score | Performance Score
st Raw Raw Raw
(W) |Comments REW|C R*W(C R*W
(R) (R) (R)

1.X.1 MOEor MOP  Raw Perf. 1 a1

... MOE or MOP

1.X.n MOE or MOP

Weight Check | 1

Alt. Total Performance -

Alt. Score (0-

1

f(study type)

Listall materiel and DOTLPF) that -
constitutes Alternative

List cost to achieve implement Sub Criteria >

Alternative 1
Description

Alternative ...
Description

Alternative m
Description

Alternative 1Cost

Alternative ... Cost

Alternative ... Cost




General AHP Hierarchal Model and
Method

State the problem and broaden the objectives of the problem or consider all factors,

1.
objectives and its outcomes
2, Identify the criteria that influence the behavior. Then, structure the problem in a
hierarchy of different levels of influence constituting goal, criteria, sub-criteria, etc.
3. At the bottom of this behavior hierarchy, the alternatives under consideration are listed,
with each alternative feeding the behavior hierarchy.
4. Establish importance weights between objective and criteria, criteria and sub-criteria,
etc.
Objective 1.0 M
(Measure of Merit) Most
Least | :
I I | Behavioral
Criteria 1.1 Criteria 1.2 Criteria 1.3 Hierarchy
(MoM) (MoM, (MoM) "
I I ] ©
| | | | ] | ] ] I
& Sub Sub Sub Sub Sub Sub 2
=2 - Criteria1.1.1 | | Criteria 1.1.2 | |Criteria 1.2.1|| Criteria 1.2.2| | Criteria 1.3.2 |[Criteria 1.3.3| |A|ternatives —
= MoM MoM .
o & (MoM) (MoM) (MoM) (MoM) (MoM) (MoM) Physical
T X
£ and
YV Process
VoSt Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Hierarchy Least
(Hardware/Process (Hardware/Process (Hardware/Process

Based on Wanki Kim, Reverse analytic hierarchy process (AHP) to prioritize emerging IT technologies: A case study in Korea IT industry,
African Journal of Business Management Vol.6 (24), pp. 7214-7229, 20 June, 2012 16



Hierarchical Evaluation Network
Rules

1) Evaluation flow is bottoms up. Elements in
each level in the hierarchy feeds elements
the next level above

2) Each element in the network is connected
to at least one element in the level above

3) Wi A= performance weight for element B
in support of element A

» |Ifthereis no dependence of an upper
level element on a next lower element,
this is shown by weight = zero.

* non-zero weights should sum to 1:

Al is not dependent on B3 y=1(Wpy # 0) =1

A2 s dependent on B3 4) Sg 5 = Score of element B in support of

element A

* % of ability, based on performance
thresholds and objective

Pa1 = Z(WBY,Al * SBy,Al) « Relative % of ability, normalized range to
highest to lowest scoring element in
hierarchical layer

B

y=1

To avoid bias in process, care must be given to determine importance
weights, thresholds, and objectives as objectively as possible, prior to
scoring.



IMPLEMENTING CAIV: ESTABLISH RELATIVE IMPORTANCE
WEIGHTS

18



Establish Relative Importance Weights
with Quick Comparison AHP

v Establishing weights is a top-down process
= Start with the trade off objective and evaluate the relative contribution of
each of the element’s criteria from the next level down.
— ldentify stakeholders for each hierarchical level interface

— Survey technical stakeholders (SMEs) to establish relative mission importance of
for each element of a layer to each element of the next higher level

» Technical Performance
« Supportability Reliability, Program Protection, Safety, etc.

— Solicit input for relative importance of how the objective is supported by the
underlying criteria.

= Repeat for each criteria level, working down fundamental key measures

v Best to establish weights prior to scoring system
» Avoids “gaming the system”
» Provides results that are less influenced by unintentional bias

19



Process: Establish initial relative
weights (Quick Comparison)

1. Provide an evaluation form to each stake holder selected to weigh N
Criteria

a. Puteach criteria (C;g, ) into an evaluation matrix with a criterion
chosen (base-line criteria) to compare other criteria to

b. Have the evaluator identify the relative importance of each criteria to
the base-line criteria

— Make sure provide meaning for scale

— To the left of “1”: base-line is M times more important than comparison
(comparison is 1/M times the importance of base-line)

- “1” is equal importance between the two

— To the right of “1”: comparison is M times more important than base-line
(base-line is 1/M times the importance of comparison)

2. Average the column responses for each respondent

3. For each row, average the importance results for each comparison pair
to provide the first pass weights(Wfpi By, A)

4. These are used to establish the final relative weights

20



CAIV With Set Thresholds, Objectives, and
Cost Limit

Performance
Threshold

Alternative Score

1.0000

0.9000

0.8000

0.7000

0.6000

0.5000

0.4000

0.3000 |

0.2000

0.1000

0.0000

Alternative Bang for the Buck (Scoring Re: Threshold & Objectives

Acceptable Alternatives

Recommended Alternatives

¢ $329.00, 0.4744

JIU.UU
$- $100.00 $200.00 $300.00 $400.00 $500.00 $600.00 $700.00

$399.00, 0.0770 *
Under Performing

Alternative Cost ($M)

$800.00

21




Flows

Requirements
Requirements Cognizance

CAIV Cost and Performance Hierarchical

p

Alternative roll up of costs

Flexibyit
Y _ Criteria 1.0 YO Cost to |
g Platform Operational Effectiveness % Execute Mission portfolio
sl o Platforms, DOTLPF £ Cos't =
S = \ o
@ ki > Criteria 1.X 5| |Execute Single mission
o 3 > | Single Mission Effectiveness 2 f
c < £ = Cost o
3 =1 o) | Platforms, DOTLPF o| | Platform(s) to provide
8 = - — S capabilities
ol = Criteria 1.1.X o| [|through task execution
c| E O System Capability Effectiveness| | o |
— 4
= A Platforms, DOTLPF £| |Cost of System (s) to
2 ‘ c execute functions
=1 Criteria 1.1.1.X @
e . Task Effectiveness < /\
N J ‘g :).)_ Platforms
' = o Cost to implement|| Cost of
> 3]
> Crltena 1.1.1.1.X DOTLPF p
A Functional Performance
_ Systems, Operators Criteria

Allocation

22



CAM TASK 5

DEVELOP A PROCESS TO ALLOW THE
NAVAL ENVIRONMENT TO ASSESS THE
RISK OF ACHIEVING A BUDGETED
OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY USING DATA
THAT IS ALREADY BEING COLLECTED

23



Assess Risk of Achieving a Budgeted Operational Capability

OV - 5a from ICF

Step 1 Step 2 NTA Metrics from MLA&E process
| - =
NTA 2.1 NTA22 NTA25 NTA23  NTA24 NTA42  NTA43 i ——iz__ __ __‘
| |
Step 3 _ Step 4 Financial Mapping to
Risk Summary - a
_ NTA Metrics to Capability
SME matrices for the
assessment of Viewpoint

Risk to achieve

i

Program Cost
Estimation
WBS

$ 0 % [k uma [x i
X X % wrL2 t3 X X
X Wi % |x
X }HJLLA 0 X
WTLS.N L3 X X
HHHEHE
| roject/Service | L]
Froject/Service 7 L3
Broﬂsemm! X
Project/Service 4 x L3
Hrﬂﬂﬂhﬂ_’l L3
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CAM TASK 6

DEVELOP METRICS AND PROCESSES FOR
ASSESSING HOW WELL 1&lI HAS BEEN
INSTITUTIONALIZED IN SETRS AND GATE
REVIEWS, WITH THE DELIVERY OF THIS
ASSESSMENT TO THE TECHNICAL
AUTHORITY

25



&1 Metrics
Process Measures  Analysis Dashboards

I&I Analysis Results will be displayed on the site with the

v Using ggte review process for data use of built in site features such as SharePoint
“Gathering” Dashboards, using Performance Point.

0 Pt /15755 U836 Dashbonrdt/Sules N0 T ey S0P erfeemncedipe

'g‘mw.':m'r;@m*mm*

Measure # of POR/Systems go through

Gate Review total e

Measure # Of POR/SyStemS go through ‘jU Home » Sales Terdtory Pedormance ""yn :"{‘ r
System SETR T ==
Measure # of POR/Systems go through —— (T o
. E— PRFTOR 9 ¢ | e *
|&I evaluation at SETR s owa o waowe
— Assume if going through 1& SETR then e (o o G|
went through System SETR e S T T
Comectant $AGM % B % 1
Measure Gate Review/DAB Decisions el ey e
Vastachaets SN @ -% 82008 @ 1% ™
— Broken into 2 categories »« e
. . = W
— Category A Decision = Approval to i i i i .
move forward with no actions «?Magig ‘
. 3§§ﬂ=§:§
required fgéé;‘&;

— Category B Decision = Anything that
is NOT a Category A Decision

26



Developed a Survey Form

v By default, the survey is set-up to aska AT
number of key performance questions SQW‘ vt s
based on Entry/Exit criteria of events (4

SPAWAR HQ 4.0 Fleet Support, Installations  Fleet Readiness Directorate ¥ SPAWAR 5.0 Chief Engineer~  Team Sites*  Site Issues/ Request Account »

passing through Gate Review.

v Collect Survey Results: After the user 181 Survey
completes the survey. The Surveys can =
then be accessed for historical C
archiving, and reporting. et | [ :

v Analysis of Surveys Received: Once

3 4l Site Content L. Were drat copies of the Ao, CONEMP, CARD, DODAF Views, HSIP, IMP, IMS, MRD, TDS, and final copies of CONOPS, CARD provided, and  veryHigh | v/
- 1€D updated to include mission level perspective or were draft copies of the AoA, CONEMP, CARD, DODAF Views (at a minimum OV-1, 0V-2,

S u rveyS h ave b e e n re Ce i Ve d , th e S ite V-3, 0V-4, OV-5 & OV-6c), HSIP, IMP, IMS, MRD, TDS and final copies of CONOPS and ICD updated to include mission level perspective?

2. Were all identified mission capability gaps demonstrated, and have they been identified and addressed? Medium lv|
) .
provides several methods which can be et 3]
4. Was evidence that the funding has been initiated to support the mission level development, testing, validation and certification of the Low ﬂ
S0S provided; or was evidence that the funding has been initiated to support the mission level development, testing, validati
used to analyze results. Crcations o e 08 b e
5. Was a traceability matrix of the required systems that aligned specific to the NTA to meet the mission requirement established; or was Very Low ﬂ
a list of the required systems that align to the NTA to meet the mission requirements completed?
. 6. Was the plan to develop and/or update the data input, output and interface functionality for the GFE mission level reference model to High ﬂ
v Business Performance
7. Was evidence that an independent assessment of the program's cost estimate; Independent Cost Estimate (ICE) was conducted been High ﬂ

provided; or was evidence that an ind assessment of the program's cost estimate, Cost Estimate (ICE) was conducted

Reporting: Survey results can be saved
p g. y 8. Was the Cost Analysis Requirements Description (CARD) - document detailing the operational mission concept, candidate material VeryHigh V]

solutions, and, risks been completed and were they finalized; or was the Cost Analysis Requirements Description (CARD] - document

- detailing the operational mission concept, candidate material solutions, interfaces with other systems, and program risks completed and
back to the Business Performance

9. Was evidence sufficiently provided, that an assessment of the technical and cost risks of the proposed program was conducted;orwas — Medium [
. . evidence sufficiently provided, that an assessment of the technical and cost risk of the proposed program was conducted.
Reporting site to enable team members B
software), production costs, operation, mission, integration/interoperability and support costs provided; or was evidence thatthe CARD
captures the key program cost drivers, development costs (all aspects of hardware, human integration, and software), production costs,

to view and collaborate on the analysis ot e e g rd ol 2
y ] 11. Was evidence sufficiently supplied, that the underlying assumptions used in developing the CARD technically and programmatically High ﬂ
were sound, executable, and complete.
H 12 Was it sufficiently demonstrated that the AoA Study Plan included key operational considerations that impacted the proposed High ﬂ
exal I Ip e O Ou pu On e rlg Program Interoperability Requirements? The analysis should have not only included the system under consideration, but its impact on the
broader SOS with which it operated. If new communication networks were proposed, was it sufficiently demonstrated that the analysis
precluded potential Strike Force Interoperability ambiguities, conflicts, and race conditions?

Average: 5
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&1 Survey Site — Home Page

P McAfee

https://nserc.nswe.navy.mil/spawar/HQ/sandbox/metnics/! .35pX .| 181 Metrics - Home

@ ~ Pagev Safety~ Tools+ @@~

v 18I Metrics » Home 4
Ilike It Tags &
Notes
SPAWAR HQ 4.0 Fleet Support, Installations  Fleet Readiness Directorate = SPAWAR 5.0 Chief Engineer~  Team Sites ~ Site Issues/ Request Account ~ Search this site... pel o
Libraries

site Pages INTEGRATION AND INTEROPERABILITY IN
RS SETR AND GATE REVIEW PROCESSES

- - *
Lists Metrics, Analysis, and Trends 4
Dashboards
s T

PerformancePoint Intﬂ)du(ﬁon
Content
Data Connections The purpose of this site is to provide metrics and analysis for assessing how well Integration and Interoperability . < p

(I&1) has been institutionalized in SETRs and Gate Rewviews. These metrics, and analysis will be available to the ar

appropriate Technical Authorities through this site.
V) Recycle Bin We define Institutionalized as meaning:
_j" All Site Content * How well 1&I has been ingrained into the process (1&I has become part of business as usual).

* How effective is I&]1 in the process (I&1 is making a difference (grading for goodness).
This site will include metrics and analysis using the following technigues:

1. Collect Survey Data on program/projects/AAP, etc., that go through element I&1 SETRs, and Gate
Reviews. Analysis will be performed on:
= Failure trends to determine if the system went through I&1 SETR/Gate review;
= Failure of systems that did not go through the SETR process; and
= Analysis of differences between system failures and RFAs.
2. Trend Analysis on:
= Failures in fleet to complete the mission; and
= Weighted question sets.

I&T Survey

Click on link below to launch the I&I Survey:

= I&T Survey Form

Important Links
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