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Development and Coordination of the Life Cycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP)
1.0 Description.  
The LCSP documents the Program Manager (PM) and Product Support Manager's (PSM) plan for formulating, implementing and executing the sustainment strategy, and is part of the overall Acquisition Strategy of a program. It details the system’s sustainment Key Performance Parameters (KPPs)/Key System Attributes (KSAs). The LCSP describes the approach and resources necessary to develop and integrate sustainment requirements into the system's design, development, testing, deployment and sustainment phases while controlling overall program Total Ownership Costs (TOC).  It should include sufficient detail for a program to execute against, and should also include a product support integrated master schedule.  
1.1 The LCSP shall be integrated across the system life cycle including strategy development, planning, development, production, fielding, modification (which may include technology advancement), support, and disposal. The LCSP streamlines, consolidates, and makes visible to leadership all product support aspects of the program and should describe all stakeholders’ roles and responsibilities (to include any organization with delegated sustainment responsibilities such as: other services, product groups and/or support providers).
1.2 The LCSP evolves into an execution plan to describe the manner in which life cycle sustainment requirements are acquired, applied, managed, assessed, measured, and reported after system fielding.  By Milestone (MS) C, the LCSP should detail how the program will meet readiness targets, sustain system performance capability threshold criteria, comply with Title 10 United States Code (USC),§ 2337, Life Cycle Management and Product Support, 10 USC, § 2464, Core Logistics Capabilities, and 10 USC,§ 2466, Limitations on the Performance of Depot-level Maintenance of Materiel, mitigate operations and support (O&S) costs, reduce the logistics footprint and comply with environmental and other logistics related regulations. When the program enters the O&S Phase, the LCSP is the execution plan for sustaining the system to include disposal. The LCSP should be used to support and align efforts to the program’s planning, programming, budgeting, and execution activities.
1.3 This process applies to all acquisition programs as defined in Air Force Instruction (AFI) 63-101/20-101, Integrated Life Cycle Management, paragraph 1.2.
2.0 Purpose.   
2.1 The purpose of this standard process is to provide assistance and guidance to the Program Office (PO) to aid in the standardization of the development and coordination of program LCSPs across the center. (Note:  The LCSP and this standard process are intended to be used in conjunction with Acquisition Planning as defined in Contents of Acquisition Plans, FAR Part 7.105.)
2.2 Per Department of Defense Instruction (DoDI) 5000.02, Operation of the Defense Acquisition System, and AFI 63-101/20-101, Integrated Lifecycle Management, a LCSP is required for all Acquisition Category (ACAT) programs and requires approval at MS A, B, and C, and Full Rate Production (FRP). Additionally, the LCSP is updated to reflect changes in the product support strategy/operating environments, at major MS reviews, or at a minimum every five years, whichever comes first. Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) may also designate other efforts requiring the development of a LCSP. 
2.3 Major System Modifications/Upgrades. Major system modifications/upgrades may be added as a stand-alone annex to the weapon system/program LCSP or incorporated into the existing weapon system/program LCSP. The annex or updated LCSP will address all LCSP mandatory requirements for that specific modification/upgrade as well as any unique info specific to the modification/upgrade program being documented [(i.e., metrics/requirements, contracts, funding/cost information, schedule, program risks and all Product Support Element (PSE) questions identified in Section 9.4 of the AFLCMC LCSP Sample Outline (Attachment 3)]. Changes to the LCSP due to major system modification/upgrade require LCSP reevaluation, coordination and approval. (Note: Major Systems Modifications/Upgrades as defined in AFI 63-101/20-101).  The Milestone Decision Authority (MDA) can further clarify expectations for LCSP updates in an Acquisition Decision Memorandum or other documentation.  Additional information on Modification LCSPs can be found in Attachment 2 of this Standard Process.
2.4 Life Cycle Management Plan (LCMP).  As stated in AFI63-101/20-101, para 7.7.1.1., AF programs delegated to the Service Acquisition Executive and below possessing a MDA approved LCMP prior to 2013 are not required to have a stand-alone Acquisition Strategy (AS) and LCSP, if the MDA approves continued use of the LCMP for the life of the program. However, the LCMP must meet the requirement and coordination requirements of an existing LCSP as well as Sustainment Command Representative (SCR) coordination/signature. Additional information can be found in Attachment 5: LCSP and LCMP Correlation Matrix. 
2.5 Other Acquisition Pathway Programs: Per AFI 63-101 para 7.5 and applicability in para 1.2, the LCSP is the AF method of documenting the product support strategy, for all acquisition programs to include pathways other than Major Capabilities Acquisitions (i.e. Software Acquisition Pathways and Rapid Acquisition Programs).   It is recommended that  acquisition programs (to include rapid acquisition programs and software pathway programs) complete at a minimum Steps 1.1-1.4 of this Standard Process prior to releasing the program’s first Request for Proposal (RFP) to ensure that product support/supportability are being considered to the maximum extent practical within the program’s constraints and objectives.  If possible, these programs (especially those pursuing a rapid fielding strategy) are encouraged to complete the entire process to include the LCSP PSER and request AFLCMC/LG-LZ SCR Additionally, when preparing a rapid acquisition LCSP, it is important for programs to identify how/where the LCSP content has been tailored and why. (Note: Justification should provide insight into how/why requirement was deemed unnecessary/not feasible due to a specific programmatic reason (shortened timelines, not cost-effective, etc.).  
2.6 Classified Programs. Program offices that have a classified LCSP will follow a tailored coordination process. It is recommend for programs planning to follow this process, to reach out to the AFLCMC LCSP Subject Matter Expert (SME) to discuss development of their LCSP. After consultation, the program offices will develop their LCSPs per the standard AFLCMC Standard Process and AFLCMC LCSP Sample Outline and may engage with the AFLMC LCSP SME and/or any other AFLCMC/LZS product support element SMEs as deemed necessary by the program office.  Once the LCSP is drafted, the program office will run the AFLCMC LCSP Reviewer’s Checklist as part, ensuring a robust, fully-fleshed out product support strategy and provide to their owning Organizational Senior Functional (OSF) for validation.  If the LCSP is validated by the OSF, then the LCSP will be sent to AFLCMC/LG-LZ for SCR signature. If the LCSP is not validated by the OSF, it will be sent back to the program office for rework. Please see Attachment 15 for a graphic of the process. 
2.7 LCSP Tailoring.  As stated in AFI 63-101/20-101 para 2.4.2., the MDA has the authority to tailor within the scope of applicable law and regulation.  Therefore the MDA has the authority to tailor the content and requirements for the LCSP; however, tailoring shall be documented with supporting rationale and citation to applicable statute or regulation. LCSP tailoring strategies may include, but are not limited to the following: an overarching change to the LCSP content based on unique program characteristics, a modification or omission of information within the LCSP based on applicability to the program, a modification or omission of required tables and figures and/or change to required coordination. For further guidance see AFI 63-101 para 3.1.  The PM shall identify the tailoring strategy in the AS and/or Acquisition Decision Memorandum for the MDA’s approval to include clear explanation of and justification for tailoring applied.  [Note:  See Attachment 3 for additional guidance on documentation of MDA/Program Executive Officer (PEO) approved tailoring of program LCSP].
3.0 Potential Entry/Exit Criteria and Inputs/Output.
Entry Criteria. Per AFI 63-101/20-101 para. 7.7.1, every ACAT program shall develop a LCSP. The Assistant Secretary of Defense for Logistics and Materiel Readiness (ASD (L&MR) shall approve LCSPs for all ACAT ID, IAM and USD (A&S) -designated special interest programs for MS A or equivalent, each subsequent milestone, and FRP decision. After the system's initial operating capability follow AFI 63-101/20-101 para 7.4. SAF/AQD is the delegated approval authority for the LCSP on all ACAT I programs and the MDA is the approval authority for all other LCSPs. Note:  For the purpose of the AFLCMC LCSP Standard Process and Work Breakdown Structure (WBS) the term “MDA/PEO” will be used for Steps 1.1 through 1.10 (Figure 1).  For ACAT I programs or programs where the MDA is the PEO, programs should coordinate at the PEO level where indicated.  For programs where the MDA has been delegated below the PEO, the designated MDA should complete the requirements for the identified Step.
3.1 Exit Criteria. The LCSP process will be completed upon approval by the appropriate authority as outlined in AFI 63-101/20-101, Table 4.1 and para. 7.7.4.
3.2 Inputs (as applicable). 
3.2.1 Initial Capabilities Document (ICD)/Capability Development Document (CDD)/Capability Production Document (CPD)/AF Form 1067 [(Lead Command/Using Command(s)]
3.2.2 Acquisition Strategy (PM)
3.2.3 Systems Engineering Plan (SEP) [(Engineer (EN)]
3.2.4 Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP) (Test)
3.2.5 Product Support Business Case Analysis (PS-BCA), Core Assessment/Depot Source of Repair (DSOR)/Maintenance Concept, and Weapon Systems Supportability Analysis (WSSA)
3.2.6 Cost Analysis Requirements Description (CARD), Life Cycle Cost Estimate (LCCE), TOC, etc. [Financial Manager (FM)]
3.2.7 Reliability, Availability, Maintainability – Cost (RAM-C Report), Failure Mode Effects, Criticality Analysis (FMECA) reports and Failure Reporting, Analysis and Corrective Action System (FRACAS) (EN)
3.2.8 Other Program Office Documentation
3.2.9 Subject Matter Expert (SME) Input
3.3 Outputs. 
3.3.1 LCSP formatted and compliant with OSD and AFLCMC LCSP Sample Outline (Attachment 3) to include all mandatory annexes as identified in section 4.7 of this standard process
3.3.2 LCSP coordinated and approved IAW regulation and policy 

4.0 Process Workflow and Activities. 
4.1 Suppliers, Inputs, Process, Outputs, Customers (SIPOC).
	Suppliers
	Inputs
	Process
	Outputs
	Customers

	· PM
· PSM
· Program Office Functionals
· Product Support Provider(s)
· Product Support Integrator(s)
· Product Group Managers
· Lead Command/ Using Command(s)
· Original Equipment Manufacturer(s)
· Other Stakeholders
	· ICD/CDD/CPD/AF Form 1067
· Acquisition Strategy
· SEP
· TEMP
· PS-BCA
· CARD, LCCE, TOC, etc.
· RAM-C, FMECA, and FRACAS Report
· Core Assessment/DSOR/ Maintenance Concept
· Other Program Office Documentation
· SME Input
· Product Support Supportability Analysis
	Develop and coordinate a LCSP that ensures the system’s product support strategy achieves and maintains the sustainment KPPs/KSAs while controlling overall program TOC
	· LCSP formatted and compliant with OSD and AFLCMC standard template
· LCSP coordinated and approved IAW regulation and policy
	· MDA
· PEO
· PM
· AFLCMC
· AFMC
· Lead Command/Using Command(s)
· Other Stakeholders


Table 1. SIPOC
4.2 The LCSP Development and Coordination process for AFLCMC is a high-level step-by-step process for key events.  Figure 1 shows the individual process steps for program offices to follow to develop and coordinate the LCSP. 
[image: ]-- PM –Program Manager, CRM – Comment Resolution Matrix, eSSS – Electronic Staff Summary Sheet, SCR – Sustainment Command Representative, SB—Small Business, 
Figure 1. Process Flowchart
4.3 As the LCSP moves through the steps outlined in Figure 1 above and further spelled out in Table 2 below, there are a few things the program office should keep in mind to aid in streamlining the LCSP coordination process.
4.3.1 Use of Task Management Tool (TMT) and Organizational Workflows. To ensure the coordination process flows correctly and that reviewing organizations are held accountable for stated review timelines, program offices should request AFLCMC Center Functional Draft Review via TMT (Step 1.3) with a 14 working-day turnaround time IAW this Standard Process.  To request SCR Formal Coordination (Step 1.9) program offices should submit the request via TMT to AFLCMC/LG-LZ with a five working-day turnaround time IAW this Standard Process.
4.3.2 Use and progression of the Comment Resolution Matrix (CRM).  A CRM is required to accompany the LCSP throughout the coordination process.  At each step in the process, the same CRM should be utilized and built upon into a single consolidated CRM that should flow with the LCSP to the next step in the coordination process. Ensure the CRM is fully adjudicated and results provided to stakeholders (Figure 1, Process Flow Step 1.4).  An example of a Comment Resolution Matrix is in Attachment 9. 

4.3.3 Non - Concur Process.  In the event of a non-concur at Step 1.4, the program office may either resubmit via TMT the LCSP once appropriate updates have been incorporated to the non-concurring organization to try to clear the non-concur or the program office has the option to proceed to the next step in the process.  If the program office chooses to proceed, the non-concur must be appropriately documented in the eSSS “Views of Others” through the remainder of the LCSP coordination process.
4.4 LCSP Development.  
The LCSP is a living document that should be updated to reflect the increased maturity of the product support strategy.  Follow applicable DoDI 5000, Series for guidance. 
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Table 2.  Work Breakdown Structure (Note:  See Attachment 1 for detailed WBS)
4.5 The AFLCMC LCSP Sample Outline (Attachment 3) shall be used as the starting outline for all AFLCMC programs.  The AFLCMC LCSP Sample Outline is based on the USD (AT&L) Memorandum, “Life-Cycle Sustainment Plan Outline Version 2.0,” dated 19 Jan 17 (Attachment 4) which supersedes the “Document Streamlining-Life-Cycle Sustainment Plan,” dated 14 Sep 11.
4.6 LCSP Outline Deviations. Nearly all elements of the AFLCMC LCSP Sample Outline and USD (AT&L) LCSP Sample Outline are mandatory. Programs must address all content requirements as stated under each of the sample outline headings; however, the individual pictures, tables and figures should be tailored to fit the program’s needs.  If sample outline headings or a subset of the content requirement is not applicable to a program, the section should still be addressed with an explanation as to why that portion of the LCSP is N/A for the particular program.  Additionally, it is recommended that an overall explanation of any sample outline headings or subset of content that has been modified or deleted, be included in Section 1 and Introduction, to substantiate the omission and/or change.  
4.7 LCSP Annex(s).  The following annexes (other than Diminishing Manufacturing Sources and Material Shortages (DMSMS), which is recommended) are required for inclusion as identified in DoDI 5000.85, AFI 63-10/20-101 and/or this AFLCMC Standard Process. (See Table 3 after annexes).  If any listed mandatory annexes are not applicable for a given program, an approved waiver or a statement shall be included in lieu of the Annex with supporting rationale as to why the Annex is N/A. 
Table 3.  LCSP Annex Requirements
	

Annex
	
	Life Cycle Event

	
	ACAT I
	ACAT
	MS A
	Dev RFP Rel
	MS B
	MS C
	FRP
	5-Year Review

	
	
	II
	III
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PS-BCA
	•
	•
	*
	
	
	
	•
	•
	***

	ILA
	**
	
	
	
	
	•
	•
	•
	•

	IUID
	•
	•
	•
	•
	+
	+
	+
	+
	+

	PPP
	•
	•
	•
	•
	+
	+
	+
	+
	•

	RSSP
	•
	
	
	•
	
	•
	
	
	

	Demilitarization Plan
	•
	•
	•
	
	
	
	•
	+
	+

	Preservation and Storage of Unique Tooling Plan
	•
	
	
	
	
	
	•
	+
	+

	Core Logistics Assessment
	•
	•
	•
	•
	•
	+
	•
	
	+

	DSOR
	•
	•
	•
	
	
	•
	•
	•
	•

	IP Strategy
	•
	•
	•
	
	
	•
	•
	•
	•

	TOLCMP/TOLCVP
	•
	•
	•
	++
	
	•
	•
	•
	•

	Partnership Agreements
	•
	•
	•
	•
	
	•
	•
	•
	•

	ELMP
	•
	•
	•
	•
	
	•
	•
	•
	•

	DMSMS Plan
	
	++
	++
	
	
	++
	++
	++
	++



• Mandatory
++ Recommended
* As required by MDA
** MDAP Only
+ Updated as required
*** Revalidation and legacy programs shall follow requirements as identified in AFI63-101/20-101 para. 7.6.5.




4.7.1 Product Support Business Case Analysis (PS-BCA).  Due to the size of a PS-BCA Final Report and Implementation Plan, an executive summary, to include the PS-BCA recommendation, program’s progress toward implementing the recommendation, and program office Point of Contact (POC) or link to the document must be included as an annex to the LCSP.  For legacy programs and PS-BCA revalidations, annex should be based on requirements as dictated in AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.6.5. The MDA may determine a PS-BCA is not required for ACAT III programs.  If the MDA determines that a PS-BCA is not required, the program office should document rationale in the LCSP, Section 1 “Introduction”.  For additional information on PS-BCAs, see AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.6. For more information on how to complete and coordinate a Product Support Business Case Analysis, please see AFPAM 63-123, Product Support Business Case Analysis and AFLCMC Standard Process for Product Support Business Case Analysis. The PS-BCA is a mandatory annex as defined in DoD 5000.85   (For more information on PS-BCA requirements see the AFLCMC Product Support (PS) Business Case Analysis (BCA) Standard Process located on the AFLCMC Acquisition Process Directory. 
4.7.2 Preservation and Storage of Unique Tooling Plan. (Major Defense Acquisition Program (MDAP) Only) The Preservation and Storage of Unique Tooling Plan, as outlined and required by section 815 of Public Law 110-417 (Reference (f)), is prepared to support MS C.  It must include the review cycle for assessing tool retention across the life of the system.  If an MDA (other than the Defense Acquisition Executive (DAE)) determines that preservation and storage of unique tooling is no longer required, a waiver will be submitted to the DAE for notification to Congress.  If the requested waiver is approved, the program office will document approval in the LCSP, Section 1.  The Preservation and Storage of Unique Tooling Plan is a mandatory Annex as defined in AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.7.5.4. and DoD 5000.85  (For more information on Preservation and Storage of Unique Tooling Plan requirements see Attachment 12 of this process or contact AFLCMC/LZS Workflow at aflcmc.lzs@us.af.mil.)
4.7.3 Core Logistics Analysis. By MS A, the DoD Component will document its determination of applicability of core logistics capability and identify the requirements in the LCSP in accordance with 10 USC, § 2366a (Reference (g)). For additional information see AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.7.5.3. Note:  If a program falls within the Core Logistics Analysis exclusions as stated in 10 USC 2464, annex is not required; however, it is recommended that the program office verify the rationale for exclusion with AFMC/A4F and document AFMC/A4F’s concurrence that the program falls with the stated exclusion.) For more information on how to do and coordinate on a Core Logistics Analysis, please see the AFLCMC/LG-LZ 50/50 & Core Reporting Internal Process Guide (IPG).  The CLA is a mandatory annex as defined in DoDI 5000.85.  A memorandum from HQ AFMC/A4FD documenting the result of the Core Logistics Analysis is expected to be attached to the LCSP. (For more information on DSOR requirements see the AFLCMC DSOR Internal Process Guide located on the AFLCMC Acquisition Process Directory. 
4.7.4 DSOR.  The program office will attach the program's estimated requirements for maintenance, repair and associated logistics capabilities and workloads to the LCSP in accordance with 10 USC, § 2366b by MS B. When available, the program’s final DSOR letter should be included in this annex.  The program's maintenance plan will ensure that core depot-level maintenance and repair capabilities and capacity are established no later than four years after Initial Operational Capability (IOC) in accordance with 10 USC, § 2464. The DSOR is a mandatory annex as defined in AFI 63-101/20-101, paragraph 7.7.5.6.  A memorandum from HQ AFMC/A4FD documenting the result of the DSOR process is expected to be attached to the LCSP.  (For more information on DSOR requirements see the AFLCMC DSOR Internal Process Guide located on the AFLCMC Acquisition Process Directory. 
4.7.5 Intellectual Property (IP) Strategy. The program’s IP Strategy will be included in the LCSP and updated appropriately during the O&S Phase (see DoDI 5000.85 for additional information). The IP Strategy must be updated, where appropriate, to support and account for evolving IP considerations associated with award and administration of all contracts throughout the system life cycle. The IP Strategy becomes part of the LCSP at Milestone B, C and subsequent LCSP Plan updates, including major modification programs.  For additional information, see AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.7.5.5..   The IP Strategy is a mandatory annex as defined in Dodi 5000.85 and is expected to be attached to the LCSP.  (For more information on IP Strategy requirements see Attachment 14 of this process or contact AFLCMC/LZS Workflow to request assistance.)
4.7.6 Independent Logistics Assessment (ILAs). (MDAP Only) Programs will conduct ILAs for all MDAPs prior to MS B, C, and FRP decision (if FRP is more than four years after MS-C).  After (IOC, the program will conduct ILAs at a minimum interval of every five years. IAW DoDI 5000.85, the CAE is the approval authority for all ILAs.  ILA results are annexed to the LCSP IAW AFI63-101/20-101 para. 7.9.2. (Note:  CAE ILA approval occurs at that point the CAE completes coordination of the LCSP.)  For additional information on ILAs, see AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.9.2. For more information on how to conduct and coordinate an ILA, see the AFLCMC ILA IPG version 1.4.  The ILA is a mandatory annex as defined in AFI63-101/20-101 para. 7.9.2 and is expected to be attached to the LCSP in the form of ILA findings and corrective actions.  (For more information on ILA requirements see the AFLCMC Independent Logistics Assessment (ILA) Internal Process Guide located on the AFLCMC Acquisition Process Directory). 
4.7.7 Engine Life Management Plan (ELMP).  The ELMP is a mandatory annex and expected to be attached to the LCSP, per AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.7.5.2. Each Engine Type, Model and Series (TMS) engine currently active in the AF inventory shall have an ELMP on file.  The ELMP for systems with propulsion requirements is a sub-element of other Program plans, such as the LCSP, which specifically addresses propulsion and may be a stand-alone chapter or an attached annex.  Programs should utilize the Propulsion Directorate’s ELMP Template as the basis for their respective ELMP.  On a case-by-case basis, the AF Director of Propulsion may grant an exemption from the ELMP requirement for commercial gas turbine engines in service on AF commercial derivative aircraft, certified by the Federal Aviation Administration, and maintained by Contractor Logistics Support (CLS) to the manufacturer’s specifications. Contact AFLCMC.LP.Workflow@us.af.mil to obtain the requirements for an exemption request.  If this exemption is given, it should be documented in the “Introduction” section of the LCSP along with any other exemptions/waivers granted to the program. Watch for AFMAN 20-116 update.   For more information on ELMP requirements see DoP ELMP SharePoint site (https://cs2.eis.af.mil/sites/13234/ELMP/Shared%20Documents/Forms/AllItems.aspx) for ELMP guidance, which includes the ELMP Template and coordination requirements. 
4.7.8 Technical Order Life Cycle Management Plan (TOLCMP) and Technical Order Life Cycle Verification Plan (TOLCVP).  A TOLCMP should be drafted early in the lifecycle and finalized NLT MS B.  Post MS B, the TOLCMP should be refined during each stage of the lifecycle and updated on an annual basis along with the TOLCVP.  The TOLCMP and TOLCVP are mandatory for all programs listed on the United States Air Force (USAF) Program Master List or Acquisition Master List and should be considered for use in any other minor acquisition program.  The TOLCMP and TOLCVP are mandatory annexes as defined in AFI 63-101/20-101, para 7.7.5.13 and TO-00-5-3, para. 2.1.4.2 and are expected to be attached to the LCSP.  (For more information on TOLCMP/TOLCVP requirements see the AFLCMC TOLCMP Internal Process Guide located on the AFLCMC Acquisition Process Directory. 
4.7.9 Demilitarization Plan. The PM shall ensure demilitarization, disposal, reclamation support requirements are identified in accordance with applicable directives by MS C.  The program Demilitarization Plan shall be included as an expected annex to the LCSP.  For additional information on the Demilitarization Plan requirement, see DoD 4160.28 Vol I-M, Defense Demilitarization and AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.20.2 (Mandatory Annex as defined in AFI 63-101/20-101, para 7.7.5.10.)  (For more information on Demilitarization Plan requirements see the AFLCMC Demilitarization Plan Internal Process Guide located on the AFLCMC Acquisition Process Directory. 
4.7.10 (Recommended annex) DMSMS. DMSMS management is identified as an entry in a LCSP table of regulatory/statutory requirements that influence sustainment performance. In addition, the LCSP is required to include a detailed, integrated life-cycle system schedule that contains major logistics sustainment events including dependencies on key sustainment planning documents. The DMSMS Management Plan (DMP) is identified as one of the key sustainment planning documents. For information on how to complete and coordinate on a DMP, please see AFMCI 20-105 and the DMSMS Guidebook (SD-22, 2 Nov 17).  For more information on DMSMS requirements contact AFLCMC/LZS Workflow at aflcmc.lzs@us.af.mil. 
4.7.11 Program Protection Plan (PPP). The PPP is approved by the MDA. Refer to DoDI 5000.02, Enclosure 3 (para 13) for more information. The PM completes the PPP and maintains it throughout the life-cycle of the program. At a minimum, review the PPP every five years congruent with LCSP updates. When a technology development activity transfers to a program, IAW AFI 63-101/20-101, or the system has a major modification, the PM becomes responsible for security impacts of the change and documents them in the program’s PPP. The PM ensures that risk-reducing countermeasures for security-related threats are identified and recorded in the PPP. Completed PPPs containing security requirements, including critical component mitigation and management schema, are included in the SEP and then transferred to the LCSP when a system transitions into the O&S phase; Product Support Providers (PSP) identified in the LCSP will be fully informed of their responsibilities. For more information on how to write and coordinate a PPP, please see AFPAM 63-113 and the Defense Acquisition Guidebook Chapter 9, Program Protection. The PPP is a mandatory annex for all programs in the O&S phase, as defined in AFI 63-101/20-101, paragraph 7.7.5.8; however, an executive summary with a program office POC to contact for more information is sufficient to satisfy this requirement.  (For more information on PPP requirements see AFLCMC Program Protection Planning (PPP) and System Security Engineering (SSE) Standard Process located on the AFLCMC Acquisition Process Directory. 
4.7.12 Item Unique Identification (IUID). IUID and valuation is a system of marking, valuing, and tracking items delivered to DoD that enhances logistics, contracting, and financial business transactions supporting the United States and coalition troops. IUID is required for all new DoD acquisitions, items the Government already owns (also known as legacy items), and Government Furnished Property (GFP) meeting of any one of the following criteria: 1. The item has a line item acquisition cost in its contract of $5,000 or more, 2. The item is or will be serially managed by the DoD, 3. The item is or will be controlled or mission essential, 4. Permanent identification is or will be wanted for any other reason.  Program Managers (PMs) are required to begin IUID planning at the formal establishment of a program through the development of an IUID Implementation Plan.  The IUID Implementation Plan is approved by the PEO for ACAT I and II programs. For ACAT III programs, the MDA/PEO is the approval authority.  Approved IUID Implementation Plans are included in the SEP through MS C and as an annex (an expected attachment) to the LCSP after MS C.  For more information on how to complete an IUID Implementation Plan, see the AFLCMC IUID IPG, AFPAM 63-128, Attachment 3 or AFMCI 20-104. (Mandatory Annex after MS C approval as defined in AFI 63-101/20-101, paragraph 7.7.5.9).  (For more information on IUID requirements see the AFLCMC Item Unique Identification (IUID) Planning and Execution Internal Process Guide located on the AFLCMC Acquisition Process Directory.
4.7.13 Replaced System Support Plan (RSSP). The RSSP is a Component approved plan applicable to MDAP programs that provides information on the sustainment of an existing system that the system under development is intended to replace. The RSSP describes the approach for how the program plans to sustain (including budgeting and funding) the existing system until the replacement system is fielded and assumes the majority of responsibility for the mission of the existing system. The RSSP is submitted as an attachment to the LCSP. The RSSP is a mandatory annex for MDAP LCSPs as defined in AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.7.5.11. (For more information on RSSP requirements see Attachment 13 of this process or contact AFLCMC/LZS Workflow at aflcmc.lzs@us.af.mil to request assistance.)
4.7.14 Partnership Agreements. Public-Private Partnerships are typically supported by three complementary agreements. The prime contract documents the relationship between the program office and the private sector entity. The Partnership Agreement establishes the overarching organizational interactions, assumptions and processes the stakeholders agree to follow during the partnership. The Implementation Agreement describes the specific workloads to be performed by the partners. The Product Support Manager is responsible for developing and managing the public-private partnership and harmonizing the three agreements to ensure an effective and affordable product support strategy. The Product Support Manager provides copies of all partnership and implementation agreements supporting the product support strategy in a mandatory annex to the Life Cycle Sustainment Plan as defined in AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.7.5.12 and 7.15.2.3. For additional information, please see the Public-Private Partnership for Product Support Guidebook.
5.0 Measurement. 
5.1 [image: ]AFLCMC/LG-LZ collects LCSP Process metrics via the Logistics Health Assessment Demographic Questions on an annual basis.  LCSP process metrics are collected and analyzed to aid in the development of standardized processes, monitor center level compliance with policy and to track implementation of program LCSP strategies. Table 4 below provides additional details on the LCSP S&P Board Metric Attibute.
Note:  SMART – Specific, Measurable, Actionable, Relevant, Time-bound 
Table 4.  LCSP Metric Attribute Description
5.2 In addition to the LCSP S&P Board metric shown in Table 4, AFLCMC/LZS will also track the following metric information related to the LCSP timeliness and quality to inform further process streamlining and areas for improvement.  As appropriate these metrics will be shared with AFLCMC/LG-LZ and the center Logistics OSFs.
5.2.1 Timeliness:  AFLCMC/LZS will track processing times beginning at Step 1.3 and ending at Step 1.9 in the LCSP WBS.
5.2.2 Quality: AFLCMC/LG-LZ will track number and type of comments submitted during Center Functional Review and subsequent LCSP reviews to identify potential trends/gaps in center LCSP Sample Outline and training.
6.0 Roles and Responsibilities. 
6.1 Program Manager.  The PM is responsible for content and preparation of the LCSP. The PSM is the PM’s focal point for developing this document and functions as the program’s focal point and SME to manage all sustainment efforts. The PM is also responsible for ensuring the LCSP team is developed and consists of SMEs selected by the PM and/or PSM.
6.2 PSM/LCSP Lead.  In collaboration with the PM, is responsible for development and management of the product support functions.
6.3 Program LCSP Stakeholder Team Support. 
6.3.1 Lead Command/Using Command(s) (Requirements Owner).  Develop supportability requirements (KPPs/KSAs).
6.3.2 Financial Community (FM).  Responsible for the financial management execution of an annual production, research & development and operations & maintenance budget. 
6.3.3 Product Support Integrator/Product Support Provider.  Includes organic and contractor (to the extent practical) resources and provides subject matter expertise in product support strategies (i.e., Supply, Maintenance, Support Equipment, Software, etc.).
6.3.4 Lead Systems Engineer (LSE). Works with the PSM to ensure the LCSP includes appropriate technical information for sustainment and product support.
6.3.5 Software Engineering (SE).  Manages system development and sustainment by addressing each system as having three major components: hardware, software, and human.
6.3.6 Contracting Community (PK).  Responsible for the contracting activity required to implement execution of the product support strategy. 
6.3.7 Chief Developmental Tester/Test Manager (CDT/TM).  Works with the PSM to ensure the LCSP includes appropriate test and evaluation information for sustainment and product support.  
6.3.8 Configuration Management (CM).  Responsible for establishing and maintaining consistency of program baselines throughout the life cycle. 
6.3.9 Associated Product Group Managers (PGMs).  Responsible when enterprise management of material used to support multiple weapon systems is desired to improve interoperability and decrease costs through commonality (i.e.:  Propulsion, Support Equipment, etc.).
6.4    Process Owner (AFLCMC/LG-LZ).
6.4.1 Maintains and coordinates any changes to this process
6.4.2 Assists program offices in LCSP development and coordination
6.4.3 Collects and analyzes LCSP metrics across AFLCMC programs to assess current status and trends related to LCSP development and coordination
6.5 LCSP Center Functionals.
6.5.1 Provides timely input via CRM (see Attachment 9 as an example) as requested to ensure the product support strategy is well thought out and robust.

6.6 Product Support Enterprise Review (PSER) Forum. 
6.6.1 Standing Members:  AFLCMC/LZS, HQ AFMC/A4, AFSC/LGX and SAF/AQD
6.6.2 Serves in an advisory role to PM and PSM to provide senior leaders’ enterprise perspective on product support strategies for individual programs. 
6.6.3 Provides non-Air Force enterprise oversight to ensure comprehensive product support strategy development, including areas such as:
6.6.3.1.   Core Logistics and DSOR considerations
6.6.3.2.   Product Support Business Case Analysis (PS-BCA)
6.6.3.3.   Intellectual Property Strategy
6.6.3.4.   Foresight into reduced Operations and Support (O&S) costs, including disposal costs
6.6.3.5.  DMSMS and obsolescence 
6.6.3.6.   Other sustainment considerations
6.6.4 Serves as recommendation board of approval for SCR signature on LCSP 
7.0 Tools. 
7.1 The AFLCMC/LG-LZ LCSP Reviewer’s Checklist shall be utilized by AFLCMC/LG-LZ during the AFLCMC Center Functional Review (Step 1.3).  The AFLCMC/LG-LZ LCSP Reviewer’s Checklist is maintained by AFLCMC/LZS and posted to the AFLCMC/LZS SharePoint site.  The checklist questions will be provided to all LCSP stakeholders for review and update in conjunction with the annual review of this Standard Process and the AFLCMC LCSP Sample Outline. While a completed AFLCMC/LG-LZ LCSP Reviewer’s Checklist is not required upon submittal for LCSP review, it is highly recommended the program office complete the checklist prior to submittal. 
7.2 AFLCMC/LG-LZ LCL Community SharePoint site. Referenced site provides policy, guidance, forms, examples, PSER briefing templates and lessons learned for LCSP development, reviews and coordination. (Web site link:  https://cs2.eis.af.mil/sites/20955/default.aspx)
7.3 Data Sources Table (Attachment 6).  To aid in the development of the LCSP, AFLCMC/LG-LZ has developed a recommended listing of program documentation/data sources that may be used to support completion of the LCSP. 
7.4 AFLCMC LCSP eSSS Template.  To aid the program in the coordination process, AFLCMC/LG-LZ has developed a template eSSS and listing of required e-mail workflow addresses (Attachment 8) that should be used to support the LCSP coordination process.  
7.5 LCSP Electronic Coordination Tool Memo (Attachment 11).  To aid in the coordination of the LCSP Step 1.10/1.11, AFLCMC/LG-LZ has provided the attached memo.
7.6 LCSP and LCMP Correlation Matrix (Attachment 5).  To aid in crosscheck between LCMP and LCSP requirements for program’s approved to utilize LCMP as stated in para. 2.4.
8.0 Delivery Approach. 
8.1 Training.
8.1.1 Training Plan. AFLCMC/LG-LZ will provide periodic LCSP awareness classes during Focus Week. AFLCMC/LG-LZ can also provide detailed training to Program Office (PO) LCSP Teams upon request.
8.1.2 Available Training.  DAU provides an on-line course, “CLL 005 Developing a Life Cycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP)” available to all acquisition professionals.  Additionally, DAU LOG 201 provides training on LCSP development.
8.2 Change Management Plan.  The Change Management Plan is located in Attachment 16 and describes the approach and methods used for implementing and institutionalizing this SP.
9.0 Definitions, Guiding Principles, Ground Rules & Assumptions, and/or Acronyms. There are no unique definitions, guiding principles, Ground Rules and Assumptions, and/or Acronyms not already outlined in the Law, Policy, Instructions or Guidance listed in paragraph 10.0 below.
10.0 References to Law, Policy, Instructions or Guidance.  
10.1 DoDI 5000.02, Operation of the Defense Acquisition System, 7 Jan 2015 (Incorporating Change 3, Effective August 10, 2017)
10.2 10 USC, § 2337, Life-cycle Management and Product Support
10.3 USD (AT&L), Document Streamlining - Life-Cycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP), 14 Sep 2011
10.4 USD (AT&L), Life-Cycle Sustainment Plan Outline Version 2.0, 19 Jan 2017 
10.5 AFI 63-101/20-101, Integrated Life Cycle Management, 30 Jun 2020
10.6 AFPAM 63-128, 10 July 2014, Integrated Life Cycle Management
10.7 DAU - Defense Acquisition Guidebook Chapter 5 – Life Cycle Logistics and Product Support Managers Tool Kit
10.8 DoD Product Support Managers Guidebook, November 2015
10.9 AFLCMC Process Directory (includes PS-BCA Standard Process, ILA Process Guide, etc.) https://cs2.eis.af.mil/sites/21710/gov/APDSP/Forms/AllItems.aspx
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Lvl WBS Activity Description OPR

Working 

Days

Supplier

1 1.0

Life Cycle Sustainment Plan 

(LCSP) Development and 

Coordination Process

2 1.1

PM determine requirement for 

LCSP

PM review DoD, AF, and AFLCMC Policy and Guidance to determine 

need to initiate or update program LCSP 

PM 1

PM

3 1.1.1

PM task PSM (or logistics lead) 

to lead LCSP development and 

PSM establish LCSP 

Stakeholder Team

PSM establish LCSP Stakeholder Team to include appropriate 

representation from Program Office functionals SMEs (LG, PK, FM, EN, 

test, Engine Type, Model, Series (TMS) Manager sustainment, etc.) and 

outside program office stakeholders.  LCSP Stakeholder team will include 

representatives from every organization involved in the development and/or 

execution of the program's product support strategy.  (Note: To request 

AFSC POC, program office should contract AFSC/LGX.  If appropriate, 

request POC from AFNWC/LG.)

PSM 5

1)  PO SMEs

2) AFSC SMEs

3) Additional 

SMEs as 

appropriate to 

include 

AFNWC/LG

2 1.2

LCSP Stakeholder Team 

develop draft LCSP IAW 

AFLCMC Sample Outline and 

send to AFLCMC Center 

Functionals for review via 

SOCCER



LCSP Stakeholder team develop LCSP IAW AFLCMC Sample Outline, 

along with mandatory annexes as identified in this Standard Process (para. 

4.7).  Once LCSP developed, program office submit LCSP via SOCCER to 

identified center functionals (LG, AQ, EN, FM and SB).  (Note:  SOCCER 

must reflect 14 working day suspense for center functional review or it will 

be returned to correction.)

LCSP Stakeholder 

Team

90-180 days 

(Notional - 

dependent 

of program 

office)

LCSP 

Stakeholder Team

2 1.3

AFLCMC Center Functional 

Review (including LG, AQ, EN, 

FM and SB)

AFLCMC Center Functionals accomplish review and document findings in 

CRM. (Note:  AFLCMC/LZS review will be completed utilizing the 

AFLCMC LCSP Reviewer's Checklist).

Center Functionals

14 (Includes 

Step 1.3.1)

LCSP 

Stakeholder Team

3 1.3.1

AFLCMC/LG-LZ Reach back 

to other Enterprise Stakeholders 

as required

As needed, AFLCMC/LG-LZ will reach back to other enterprise 

stakeholders to include HQ AFMC, SAF/AQD and/or AFSC/LG to request 

support in resolving potential enterprise concerns.

AFLCMC/LG-LZ

AFLCMC/LG-LZ

2 1.4

LCSP Stakeholder Team 

adjudicates Center Functional 

Review CRM, updates LCSP 

accordingly and develops 

Product Support Enterprise 

Review (PSER) Forum Briefing 

Charts

LCSP Stakeholder team will work to adjudicate all comments received 

during the Center Functional Review at Step 1.3.  For any critical comments 

received during the Center Functional Review, must attempt to fully 

adjudicated with the submitting organization prior to proceeding to Step 1.5.  

However if PO is unable to adjudicate critical comment(s), all open critical 

comments must be noted in Adjudicated CRM submitted to AFLCMC/LG-

LZ at Step 1.5 and must be specifically addressed in LCSP Enterprise 

Forum Briefing Charts.

LCSP Stakeholder 

Team

30 (Notional 

- dependent 

of program 

office)

Center 

Functionals

2 1.5

Program Office (PO) submits 

consolidated and adjudicated 

CRM from Step 4, updated 

LCSP & LCSP Enterprise 

Forum Briefing Charts to 

AFLMCMC/LG-LZ and 

request LCSP Enterprise Forum 

Review

PSM/LCSP Stakeholder Team will complete internal division level staffing 

for approval/signature [Note:  Ensure minimum program office level review 

(Program Manager (PM), contracting officer (PK), lead engineer (EN), and 

financial manager (FM) complete before proceeding to step 1.6]

PSM 1

PSM 

2

1.6 

(Decision 

Point)

AFLCMC/LG-LZ review 

adjudicated CRM, updated 

LCSP & program's PSER 

Briefing Charts

AFLCMC/LG-LZ will validate all critical comments have been addressed 

with all Center Functionals. If validate and ready to proceed, AFLCMC/LG-

LZ will schedule program LCSP PSER and notify program office and 

LCSP PSER Standing members.  If program documented not validated as 

ready to proceed, AFLCMC/LG-LZ will return documentation to program 

office with specific actions to resolved and request resubmit at Step 1.5 

when ready.

AFLCMC/LG-LZ 10

PSM

2 1.7

Prepare for LCSP PSER



AFLCMC/LG-LZ will notify all Standing and Invited LCSP PSER 

Members IAW AFLCMC LCSP PSER Charter procedures.

AFLCMC/LG-LZ 7 AFLCMC/LG-LZ

3 1.8

Conduct LCSP PSER AFLCMC LCSP PSER review/validate program's product support strategy 

and ensure all enterprise considerations addressed and program's product 

support strategy well thought out and robust.  AFLCMC/LG-LZ will 

document and coordinate forum meeting minutes IAW AFLCMC LCSP 

PSER Charter procedures.  If strategy is not validated at Step 1.8, program 

will return to Step 1.5 with action to resolve any open comments/issues 

identified during the Forum as documented in LCSP PSER Meeting 

Minutes.

AFLCMC/LG-LZ 10

AFLCMC/LG-LZ

2 1.9

PO submit eSSS LCSP to 

AFLMCMC/LG-LZ for 

Sustainment Command 

Representative Signature.

PO submits LCSP to AFLCMC/LG-LZ Workflow and request 

AFLCMC/LG-LZ process for SCR signature.  AFLCMC/LZS will prepare 

full SCR Signature Package to include:  Validated LCSP, Adjudicated CRM 

with completed LCSP Reviewer's Checklist, and program's LCSP 

Enterprise Forum Briefing charts.

AFLCMC/LG-LZ 5

AFLCMC/LG-LZ

2 1.10 (a)

Delegated ACAT II or below, 

MDA Approve

PO follow internal Directorate level coordination process to request final 

MDA approval.

PSM 15

PM

2 1.10 (b)

 Non-Delegated ACAT II or 

above, staff to CAE

PO complete any remaining internal Directorate level coordination required 

and notify appropriate Program Element Monitor (PEM) of LCSP status; 

PSM send LCSP & CRM to SAF/AQD for AF level coordination review 

IAW Acquisition Process Model Coordination Matrix.

PEM/PM 5

PEM & PM

2 1.11 (a)

Non MDAP/Special Interest, 

CAE Approve          

PO work with PEM to staff LCSP for CAE approval.

PEM/PM 30

PEM & PM

2 1.11 (b)

For MDAP/Special Interest, 

CAE staff to USD (AT&L) for 

approval

PO works with their PEM to staff LCSP through CAE and to USD 

(AT&L) for final review and approval.

PEM/PM 30

PEM & PM
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Attachment 1_ LCSP WBS - PSER.xlsx
WBS (Activity, Description)

		Lvl		WBS		Activity		Description		OPR		Working Days		Supplier		Input		Output 		Customer		Tool 		Reference

		1		1.0		Life Cycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP) Development and Coordination Process																		1) DoD 5000.02, Enclosure 6
2) AFI63-101/20-101, para.7.7

		2		1.1		PM determine requirement for LCSP		PM review DoD, AF, and AFLCMC Policy and Guidance to determine need to initiate or update program LCSP 		PM		1		PM		Program LCSP need assessment		Program LCSP Requirements Determination		PM/PSM

		3		1.1.1		PM task PSM (or logistics lead) to lead LCSP development and PSM establish LCSP Stakeholder Team		PSM establish LCSP Stakeholder Team to include appropriate representation from Program Office functionals SMEs (LG, PK, FM, EN, test, Engine Type, Model, Series (TMS) Manager sustainment, etc.) and outside program office stakeholders.  LCSP Stakeholder team will include representatives from every organization involved in the development and/or execution of the program's product support strategy.  (Note: To request AFSC POC, program office should contract AFSC/LGX.  If appropriate, request POC from AFNWC/LG.)		PSM		5		1)  PO SMEs
2) AFSC SMEs
3) Additional SMEs as appropriate to include AFNWC/LG		SME POCs to include outside program office stakeholder team.		PO LCSP Stakeholder Team		PSM

		2		1.2		LCSP Stakeholder Team develop draft LCSP IAW AFLCMC Sample Outline and send to AFLCMC Center Functionals for review via TMT
		LCSP Stakeholder team develop LCSP IAW AFLCMC Sample Outline, along with mandatory annexes as identified in this Standard Process (para. 4.7).  Once LCSP developed, program office submit LCSP via TMT to identified center functionals (LG, AQ, EN, FM and SB).  (Note:  TMT must reflect 14 working day suspense for center functional review or it will be returned to correction.)		LCSP Stakeholder Team		90-180 days (Notional - dependent of program office)		LCSP Stakeholder Team		1) CDD
2) Acquisition Strategy
3) Systems Engineering Plan
4) Product Support BCA
5) CARD, LCCE, TOC, etc.
6) RAM-C
7)  Core Assessment/DSOR/Maintenance Concept
8) Other Program Office Documentation
9) SME Input
10) Mandatory Annex(es)		Program draft LCSP Document 		PSM		1) AFLCMC LCSP Sample Outline (Attachment 3)



		2		1.3		AFLCMC Center Functional Review (including LG, AQ, EN, FM and SB)		AFLCMC Center Functionals accomplish review and document findings in CRM. (Note:  AFLCMC/LZS review will be completed utilizing the AFLCMC LCSP Reviewer's Checklist).		Center Functionals		14 (Includes Step 1.3.1)		LCSP Stakeholder Team		LCSP (Draft) Document 		Consolidated LCSP Center Functional Review CRM 		LCSP Stakeholder Team		1) Comment Resolution Matrix (CRM) 
2) AFLCMC LCSP Reviewer's Checklist		AFLCMC LCSP Reviewer's Checklist:  https://cs2.eis.af.mil/sites/20955/Logistics%20Program%20Support/LZSB/Life%20Cycle%20Sustainment%20Plan%20and%20Product%20Support%20Strategy.aspx

		3		1.3.1		AFLCMC/LG-LZ Reach back to other Enterprise Stakeholders as required		As needed, AFLCMC/LG-LZ will reach back to other enterprise stakeholders to include HQ AFMC, SAF/AQD and/or AFSC/LG to request support in resolving potential enterprise concerns.		AFLCMC/LG-LZ				AFLCMC/LG-LZ

		2		1.4		LCSP Stakeholder Team adjudicates Center Functional Review CRM, updates LCSP accordingly and develops Product Support Enterprise Review (PSER) Forum Briefing Charts		LCSP Stakeholder team will work to adjudicate all comments received during the Center Functional Review at Step 1.3.  For any critical comments received during the Center Functional Review, must attempt to fully adjudicated with the submitting organization prior to proceeding to Step 1.5.  However if PO is unable to adjudicate critical comment(s), all open critical comments must be noted in Adjudicated CRM submitted to AFLCMC/LG-LZ at Step 1.5 and must be specifically addressed in LCSP Enterprise Forum Briefing Charts.		LCSP Stakeholder Team		30 (Notional - dependent of program office)		Center Functionals		Consolidated LCSP Center Functional Review CRM 		1) Adjudicated Center Functional CRM
2) Updated LCSP 
3) Program's  LCSP Enterprise Forum Briefing Deck		PSM		1) LCSP PSER Briefing Charts Template  		LCSP PSER Briefing Charts Template:  https://cs2.eis.af.mil/sites/20955/Logistics%20Program%20Support/LZSB/Life%20Cycle%20Sustainment%20Plan%20and%20Product%20Support%20Strategy.aspx

		2		1.5		Program Office (PO) submits consolidated and adjudicated CRM from Step 4, updated LCSP & LCSP Enterprise Forum Briefing Charts to AFLMCMC/LG-LZ and request LCSP Enterprise Forum Review		PSM/LCSP Stakeholder Team will complete internal division level staffing for approval/signature [Note:  Ensure minimum program office level review (Program Manager (PM), contracting officer (PK), lead engineer (EN), and financial manager (FM) complete before proceeding to step 1.6]		PSM		1		PSM 		1) Adjudicated Center Functional CRM
2) Updated LCSP 
3) Program's LCSP Enterprise Forum Briefing Deck		Request for LCSP Enterprise Forum Briefing Date		PSM

		2		1.6 (Decision Point)		AFLCMC/LG-LZ review adjudicated CRM, updated LCSP & program's PSER Briefing Charts		AFLCMC/LG-LZ will validate all critical comments have been addressed with all Center Functionals. If validate and ready to proceed, AFLCMC/LG-LZ will schedule program LCSP PSER and notify program office and LCSP PSER Standing members.  If program documented not validated as ready to proceed, AFLCMC/LG-LZ will return documentation to program office with specific actions to resolved and request resubmit at Step 1.5 when ready.		AFLCMC/LG-LZ		10		PSM		1) Adjudicated Center Functional CRM
2) Updated LCSP 
3) Program's LCSP PSER Briefing Deck		Validated program documents and approval to proceed to Step 1.7.		PSM

		2		1.7		Prepare for LCSP PSER
		AFLCMC/LG-LZ will notify all Standing and Invited LCSP PSER Members IAW AFLCMC LCSP PSER Charter procedures.		AFLCMC/LG-LZ		7		AFLCMC/LG-LZ		1) Program's LCSP PSER Briefing Deck		Validated program documents and approval to proceed to Step 1.8		LCSP Enterprise Forum				AFLCMC PSER Charter

		3		1.8		Conduct LCSP PSER		AFLCMC LCSP PSER review/validate program's product support strategy and ensure all enterprise considerations addressed and program's product support strategy well thought out and robust.  AFLCMC/LG-LZ will document and coordinate forum meeting minutes IAW AFLCMC LCSP PSER Charter procedures.  If strategy is not validated at Step 1.8, program will return to Step 1.5 with action to resolve any open comments/issues identified during the Forum as documented in LCSP PSER Meeting Minutes.		AFLCMC/LG-LZ		10		AFLCMC/LG-LZ		1) Program's LCSP PSER Briefing Deck		LCSP PSER Approved Meeting Minutes.		PSM				AFLCMC PSER Charter

		2		1.9		PO submit eSSS LCSP to AFLMCMC/LG-LZ for Sustainment Command Representative Signature.		PO submits LCSP to AFLCMC/LG-LZ Workflow and request AFLCMC/LG-LZ process for SCR signature.  AFLCMC/LZS will prepare full SCR Signature Package to include:  Validated LCSP, Adjudicated CRM with completed LCSP Reviewer's Checklist, and program's LCSP Enterprise Forum Briefing charts.		AFLCMC/LG-LZ		5		AFLCMC/LG-LZ		1) LZS Prepared SCR Signature Package
		1) SCR Signed LCSP
2) SCR coordinated eSSS		PSM

		2		1.10 (a)		Delegated ACAT II or below, MDA Approve		PO follow internal Directorate level coordination process to request final MDA approval.		PSM		15		PM		1) SCR Signed LCSP
2) SCR coordinated eSSS		MDA Approved Final LCSP		PSM

		2		1.10 (b)		 Non-Delegated ACAT II or above, staff to CAE		PO complete any remaining internal Directorate level coordination required and notify appropriate Program Element Monitor (PEM) of LCSP status; PSM send LCSP & CRM to SAF/AQD for AF level coordination review IAW Acquisition Process Model Coordination Matrix.		PEM/PM		5		PEM & PM		1) SCR Signed LCSP
2) SCR coordinated eSSS		1) Updated LCSP 
2)  eSSS with AF level coordination up through CAE complete

		 ASD (L&MR) & PM/PSM		1)  PEO Business Rules for SAF/AQ coordination of Documents (Attachment 10)
		1) Acquisition Process Model Coordination Matrix:  https://www.my.af.mil/gcss-af/USAF/ep/contentView.do?contentType=EDITORIAL&contentId=c330D98A14B4081C5014B6F01C70704E0&channelPageId=s6925EC13430A0FB5E044080020E329A9&programId=t330D98A14B4081C5014B6EFFD02A04DD

		2		1.11 (a)		Non MDAP/Special Interest, CAE Approve          		PO work with PEM to staff LCSP for CAE approval.		PEM/PM		30		PEM & PM		1) Updated LCSP 
2)  eSSS with AF level coordination up to CAE complete
		 CAE Approved Final LCSP 		PM/PSM		1)  PEO Business Rules for SAF/AQ coordination of Documents (Attachment 10)
		1) Acquisition Process Model Coordination Matrix:  https://www.my.af.mil/gcss-af/USAF/ep/contentView.do?contentType=EDITORIAL&contentId=c330D98A14B4081C5014B6F01C70704E0&channelPageId=s6925EC13430A0FB5E044080020E329A9&programId=t330D98A14B4081C5014B6EFFD02A04DD

		2		1.11 (b)		For MDAP/Special Interest, CAE staff to USD (AT&L) for approval
		PO works with their PEM to staff LCSP through CAE and to USD (AT&L) for final review and approval.		PEM/PM		30		PEM & PM		1) Updated LCSP 
2)  eSSS with AF level coordination up through CAE complete
		USD (AT&L) Approved Final LCSP		PM/PSM		1)  PEO Business Rules for SAF/AQ coordination of Documents (Attachment 10)
		1) Acquisition Process Model Coordination Matrix:  https://www.my.af.mil/gcss-af/USAF/ep/contentView.do?contentType=EDITORIAL&contentId=c330D98A14B4081C5014B6F01C70704E0&channelPageId=s6925EC13430A0FB5E044080020E329A9&programId=t330D98A14B4081C5014B6EFFD02A04DD
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Attachment 2_Modification Program Guidance.docx
Attachment 2:  AFLCMC/LG-LZ LCSP Modification Guidance (as a supplement to the AFLCMC LCSP Sample Outline) 

The following guidance is provided as a best practice only and is not mandatory for programs to follow. It is intended to provide a starting point for tailoring considerations for ACAT-level modification program LCSPs.  Any ACAT program/modification unique information should be included in its LCSP. However if the modification program LCSP is planned to be annexed to a weapon system/higher level program LCSP, programs do not need to repeat common information in both documents.

		LCSP Section

		Recommendation/Considerations



		1 – Introduction 

		A brief description of the modification.  This is also where programs should include a lead-in to what is/will be covered in the weapon systems LCSP, what will be covered in the modification, and an explanation for split. Note:  Description should be specific to the modification, only referencing the weapon system as required. 



		2 – Product Support Performance

		Include requirements/metrics specific to the modification program (not the weapon system/higher level program metrics).



		3 – Product Support Strategy

		Depending on the modification this section may be partially/mostly covered at the weapon system/higher level program LCSP.  However if modification program and weapon system/higher level are expected to have different product support providers, users and or data rights should indicate in this section to include Table 3-1 of the LCSP.



		4 – Program Reviews Issues and Corrective Actions

		Include program reviews/issues specific to the modification program (not the weapon system/higher level program reviews).



		5 – Influencing Design and Sustainment

		This section may be partly/mostly covered at the weapon system/high level program.  However recommend modification program include Table 5-1 of the LCSP within the Annex and include within the table what documents/processes were completed at the ACAT modification program level versus what was completed at the weapon system/higher level program level.



		6 – IMS

		Should be specific to the ACAT modification program.



		7- Cost and Funding

		See AFLCMC LCSP Sample Outline for additional information on this section.



		8- Management

		Include any ACAT modification specific IPTs.  Do not need repeat program office level information if already covered in weapon system/higher level program LCSP or if IPT members are representing multiple efforts within a modification. 



		9 – Supportability (9.1-9.3)

		Depending on the modification program, this section may or may not apply.  In most cases, expect modification program will be conducting a "delta" FMECA/supportability analysis to the existing weapon system/high level program FMECA.



		9.4 – Product Support Elements

		Would expect most of the PSEs to be addressed within the modification annex.  Even if it is "no impact" programs should include statement as such with brief justification. 



		10 – Test and Evaluation 

		Need to address if stand-alone TEMP/test program.  If part of weapon system/higher level program TEMP, include statement as such in this section.



		Annexes

		All mandatory annexes should be addressed in ACAT modification program LCSP.  If annexes were completed at weapon system/high level program level, should include statement as such for each annex and include approval date.







Note:  For programs that have multiple efforts that fall within this category (or even across a directorate), it may be a good idea to develop a streamlined template/outline and get it approved by the MDA/PEO as the tailored approach for that type of program.  



Note:  AFLCMC/LG-LZ would advise that any programs considering tailoring, ensure at a minimum requirements listed in the DFARS Part 207, Acquisition Planning, are sufficiently covered (even for non-ACAT programs) if intended to use LCSP to support contract award requirements.
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SUBJECT:  Life-Cycle Sustainment Plan Outline Version 2.0

Reference:	(a) PDUSD(AT&L) Memorandum, "Document Streamlining - Life-Cycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP)," September 14, 20 11

The Life-Cycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP) is the primary program management reference governing operations and support planning and execution from Milestone A to final disposal. The attached LCSP Version 2.0 outline revises the reference (a) version to reflect changes to statute, clarify previous guidance, expand the funding section to include cost estimates, Should Cost initiatives and Affordability considerations, and incorporate critical thinking questions. This revision is an evolution of the outline, not a revolution. The Version 2.0 continues to be a tool for programs to effectively and affordably satisfy life-cycle sustainment planning requirements. Program Managers must convey the information described under each of the outline's headings, in accordance with the authority set forth in I0 USC §2337 for the Secretary of Defense to establish guidelines, but are encouraged to tailor the pictures, tables, and figures to best portray the specifics of their program. The LCSP review and approval process is                descri bed in Department of Defense Instruction (DoDI) 5000.02 (T), Enclosure 1, Table 2.

New programs and programs currently in the acquisition process will implement the LCSP Version 2.0 outline format to support decision reviews that are greater than nine months after the date of signature of this memo.  LCSPs to support decision reviews within nine months following signature of this memo may use the 2011 LCSP outline format to support the upcoming decision review but must transition to the Version 2.0 outline format for subsequent decision reviews.  Programs that have completed acquisition and are in sustainment are not required to transition their sustainment planning document to the revised outline format.
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1. Purpose:  The purpose of this appendix is to provide additional guidance on format and content expectations for an Air Force Life Cycle Management Center (ALCMC) program LCSP.  As stated in Air Force Instruction (AFI) 63-101/20-101, the primary purpose of the LCSP is to serve as the program’s management tool to satisfy Warfighter’s sustainment requirements. The LCSP evolves into the execution plan for how life-cycle sustainment requirements are acquired, fielded, applied, managed, assessed, measured, and reported.  Therefore, for the LCSP to be used effectively, it must be written with sufficient detail.

2. Applicability:  Guidance provided in this document is applicable to all AFLCMC managed programs and should be followed accordingly.  Any questions on applicability should be directed to AFLCMC/LG-LZ.

3. How to use this Sample Outline:  The AFLCMC Sample Outline should be used in conjunction with existing policy and guidance.  This outline was developed based on the OSD Sample Outline Version 2.0 (January 2017) and updated to include AFLCMC additional clarification, guidance, and expectations.  Additional guidance and clarification was compiled using various sources to include the Product Support Manager (PSM) Guidebook, the Defense Acquisition Guidebook (DAG), AFI63-101/20-101, and SME review. 
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Overview

The purpose of this annotated outline is to improve sustainment planning for Department of Defense (DoD) weapon systems.  This may be achieved when programs make design decisions that achieve operational performance requirements and reduce demand for sustainment.  The Life-Cycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP) serves a valuable purpose as a tool in coordinating the efforts, resources, and investment of the DoD Materiel Commands such that down time for fielded weapons systems is managed through deliberate productivity improvement steps that continually lower the cost of readiness.  The LCSP and the Product Support Strategy support the conditions for the Services to analyze the decision space for how to control Operating and Support (O&S) cost. This annotated outline was structured as a framework to assist weapons programs in thinking through the set of planning factors that must be integrated to achieve the sustainment results quantified in user- specified requirements. An LCSP that logically integrates requirement, product support elements, funding, and risk management, establishes the groundwork for successful communication with Congressional, Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), and Component oversight staffs.

Critical Thinking Questions Boxes

To facilitate the critical thinking required to successfully plan for sustainment, the outline includes “Critical Thinking Questions” in many sections. These questions are designed to illustrate the types of thinking required on particular topics to ensure that the sustainment plan is comprehensive, cohesive, and actionable. Authors are not expected to explicitly answer these questions in their LCSP.



This annotated outline uses the terms “sustainment” and “product support” synonymously.  The term “strategy” applies to the integration of the requirements, a product support package (an outcome to meet requirements and a means of achieving the requirement), resources, and funding.  A “product support package” consists of all or a subset of the following product support elements:

· Product Support Management

· Supply Support

· Packaging, Handling, Storage, and Transportation

· Maintenance Planning and Management

· Design Interface

· Sustaining Engineering

· Technical Data

· Information Technology (IT) Systems Continuous Support Facilities and Infrastructure

· Manpower and Personnel

· Support Equipment

· Training and Training Support

Additionally, the product support package includes the agreements between program offices and government and contracted support providers.

Classification/Distribution Statement, as required



The term “plan” applies to the elaboration of the strategy with the set of tasks and activities required to implement the strategy. This outline aims to capture the strategy and the set of planning tasks and activities to stimulate critical thinking for managers and teams responsible for sustainment planning.  Program Managers (PMs) and Product Support Managers (PSMs) should use this annotated outline to structure only information relevant to the needs of their individual program at the current and 

Subsequent stages of the weapon system life-cycle they are/will be managing. Programs should not treat this annotated outline as a checklist requiring pro forma compliance. Programs should tailor the LCSP to address features unique to their programs. To this end, tailoring suggestions are provided for System of Systems programs.

In addition to ensuring program’s product support strategy influences a system’s design, the LCSP is the primary program management reference governing operations and support—from Milestone A to final disposal.  The LCSP is not a static document. It evolves throughout the acquisition process with the maturity of the system and adjustments to the program’s life-cycle product support strategy.  To remain relevant and current, the LCSP is updated every five years or upon a major program change to the program (major upgrades or modifications, adjustments to program scope or structure, or a revision to the sustainment strategy).

The primary source for the LCSP is the program office.  However, in developing or revising the LCSP, the program office must communicate and collaborate with stakeholders in the acquisition, contracting, sustainment (to include supply and maintenance), engineering, test and evaluation, and financial management communities. The program’s logisticians and product support team, led by the PSM, must work closely with all functional areas to ensure the LCSP aligns with other critical program documents including the: Acquisition Strategy, Contracting Business Clearance, Systems Engineering and Program Protection Plans, Intellectual Property Strategy, Test Plans, and Funding Submissions etc.

Other key stakeholders include Product Support Integrators (PSIs) and Product Support Providers (PSPs). The LCSP should identify both the PSIs and PSPs, define their areas of responsibility, and provide meaningful detail as to statements of work (SOW), performance objectives, and performance incentives as documented in requests for proposal (RFPs), contracts, and performance-based agreements (PBAs) and/or Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) with organic support providers.

To facilitate this integration and provide information in a standardized format, program managers are to use a sustainment quad chart to report the status of sustainment planning at Overarching Integrated Product Teams (OIPTs), and Defense Acquisition Board (DAB) reviews.1 the sustainment quad chart is the primary vehicle for summarizing the program’s product support planning to senior officials and outside stakeholders.  As such, the LCSP must provide the strategy, rationale, and programmatic detail behind the summary information presented on the sustainment quad chart. Specific guidance on the sustainment quad chart is found in Appendix D of the O&S Cost Management Guidebook (February 2016).

The tables and figures in this outline are notional and provide fictitious information for illustration purposes. It is not intended to prescribe or constrain content or limit the program office’s latitude in tailoring information. The column headings for tables depict the minimum information for the notional examples, but programs may tailor as necessary.

This outline is applicable DoD-wide and is intended to facilitate critical thinking about the product support planning and implementation across a system’s life-cycle. In addition to the LCSP and its annexes, the program may include any additional Component-specific requirements in a separate LCSP Component Supplement.

Additionally, for existing sustainment plans for programs that were fielded prior to 2011, there is no requirement to revise those plans into the format of this outline. It is critical the program manager/PSM have agreement with major stakeholders, including Service and OSD review and approval authorities, on the scope, tailoring, and timelines for approval of the LCSP. It is recommended that LCSP planning discussions with these stakeholders occur early in the acquisition process. As an example, the appropriate scope of the LCSP for an Acquisition Category (ACAT) 1D 
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1. Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics (AT&L) memo “Strengthened Sustainment Governance for Acquisition Program Reviews,” April 5, 2010



program that is a major modification of an existing program may depend on if the modification significantly alters the existing support infrastructure for the legacy system, or whether the existing infrastructure is adequate. The resulting scope decision could be an annex to the legacy system LCSP, a LCSP that includes both the legacy program and the modification program, or a stand-alone LCSP that covers only the modification. The decision on how to tailor the LCSP should be understood and agreed on prior to formalizing the document.

AFLCMC Clarifying Guidance:   

The LCSP is a living document describing the approach and resources necessary to develop and integrate sustainment requirements into the system's design, development, testing and evaluation, fielding and operations. The LCSP should be tailored to meet program needs documenting the current program plan in the following areas:

· The maintenance and support concepts

· How the sustainment metrics will be achieved and sustained throughout the life-cycle 

· How sustainment is addressed as an integral part of the program's acquisition strategy and system design process 

· The assigned responsibilities and management approach for achieving effective and timely acquisition, product support, and availability throughout the life-cycle including the Program Manager's role in planning for and executing sustainment 

· The funding required and budgeted by year and appropriation for the main sustainment cost categories including O&S costs 

· The plan for identifying and selecting sources of repair/product support providers (PSP)

· Sustainment risk areas and mitigation plans 

· Product support implementation status 

· Independent Logistics Assessments (ILA) results and recommendations

As stated in AFI 63-101/20-101 para. 2.4.2, the MDA has the authority to tailor within the scope of applicable statute and regulation; however, para. 1.4.4.1 states that tailoring shall be documented with supporting rationale and formally approved by the MDA.  In compliance, programs will ensure this section clearly states if program requirements have been tailored and/or if any waivers have been granted to include tailoring of the LCSP Sample Outline itself with supporting rationale.  For all waivers, attach written documentation of waiver as an LCSP annex and include brief explanation in this section the approval authority that granted waiver and when approved.  For ACAT III programs, if the MDA has determined a Product Support Business Case Analysis (PS BCA) is not required, that determination should be stated in this section.   

The below table is considered a best practice for programs to include if their respective LCSP has been highly tailored throughout the document to set the stage for the rest of the document.  (Note:  The below information is for example purposes only.  Program offices should modify table to best fit their needs.)

		LCSP Sample Outline Table of Contents Paragraph

		How Tailored

		Justification for Tailoring



		1.0 Introduction

		Not Tailored

		N/A



		2.0 Product Support Performance

		Changed column headings in Tables 2-1 and 2-2

		· Program post IOC

· Reformatted table to align with currently tracked operational metrics



		3.0 XXX

		XXX

		XXX



		4.0 XXX

		XXX

		XXX
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Note:  AFLCMC/LG-LZ can provide advice/recommendation on tailoring approach and scoping discussions for the LCSP(s); however, it is highly encouraged that the program office contact their respective SAF/AQD representative early in the LCSP process to ensure planned approach to the LCSP is in line with SAF/AQD expectations.

Program managers must project the timeline to obtain necessary stakeholder buy-in and approval of the sustainment strategy and completion of the LCSP to support program decision points. In order to minimize document development timeline and rework, it is recommended that parallel staffing processes, including the Electronic Coordination Tool currently being developed for ACAT 1D/1AM LCSPs, be considered.  

AFLCMC/LG-LZ Clarifying Guidance:  Please see AFLCMC LCSP Standard Process Attachment 11 for additional information on the Electronic Coordination Tool (Note:  This tool is only used for staff at the OSD level, which is Step 1.11 in the AFLCMC LCSP Process Flowchart).

Approval of ACAT 1D/1AM Major Defense Acquisition Program (MDAP) and Major Automated Information System (MAIS) programs by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Logistics and Materiel Readiness (ASD (L&MR)) may include additional guidance in the form of an Approval Memorandum. This guidance may include required actions prior to the next milestone decision or LCSP update and expected content of the next update.

System of Systems programs are some of the most complicated weapons the Department buys and sustains. The complication often arises from the interdependency of the systems in a single entity (like a ship) where management of the individual systems is spread between multiple program offices.  Each system may be its own MDAP or ACAT program outside of the System of Systems capability that is the subject of the LCSP. The LCSP outline that follows will provide additional information specific to System of Systems programs to assist with the description of the holistic sustainment planning of the system.

AFLCMC/LG-LZ Clarifying Guidance:  For ACAT modernization/modification programs, the program will need to determine the LCSP approach for the weapon system and/or individual ACAT level program.  This should be determined early in the LCSP development process and clearly articulated in the LCSP Introduction Section. Please see AFLCMC LCSP Standard Process, para 2.3, for additional information/considerations.

A well-structured product support strategy provides both effective and affordable logistical support. Conversely, a poor support strategy provides ineffective support, misallocates financial resources, and consumes management attention. Because of this, DoD Instruction (DoDI) 5000.02 (T) requires that an LCSP be developed and provided as part of the program approval process.2   The LCSP should document the program’s product support strategy, the rationale behind that strategy, and how the strategy is to be implemented. This strategy should be affordable within planned affordability constraints, effective, and performance-based. The product support strategy should shape all sustainment efforts and is the foundation of a product support package that will achieve and sustain warfighter requirements. The structure of the LCSP provides the foundational elements that shape product support strategy.










DoD Instruction 5000.02 (T), “Operation of the Defense Acquisition System,” January 7, 2015
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1. Introduction

Provide a short, concise strategic overview of the program and the program sustainment strategy.  Do not repeat information in other acquisition documents but cite as necessary.  This provides the reader with both a familiarization with the program as well as a frame of reference for overall context.

To support the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics (USD (AT&L)) effort to streamline Acquisition Decision Memoranda (ADM), the ASD (L&MR) may occasionally direct subsequent updates of a program’s LCSP to address specific topics. On those occasions, Section 1 will include those ASD (L&MR) directions. For example, if the current LCSP supports Milestone C, then the ASD (L&MR) may direct that the LCSP to support the Full Rate Production (FRP) decision will include a reevaluation of the depot strategy.

Joint Example

By direction of ASD (L&MR):

1. By the end of FY17, the Army shall provide to the ASD (L&MR) results of the reevaluation of depot analysis in advance of the FRP LCSP. Reevaluation will inform establishment of the dual Service depot strategy and three depot locations. FRP LCSP will later reflect the depot analysis reevaluation. Findings should include reevaluation of:

a. Depot capacity to perform depot repair on each Service’s (program name) fleets at each depot location.

b. Cost analysis including the following details:

i. Projected depot workload to realize a reasonable return on investment.

ii. Cost of standing up depot capability.

2. Planned for FY18, the FRP LCSP will reflect: Updated Spruill Charts that reflect requirements and funding for the transition from Interim Contractor Support (ICS) to organic capability, based on updated depot maintenance workload and sourcing decisions.

Air Force Example

Per agreement with ASD (L&MR):

1. Within 90 days of ADM signature, the Air Force shall provide to ASD(L&MR) a summary of existing and programmed Depot capability and a plan to adjust that capability as needed, to include:

a. all actions required to satisfy Title 10 requirements

b. synchronization / leverage of the (name of leveraged program) program

c. access of technical data sufficient to enable government-executed maintenance, and

d. establishment of PPPs, as required, to support government-executed maintenance.

2. Not later than June 20XX, the Air Force shall update and submit to ASD(L&MR) for approval a revised LCSP to address the following:

a. planning and execution of Supply Chain Management Strategies, to include organic supply and/or other Supply Chain arrangements (i.e. Breakout to Original Equipment Manufacturers, Performance Based Logistics (PBL) arrangements, etc.).

b. progress in implementation of O&S Should-Cost Initiatives, including synergies with (name of leveraged program) program, competition/breakout of Contractor Logistics Support (CLS) efforts (e.g. O-level maintenance) and execution of incentive structure for Prime Contractor CLS/PBL efforts

c. planning and execution of the Depot Maintenance capability to include data management;  and

d. associated revision to schedule, resource requirements, and funding.

AFLCMC Clarifying Guidance:  Be very clear on the intended scope of this LCSP document.  If a single LCSP is intended to cover a legacy O&S weapon system strategy as well as multiple modernization ACAT level programs, it should be specifically documented and clear which ACAT programs are covered in this document, what phase they are currently in, and what phase/time period this LCSP is scoped to cover.

Document the LCSP review process. Table 1-1 provides an example of an update record.

		Revision Number

		Date

		Change and Rationale

		Approved By



		1.1

		

		Updated based on Critical Design Review (CDR) and Depot Source of Repair (DSOR)/Depot Maintenance Interservice (DMI) changes.

		



		2.0

		

		Milestone C Low Rate Initial Production (LRIP)/production

		



		2.1

		

		Annual reviews in April

		



		3.0

		

		Full Rate Production Decision

		



		3.1

		

		Initial Operating Capability (IOC) Support Review

		



		4.0

		

		Five Year Review

		





Table 1-1:  LCSP Update Record

AFLCMC Clarifying Guidance:  Please include all previously approved product support strategy documents even if not previously in LCSP format (i.e.:  Life Cycle Management Plan, etc.)

Considerations for system of systems programs: System of systems programs must describe the sphere of influence included in the LCSP. For parts of the weapons system that are not included in the LCSP, indicate where sustainment planning for that subsystem or component may be found, the responsible office and any relevant statute/regulation that assigns the responsible office. This may include Government Furnished Equipment that comes from another program office (e.g., a radar that is its own MDAP) or subsystems that are controlled by another component agency (e.g., nuclear propulsion).

AFLCMC Clarifying Guidance:  AFLCMC/LG-LZ recommends that in the Introduction section the program also defines the criteria for full re-coordination (i.e.: major change, change in product support strategy, etc.) versus a streamlined re-coordination (i.e.:  “fact of life changes,” minor change, etc.).  If a streamlined re-coordination is proposed, programs should document specifically who will be required to review and approve the streamlined process.  (Note:  For all tables, figures, and other referenced documents/materials, please include an “as of date.”  This will ensure configuration control of the information within the LCSP.)

[bookmark: _bookmark3]




2. Product Support Performance 

The purpose of the Product Support Performance section of the LCSP is to provide an overview of the planned sustainment performance requirements, the observed sustainment performance of fielded end items, and how the Product Support Strategy, contracts, and other sections deliver these required sustainment outcomes.

Military Departments establish sustainment performance outcomes for their mission-essential systems and equipment. These desired outcomes are expressed as program requirements in the form of Key Performance Parameters (KPPs), Key System Attributes (KSAs), Additional Program Attributes (APAs) or other working level or Component-specific sustainment requirements in Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS) requirements documentation (i.e., Initial Capabilities Documents, Capability Development Documents, Capabilities Production Documents). These and other Component, OSD (e.g., supply chain attributes) or other requirements are detailed in Requests for Proposal (RFP), contracts or other documents and reporting systems.

   2.1 Sustainment Performance Requirements

The LCSP must identify all explicit, implicit or derived sustainment requirements cited in all requirements or other program documentation (Table 2-1). These must be traceable to the program’s execution planning documents (e.g., RFP, contract, program support agreement) in which a metric is used to manage sustainment performance. For programs with goals that are to improve as the program evolves, indicate the planned evaluation timeframe and list the planned value from reliability growth curves or other projects and the expected timeframe for achieving the threshold/objective.

For each sustainment requirement, identify which are KPP/KSA/APAs, their authoritative requirements document, threshold and objective values, the specific section in the RFP/contract where that requirement is specified, section of the Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP) covering that metric, along with projected values at IOC, Full Operational Capability (FOC), and full fielding.

As a program progresses through its life-cycle, LCSP updates for programs in operation should incorporate and list sustainment requirements from modernization and upgrade programs and any other Service or OSD sustainment reporting metrics not contained in the original requirements or execution planning documents.

AFLCMC Clarifying Guidance:  Per the JCIDS, the Sustainment KPP is intended to ensure an adequate quantity of the capability solution will be ready for tasking to support operational missions. The supporting Reliability KSA and O&S Cost KSA, ensure that the Sustainment KPP is achievable and affordable in its operational environment. Together, the KPP and supporting KSAs ensure early sustainment planning, enabling the requirements and acquisition communities to provide a capability solution with optimal availability and reliability to the warfighter at an affordable life-cycle cost. 

The purpose of this section is to identify how a program is measuring/planning to measure product support effectiveness to include how the program office is planning to link user requirements to contractual requirements.  If the program does not have formal KPPs/KSAs defined, this section and subsequent tables should be tailored to capture the intent of this section (i.e.: Document how the program is measuring/monitoring product support and supportability throughout the life-cycle).  If the stated KPPs/KSAs/requirements are not meeting threshold/expected values, programs should provide a brief description of the root cause and actions being taken to resolve the issue in this section.  In addition if program is in the O&S phase, LCSP should provide sufficient data to identify trend(s).  (Note:  Recommended 12 to 24 months of data to establish trend information).  (For additional information on Sustainment Performance Requirements see DAFPAM 63-128.)







Classification/Distribution Statement, as required
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		Requirement (KPP, KSA, Derived requirement)

		Documentation

		Threshold/ Objective

		RFP/ Contract3

		TEMP

		IOC FY XX

		FOC FY YY

		Full Fielding FY ZZ

		12 Month Trend (O&S Only)



		Availability (KPP)

		CDD:  6.2.6.1

		66% / 82%

		RFP (Jun 16, 2014)

		TEMP:  3.2

		100%

		100%

		72%

		



		Reliability (KSA) Mission

		Capabilities Production Document

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Maintainability (APA) Corrective Maintenance Maintenance  Burden                      BIT   Fault Detection Fault Isolation False Alarm

		CPD Mct: 6.3.3.4

(Maintenance Ratio) MR 6.2.6.3

FD% FI% MFHBFA 6.3.3.4.2

		1 hr/0.5 hrs

9/7

8%

95% (single SRA)

30 flt hrs

		

		

		1 hr

9

98%

95%

30 flt hrs

		1 hr

9

8%

95%

30 flt hrs

		1 hr

9

98%

95%

30 flt hrs

		



		O&S Cost KSA Avg Annual O&S Cost

		

		$4.2M (TY) per unit per year

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Affordability Goal/Cap

		CDD/CPD, Acquisition Strategy, APB

		T=0

$4.2M/year/unit

		

		

		

		

		$4.2M/ year/unit

		



		Mobility

		CPD Palletization

		4 pallets per 3 ship formation 2

		

		

		5 pallets

		4 pallets

		4 pallets

		



		Transportability 

		CDD

		Movement by CH-47

		Spec XXX

		US Army Soldier Systems (Natick) Assessment (Jul 2016) TEMP (Jul 2015, v2.3)

		1

		1

		1

		



		Commonality

		CFD 

Support Equipment

		<=2 new/ none

		

		

		2

		2

		2

		



		Training

		CPD

Aircrew Training 14.3.1

		60 hr crew differences tng/40 hr

		

		

		60 hr

		N/A

		N/A

		



		Supply Chain Responsiveness/ Customer Wait Time

		SOW

		15 days (T)/ 5 days (D)

		

		

		15 days

		15 days

		5 days

		





Table 2-1:  Sustainment Performance Requirements

Include as-of date



AFLCMC Clarifying Guidance:  For programs in the O&S Phase, additional column should be added to Table 2-1 to show past twelve months of data.  If trending down or not meeting standards, program should provide explanation and mitigation plans.  



2.2	Sustainment Performance

Provide data for demonstrations and tests that include evaluation of sustainment elements, its source (e.g., Systems Engineering Plan [SEP], Service/Component, contract), the metric (from Table 2-1) or major feature that affects sustainment or sustainment cost (e.g., cost driver), its schedule, performance goal, estimated value at IOC, PSM impact assessment based on test results (Table 2-2).3 Applicable for all program execution planning documents (e.g., Analysis of Alternatives, Technology Development Phase, Engineering and Manufacturing Development [EMD] Phase [Pre-EMD Review/Milestone-B], Production [Milestone-C], ICS Post Milestone-C or Full-Rate Production Decision Review).





Table 2-2 also should include any demonstration of metrics post-fielding associated with upgrades and/or program modifications and their associated reviews and performance goals.

		Demonstrated (tested) Sustainment Performance



		Test

		Requirement (SOW, CDRL, DID, Service)

		Metric/ Feature

		Schedule

		Performance Goal

		Estimated Value/IOC Estimate

		PSM Assessment



		Early User Test/Limited User Test

		AR 73-1

		Low observable coating on external surfaces

		1st Qtr CY2012/3rd Qtr CY2015

		Repair 1 sq ft area in 4 hours

		IOT&E tested value:  7 hr/5 hours projected at IOC

		Marginal; achieved only 50% of performance at EUT; Risk #A325



		Reliability Growth Test (RGT)

		SEP CDRL A02

		Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (ISR) system reliability of 46 hrs MTBSA 

		Development

		46 hrs

		46 hrs

		TBD



		Initial Operational Test and Evaluation (IOT&E)

		TEMP

		All metrics in Table 2-1 and 2-2

		1st Qtr CY17

		See Tables 2-1 and 2-2

		See Tables 2-1 and 2-2

		TBD





Table 2-2:  Sustainment Performance Assessment/Test Results

Include as-of date

Critical Thinking Questions for Product Support Performance:

· Do program requirements need to be revisited, based on the test results?

· Do the current test results change any sustainment plans?

· Are the metrics listed applicable to both the acquisition and sustainment phases?

· Are there lower level metrics that the program intends to track?



AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  For Table 2-2, clearly show how the demonstrated performance measures are mapped to the product support plan.  Identify any links between Section 10, Supportability Analysis, and demonstrated performance measures.  In other words, programs should document what analysis has been done to support that the program’s product support metrics can/have been achieved.




3. Product Support Strategy

The Military Services should begin product support planning as soon as the Milestone Decision Authority has determined that a Materiel Solution is needed to satisfy the capability requirement. This timing often precedes formal establishment of a program of record and staffing of a program office. Where sustainment is included (preponderance of cases) in such acquisition deliverables as the Analysis of Alternatives (AoA), Reliability, Availability, Maintainability, and Cost Rationale (RAM-C) Report, Concept of Operations/Operational Mode Summary/Mission Profile (CONOPS/OMS/MP), and requirement documents (draft CDD), PSMs should use the insights and critical thinking embodied therein as the logical basis for the sustainment plan. Antecedent systems often provide valuable lessons and performance benchmarks that new programs may use to establish performance improvement objectives and Should Cost initiatives.

Provide a depiction of the sustainment plan with consideration given to DoD enterprise solutions for weapon systems that are like or similar. This concept must be coordinated with the Services organic logistics enterprise. List roles and responsibilities for public and private product support providers consistent with the system’s operational concept (Acquisition Strategy Operational View -1) to include the full spectrum of operations (peacetime, contingency, and surge) as well as the program’s supply chain performance metrics.  Address joint support, if planned, the roles and responsibilities of the major agencies, organizations, and contractors planned for the system’s product support. List all supplemental support elements that will be present in the O&S Phase (e.g., training simulators, system integration labs, server farms, mock-ups) and whether they are a PSM’s responsibility for support or supported via other means (e.g., memorandum of agreement).

Identify the mission critical subsystems and strategy to keep these subsystems operational. Mission critical systems are those systems whose failure would prevent the platform from continuing its mission and force the platform to wait for repair.

The decomposition of the sustainment requirement and the system architecture and allocation against the product support elements necessary to satisfy the requirement should be included in Figure 3-1 and Table 3-1. Ensure Figure 3-1 is consistent with the system metrics in Section 2 and the Product Support Arrangements in Section 3.3.  More than one drawing may be needed to illustrate the major features affecting product support.

At Milestone A, data could be notional and only be at the first indentured level of the system’s architecture. By post-Preliminary Design Review (PDR), Milestone B, and beyond, greater detail and data for systems, subsystems, or components should be included. Again, it is important to identify those system elements that are part of an enterprise support solution, either across a Component, or across the Department.

While data on the design, specific facilities, or providers may not be known early in the life-cycle, the program must provide sufficient detail to illustrate planning for data in the Intellectual Property Strategy and technical data rights provisions in its contracting actions, maintenance planning, and supply chain management.

Briefly discuss specific programmatic interdependencies with other programs. If a program is dependent on the outcome of other acquisition programs or must provide capabilities to other programs, describe the nature and degree of risk associated with those relationships as well as how it will be managed. This section directly relates to the Acquisition Strategy Sections 5.5 and 6.2.  The program interdependencies described in the LCSP should thoroughly describe the relationship of the sustainment support requirements, to include but not limited to product support arrangement, memorandums of agreements, deployment schedules, risks mitigation and impacts to the sustainment support plan.

Considerations for system of systems programs: The complexity of system of systems maintenance may lend itself to a different depiction than the one provided in Table 3-1. Consider alternative formats for providing this information. Required information includes: maintenance concept, type of work to be accomplished at each maintenance level, expected or known provider of the maintenance, and sustainment provider/level for the remaining integrated product support elements.  For example, in a ship program this may include using the Ship Work Breakdown Structure (SWBS) and the notional planning from the OPNAVNOTE 4700.

[image: ]

Figure 3-1:  Sample Drawing of the Reference Design Concept

Include as-of date

AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  This section should develop as the program develops throughout the life-cycle into a fully executable product support strategy. In this section, programs should document in the LCSP:

· Describe the programs overall maintenance strategy (eg: level of repair, logical maintenance task intervals, aircraft battle damage procedures if applicable, etc).

· How the Technical Data Strategy (TDS)/Intellectual Property (IP) strategy contained in the program’s Acquisition Strategy are supported by the product support strategy outlined in the LCSP.  

· What analysis is planned or has been accomplished to inform the program’s TDS/IP.   

· What process is in place to ensure that the LCSP remains aligned with TDS/IP throughout the life-cycle?  (Note: It is critical that the program’s product support strategy contained in this document remain closely aligned with the TDS/IP strategy to include funding requirements and performance requirements).

· Additionally programs should identify any business systems that will be utilized in the acquisition and sustainment phases.

· Identify how the IP strategy, to include Software IP, contained in the Acquisition Strategy is supported by the product support strategy outline in the LCSP and how they will remain aligned through the life-cycle.

· Discuss approach to ensuring TDS/IP strategy is linked with program contract requirements, CDRLs/DIDs to include inclusion of separately priced CLIN to obtain necessary technical data

· Discuss the approach for meeting sustainment requirements necessary to satisfy use of a model-based acquisition strategy (e.g., Technical Data Strategy/Intellectual Property Strategy)

· Identify use of digital twin for product support decisions

· Discuss how/if product support considerations were captured in any market research assessments to include Sustainment Maturity Level considerations

[image: ]

Table 3-1:  Product Support Strategy for Reference Design Concept

Include as-of date

AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  Programs should consider the following when developing and populating Table 3-1:  

· Be sure subsystems listed align with program’s work breakdown structure IAW MIL-STD-881C (Note:  Level of indenture shown should be driven by potential differences in product support providers and/or level of data rights expected.  In other words if the same PSP is supporting all propulsion components and all propulsion components are expected to have same type of data rights,  may not need to breakdown below subsystem level. 

· Program should consider which product support elements (PSEs)/areas to identify across the top of the table. (Note:  The following PSEs/areas are recommended at a minimum:  Maintenance, Supply Support, IT Systems Continuous Support  Support/Software Support, Technical Data (including TOs), Training and Configuration Control.)

· Be sure a detailed key is provided for all organizational symbols listed in the table (typically “Organic” and “Contractor” not specific enough, should include specific organizational designation).

· 
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· If certain PSEs and/or maintenance levels are N/A for a given subsystem, program should indicate as such in table and provide an explanation in supporting section text.

· Keep in mind that Operations, Maintenance, Installation & Training (OMIT) data should generally be unlimited rights.  If program is expecting less then unlimited for OMIT, should be addressed and explained in section text.

· For software sustainment considerations, consult the AFLCMC Software IP Standard Process. 

· Ensure information in Table 3-1 aligns with other key program documentation such as: Acquisition Strategy, CARD, RFP, and the Technical Manual Contract Requirements (TMCR) document. 

· While Table 3-1 provides a high level overview of the program’s product support strategy, additional detail may be required to support the information presented in Table 3-1.  Additional clarification and details should be document in the supporting text for this section.

· Keep in mind that Table 3-1 should be tailored based on the program’s requirements to meet the stated purpose.

The Program Office should provide a depiction of the sustainment concept in Figure 3-2. Identify roles and responsibilities for product support providers consistent with the system’s operational concept depicted in the Acquisition Strategy (Operational View (OV)-1).4 The figure must list the program’s planned supply chain performance metrics.  Additionally, the figure must include joint support, if planned, and the roles and responsibilities of the major agencies, organization and contractors planned as part of the system’s product support.  Consideration should be given to DoD enterprise solutions for weapon systems, subsystems, or components that are alike, similar or already supported by a government supply chain.  The contents of Figure 3-2 must:

(1) Be consistent with metrics in Table 2-1, and

(2) Reflect the more detailed Product Support Arrangement List appearing in Section 3.3.

The program must develop a graphic (notional example in Figure 3-2) that illustrates the major elements of the system’s Product Support Strategy, both government furnished and contractor delivered, that will be used across the entire spectrum of system operations, to include peacetime, contingency, wartime, and emergency surge scenarios as applicable (more than one graphic may be used if needed). The PSM must coordinate the Program’s plans with the Services for organic logistics enterprise support for the availability and affordability requirement. The PSM must also use data on capabilities and limitations of the logistics enterprise to influence system reliability design trade decisions. Additionally, this figure in conjunction with Table 3-1 provides the product support functional breakdown necessary to develop effective contracted product support arrangements.




This OV-1 should also be consistent with data in the Concept of Operations/Operational Mode Summary/Mission Profile (CONOPS/OMS/MP).
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Figure 3-2:  Sustainment Concept

Include as-of date

AFLCMC Clarifying Guidance:  Recommend programs identify not only location but organizational designation (For example:  If program has support from an organization at Tinker AFB, recommend geographically show Tinker AFB and include the specific organizational designation such as AFSC, 448th SCMW, OC-ALC, AFNWC, etc. in a table below the Figure.)

[bookmark: _bookmark13]3.1 Sustainment Strategy Considerations

  3.1.1 Obsolescence Management/Diminishing Manufacturing Sources and Material Shortages (DMSMS) Management 

No later than Milestone B, address the program’s implementation of obsolescence management planning to include Diminishing Manufacturing Sources and Material Shortages (DMSMS). Provide data for the management plan, known or predicted obsolete parts for all program system specifications, obsolete parts with suitable replacements, and actions to address obsolete parts without suitable replacements (Table 3-2).

		Obsolescence Management Plan

		Date

		CDRL

		# of Obsolete Parts in System Specifications

		# of Suitable Replacements



		Contractor “X” DMSMS Plan

		May 2014

		A006

		36

		35



		Additional Information



		P/N 764161, Field Programmable Gate Array (FPGA)

		Requires testing and certification for program protection/Supply Chain Risk Management (SCRM)





Table 3-2:  Obsolescence Management

Include as-of date





AFLCMC Clarifying Guidance:  Program’s Obsolescence Management and DMSMS strategy should be developed IAW DoD Standardization Document (SD-22) and AFMCI 20-105.  In the LCSP programs should:

· Document how program is addressing requirements within AFMCI 20-105 and forming a stakeholder IPT.  

· Document IPTs approach to work across AFMC/Center-level organizational lines, as well as internal center organizations to lead and pursue proactive, timely, and effective actions when a commodity, sub-system, or system (i.e., “item”) is identified to have DMSMS issue, particularly when those items threaten to degrade weapon system readiness.

· Identify if/how the Strategic Alternate Sourcing Program Office (SASPO) (429 SCMS/GUMD) is engaged with the program as the AFMC DMSMS Center of Excellence.

· Describe how the program will interface with the SASPO Office (429 SCMS/GUMD) to make maximum use of their DMSMS expertise and support capabilities.

· If the program has a stand-alone DMSMS Management Plan, include reference and as of date and attach as an annex. 

· If the program does not have a stand-alone DMSMS Management Plan, address how the program has established a proactive DMSMS program that identifies obsolescence due to DMSMS before parts are unavailable. (Note:  Formulation of the DMSMS Management Plan should begin early in the life-cycle and should be document in the AFLCMC Service Specific Annex NLT MS B.) (Ref: AFI63-101/20-101, para. 4.27.2;  DODM 4140.01, Vol 3; DoD DMSMS Guidebook SD-22, and AFI 23-101 series). 

3.1.2 Competition in Sustainment

Provide information for planned competition in product support.  Include all competition opportunities under consideration and note any small business opportunities; not all competition is open to small business opportunities. Data must be consistent with and inform the other program strategies (e.g., Competition described in the Acquisition Strategy, IP) and the LCSP (e.g., Figure 3-1 Reference Design Concept, Figure 3-2 Sustainment Concept). The following Table 3-3 is a notional format to illustrate competition information.

		Competition Opportunity

		Planned Start

		Small Business Opportunity (Y/N)

		Additional Information



		ISR software

		1Qtr FY23

		Yes

		Software source code is for integration middleware between the sensor (proprietary) and platform avionics



		Auxiliary Power Unit (APU)

		3Qtr FY25

		No

		Market Research indicates multiple vendor support base





Table 3-3:  Competition

Include as-of date

3.1.3 Property Management

Provide a list of all systems used to track all accountable property within the program, including operating material and supplies, general equipment and inventory, regardless of custody (e.g., government, industry, third party, FMS).

Provide a summary of the property management approach, including the governing guidance, agreements, their review cycle, and the use of the DoD Item Unique Item (IUID) Registry GFP Module, WAWF, and use of the registry. Table 3-4 is an example format of required information.
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		System 

		Governing Guidance (include DoD, Service & Local)

		Property Management Agreement* Who/Type

		Review Cycle



		Air Force Integrated Logistics System Supply (ILS-S)

		DoDM 4140.01 

FAR 45.102

DFAR 52.245-1

DLM 4000.25

		Contract references and attachments that authorize the CTR to requisition GFP IAW FAR 52.245-1

		Annual, and or periodic IAW contract requirements



		Defense Property Accountability System (DPAS)

		AFI 23-119

		Interface Control Agreement (ICA) with Defense Automatic Addressing System (DAAS)

		Annual



		GOLD Enterprise Service Platform (ESP) 

		GA-ASI

		CTR has an Interface Control Agreement (ICA) with DAAS 

		Annual



		GFP Module in the Procurement Integrated Enterprise Environment (PIEE) suite

		PGI 245.103-72

		Contract references and attachments

		Periodic IAW contract requirements





Table 3-4:  Property Management

Include as-of date

*If no or not applicable (N/A), provide explanation, e.g., no transferred government property

AFLCMC Clarifying Guidance:  In this section, the program must address approach to manage and track accountable property (i.e.:  Government Furnished Property (GFP)) to include documentation of:

· Plan for Government Furnished Property (GFP) and/or Contractor Acquired Property (CAP) associated with the contract.  

· How program will ensure GFP is captured in contract attachment and the mandatory property clauses are included.  

· For CAP, demonstrate that the program has a plan in place to disposition or accept CAP when required.

· Plan for physical inventories of GFP to be conducted within policy guidelines, and that results are documented and match information identified in the Accountable Property System of Record (APSR).

· Plan for managing and reporting any contactor managed and possessed material (spares). 

· Plan for Financial Reporting of property, in a Chief Financial Officer (CFO) Report CDRL, or DPAS reporting

· Identify how program will ensure  all contractor inventory control points have unique Routing Identified Code/Department of Defense Activity Address Codes to enable accounting for the contractor’s inventory in the Defense Property Accountability System (DPAS) (GFM-A APSR) 

· How program is ensuring its property management strategy is aligned with the following guidance:

· DoDI 5000.64, Accountability and Management of DoD Equipment and Other Accountable Property

· AFI 23-119, Exchange, Sale or Temporary Custody of Non Excess Personal Property

· AFI 23-111, Management of Government Property in Possession of the Air Force

· AFLCMC Government Furnished Equipment Standard Process

· Additional ref: FAR 45; DFARS 52.245-1; DFARS 252.211-7007; DoDI 5000.64; AFI 63-101/20-101 para. 4.26; DoDI 4161.02, DFARS 252.245-7001/7002/7003/7004, DFARS 252.211-7003/7008

[bookmark: _bookmark19]3.1.4 Cybersecurity

The Program Protection Plan is the program’s primary document for managing a program’s protection of their technology, components, and information throughout the system life cycle. The Program Protection Plan includes areas that directly impact sustainment including Cybersecurity Strategy, Anti-Tamper Plan, and Supply Chain Risk Management. This section of the LCSP is reserved for appropriate cybersecurity and related program protection planning details and to identify the PM responsible for the Program Protection Plan during system sustainment and disposal.

AFLCMC Clarifying Guidance:  In this section, programs should ensure the LCSP addresses how supportability and/or sustainment efforts support compliance with the Program Protection Planning (PPP) and the AFLCMC System Security Engineering Standard Processes.  Additionally, address how the maintenance plan incorporates cybersecurity requirements (e.g. personnel, facilities, test software, test equipment, Support Equipment/Automatic Test Systems (SE/ATS), calibration equipment, and procedures) and how requirements are verified in test? 



Classification/Distribution Statement, as required
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[bookmark: _bookmark20]3.1.5 Supply Chain Risk Management

AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  In this section programs should document their approach to Supply Chain Risk Management (SCRM).  SCRM identifies, assesses, and mitigates actual or potential threats, vulnerabilities, and disruptions to the AF supply chain and develops mitigation strategies to combat those threats whether presented by the supplier, the supplied product and/or its subcomponents (e.g., initial production, packaging, handling, storage, transport, mission operation, and disposal). Potential supply chain risks that should be considered and evaluated include, but are not limited to, technology risks, counterfeit parts, diminishing manufacturing sources and material shortages, quality risks, financial risks, political and regulatory risks, foreign influence risks, operational risks, environmental risks, and human capital risks.

· Document how the program is conducting SCRM and where SCRM is documented (System Engineering Plan (SEP), Program Protection Plan (PPP), etc.).

· Document how the program will engage with the Command and/or Center SCRM Focal Point for collaboration, training, and support.

· Describe how SCRM is documented in the Program Protection Plan (PPP) to identify, assess, and mitigate threats, vulnerabilities, and disruptions to the DoD supply chain (e.g.:  technology risks, counterfeit parts, diminishing manufacturing sources and material shortages, quality risks, financial risks, political and regulatory risks, foreign influence risks, operational risks, environmental risks, and human capital risks, etc.).

· Indicate which entry in the O&S Cost Estimate section of the LCSP includes resourcing for SCRM activities.





3.1.6 Intelligence Supportability

AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  In this section programs should document their approach to Intelligence Supportability  Intelligence Supportability for intelligence sensitive programs should be a planning factor in the LCSP.  Intelligence Supportability Analysis (ISA) is the process by which the intelligence, acquisition, and requirement communities collaborate to identify, document and plan for requirements and supporting intelligence infrastructure necessary to successfully acquire and employ USAF capabilities, thereby ensuring intelligence supportability. This collaborative effort should be initiated as early as possible within a programs or efforts life-cycle.  The results of the ISA process provide stakeholders with needed info to compare a capability’s stated or derived intelligence (data, infrastructure and/or threat) support requirements with the intelligence support capabilities expected throughout a capability’s lifecycle.

A program’s intelligence data requirements (also known as Intelligence Mission data) should be identified in the programs Life-Cycle Mission Data Plan (LMDP).  The LCSP should reference the LMDP and ensure that program IMD requirements are addressed across the life-cycle.    

An intelligence sensitive program may also have intelligence Doctrine, Organization, Training, Materiel, Leadership, Personnel, Facilities (DOTMLPF) requirements that should be referenced in the LCSP.  These intelligence requirements may be identified in programmatic documents such as the Intelligence Appendix to the Information Support Plan (ISP), the LMDP, the Program Protection Plan, Acquisition Strategy, the Systems Engineering Plan (SEP), or the Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP).

A program may also require threat support throughout its life-cycle.  Threat support may include updates to the Validated On-Line Life-Cycle Threat (VOLT) document or tailored threat assessments provided by indigenous intelligence personnel or from the Intelligence Community.



3.1.7 Other Sustainment Considerations

Sustainment planning and implementation do not occur in isolation and are affected by other functional areas.  In this section, identify cross functional sustainment issues and risks that are design and/or cost drivers, especially as they impact the system's integrated product support elements.  If addressed in another source, cite the document (e.g., Programmatic Environment Safety and Occupational Health Evaluation [PESHE]), and provide a short summary.  Examples include counterfeit management, designing for transportability, hazardous materials requiring special protective equipment and special handling for demilitarization and disposal, precious metals recovery, controlled item management (e.g., subsystems or components that are cyber critical, classified, export controlled, pilferable, require data wiping prior to demil/disposal), software sustainment, and technical data management to support cataloging and provisioning, standardization, interchangeability, and substitutability. Additionally, additive manufacturing is a rapidly developing capability that directly affects the DoD sustainment enterprise; 3D printing is one such capability but it's applicable to multiple systems and echelons of support. Identify only those additive manufacturing capabilities that are unique to the system's product support.

Counterfeit management is an additional consideration. Implementation of a counterfeit program is a program and Component level responsibility and its management after production start and across a system’s life-cycle requires logistics planning and integration.

[bookmark: _bookmark21]AFLCMC Additional Guidance: The LCSP should lay out how the organization will incorporate Environmental Safety and Occupational Health (ESOH) considerations into the sustainment of the system, to include the disposal of the system.  In this section programs should:  

· Cite the PESHE and provide a short summary of the sustainment considerations such as:

· Hazardous materials requirement special protective equipment and special handling for demilitarization and disposal (can reference a Demilitarization and Disposal Plan).

· Precious metals recovery.

· Recycling.

· Identify any ESOH-related major features that affect sustainment or sustainment cost such as:

· Hazardous materials and associated waste.

· ESOH compliance laws and regulations for air/water/noise emissions and hazardous materials/wastes.

· Coatings materials that could affect sustainment.

· Ref:  AFI91-202, MIL-STD-882E, and AFI63-101/20-101

3.2 Sustainment Relationships



Identify relationships (industry, Service staff elements, other DoD Components, Primary Inventory Control Activity (PICA), Secondary Inventory Control Activity (SICA), international partnerships, etc.) for the product support strategy. List planned provisions to ensure product support providers remain viable throughout the life-cycle. The data can be a figure, table, or diagram but must include all product support stakeholders.

Considerations for System of Systems programs: Listed information should include sustainment relationships with Government Furnished Equipment (GFE) providers and other organizations with equipment that impacts the sustainment of the platform.

AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  In this section, describe how the PSM has ensured performance-based agreements are planned, implemented and maintained through the use of Product Support Agreements (e.g. MOA, MOU, Contracts, similar agreements) with Organic or Contractor Product Support Integrator (PSI)/Product Support Providers (PSPs) that define performance measures (that support the sustainment KPP/KSAs within the scope of the provider’s responsibility) requirements, administrative and personnel resources, funding, physical resources, etc.  Be sure to clearly state relationships with all product support providers, both Government and Contactor, to include Air Force Sustainment Center and Defense Logistics Agency if applicable.  

3.3 Product Support Arrangements

In this section, list all product support arrangements (contract, task order, agreement or non-contractual arrangement within the government) for systems, subsystems or components.



[bookmark: _bookmark23]3.3.1 Contract Support Providers

List the current and planned sustainment contracts that comprise the product support package. The information listed in Table 3-5 must be consistent with the Acquisition and Intellectual Property Strategies and include:

· Name and Contract line Item Numbers (CLINs)

· Organization and points of contact

· Products and period of performance covered, including remaining actions to put the contract into place

· Responsibilities/authorities and functions

· Performance metrics and incentives

· Status of Cost and Software Data Reporting (CSDR) planning/reporting

· DIDs and CDRLs (if available)

Note: Include the associated costs for each contract in the cost section (Chapter 7 – Cost and Funding) broken out into appropriate logical segments (e.g., locations or types of site, functions, etc.). The costs must roll-up and be traceable to the procurement, Operations and Maintenance (O&M) and Operating and Support (O&S) data provided in the program’s Life-Cycle Cost Estimate (LCCE), the system’s affordability requirement, as well as Planning, Programming and Budgeting System (PPBS) documents.

The information included in Table 3-5 characterizes the primary attributes of sustainment contracts and must reflect the requirements decomposition and work breakdown presented in Table 3-1. Data must include incentives and remedies (competition, incentive and award fees, etc.) designed to improve performance and reduce cost.

		Product Support Related Contracts



		Name

		Organizations

		Products/ Timeframe

		Responsibilities/ Authority and Functions

		Metrics & Incentives

		CSDR Status



		ISR Sustainment Contract

CLIN: WWW

Type:  Firm Fixed Price (FFP)

		NAVSUP Weapon System Support (WSS) Point of contact

Contractor A

		Products Covered:

· ISR Avionics

· ISR Ground Stations

Timeframe: Jan 2015 to Dec 2018 

5 yr. base with potential for 3 additional option years

Date of signed BCA and signatory 

		Responsibilities: Integrate all design and product support efforts ISR equipment including configuration management. 

Functions:  Sustainment Coverage includes

· Maintenance beyond organizational level

· Supply support

· Publications

· Training of organization personnel 

· Transportation between contractor and 1st designation

		Metrics:  Am target of 95% with min of 6% cost decrease each year

· Contract extension if met

		1921-5 being submitted per CSDR plan dated December 2014



		XXX

CLIN:  WWW

Type:  FFP

		NAVAIR

TBD

		Products Covered:  

· ZZZ

Timeframe:  Expect a 5 year contract

· RFP to be issued Feb 2015

· Contract award

		Responsibilities:  XXX

Functions:  Sustainment Coverage includes

· YYY

· YYY

		Metrics:  XXX

		CSDR/Earned Value Management (EVM) co-plan in draft with CAPE and PARCA





Table 3-5:  Performance Based Arrangements in Contracts (Include an as-of date)

 3.3.2 Performance Agreements

List the planned or current agreements that are part of the product support package. Information provided must be consistent with the Acquisition Strategy and supported by the IP Strategy. Information presentation is tailorable and Table 3-6 provides an example of performance agreements information for a fielded system. Performance agreement related costs must be traceable to the procurement, O&M, and O&S data provided in the program’s LCCE and the system’s affordability requirement.

AFLCMC Additional Guidance: Performance Based Agreements (PBAs) formally document the agreed to level of support required to meet performance requirements outlined by KPPs/KSAs/program requirements. The PBA with the user states the objectives that form the basis of the performance-based product support effort. PBAs establish the negotiated baseline of performance and corresponding support necessary to achieve that performance, whether provided by commercial or organic support provider(s). Consequently, PBAs can describe agreements between 1) the user and PM, 2) the PM and support integrator(s), or 3) the support integrator and support provider(s).  

In this section, programs will include plans and strategies to apply comprehensive acquisition security for Supply Chain Risk Management. (Note:  Table 3-6 should also include any Depot Maintenance Interservice Agreements (DMISAs) for depot repair efforts with other Services.)  

		Performance Agreements with Organic Product Support Providers



		Organization

		System

		Activity

		Documentation

		Metrics



		Corpus Christi Army Depot

		1. T70-GE-701D

2. Chord Blade

		1. 3000 hour Depot Overhaul

2. Chord Blade Repair

		DMISA (Estimated Completion Date)

		1. Repair Cycle Time = 30 days

2. Repair Cycle Time = 14 days



		Fleet Readiness Center (FRC) Southeast

		Common Missile Warning System

		1. Sensor Repair

2. Sensor spares

		DMISA (ECD:  2018)

		1. Repair Cycle Time =14 days

2. 88% Army supply system spares



		Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) Aviation

		Common Missile Warning System

		Field Spares

		TBD

		85% spare parts stockage at field level



		Letterkenny Army Depot

		Enhanced Laser Warning System

		1. Depot Level Reparable (DLR) Repair

2. Spares support

		See PEO Memo, Next Gen Vertical Lift Support Agreement, June 23, 2014

		1. Repair Cycle Time = 14 days; System NMCS>=91%

2. 92% spare stockage at field level





Table 3-6:  Performance Agreements (Organic Support Providers)6

Include an as-of date



Critical Thinking Questions for Product Support Strategy:

· Is software associated with the system considered an integral component of that system, and software support and maintenance support device interoperability addressed throughout the program life-cycle?

· Has use of enterprise-wide commercial computer software licenses, when available, been considered when they reduce cost?

· Has adequate software supportability been planned to include adequate support equipment, maintenance software, technical data, personnel, resources, and facilities and procedures to facilitate modifying and installing software, and maintaining effective post-production software support?



4. Program Review Issues and Corrective Actions

The purpose of this section is to provide a single location to track and monitor information on the development of a system’s product support as part of a program’s standard review processes. These processes span a program’s different functional areas, including programmatic (program management reviews), technical (System Requirements Review [SRR], PDR, CDR, Production Readiness Review [PRR] Spares Requirement Review Board (SRRB), Weapon System Review, etc.), test (Test Readiness Review [TRR]), and logistics (Independent Logistics Assessment [ILA]). As a statutory reporting requirement, an ILA executive summary is provided as a separate annex to the LCSP (see Section 10).

Provide a single location to track and monitor sustainment-related findings and corrective actions among design, programmatic, test and logistics reviews (Table 4-1).  Provide data for reviews in which the product support team participates, the sustainment findings from the reviews, as well as corrective action and completion dates. The data can include entries for planned reviews.  Data should include information from reviews accomplished for all subsystems, supporting systems (e.g., trainers, simulators) or system of systems that impact the system’s product support.  Entries on this table should be tied to the logistics-related events on the Product Support Schedule in Section 6 of the LCSP and Supportability Analysis in Section 9. 

AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  Reviews should include activities across the lifecycle not just prior to fielding.

		Review

		Sustainment Findings/Actions

		Open Sustainment Findings/Action



		System Requirements Review

		3

		SRR 2014-2

BIT Fault isolation (FI) requirements were not identified



		System Functional Review

		1

		SFR 2014-1

Functional requirements for portable maintenance aids for BIT FI not defined.



		Preliminary Design Review

		6

		PDR 2014-1

Late delivery of preliminary FMECA’s impacting delivery of Level of Repair Analysis (LORA) and MTA.



		Critical Design Review

		10

		CDR 2014-05

LRU-3 logistics reliability is less than half of planned; 3 circuit cards contribute to 90% of failures; investigation into design or manufacturing issue (3Qtr 2015)



		Production Readiness Review

		

		PRR 2014-01

Bill of Material not established to support obsolescence management.



		Supportability Analysis 

		FMECA Data indicates component failure exceeds KPP

		Develop a reliability improvement plan to address failures





Table 4-1:  Program Review Results

Include as-of date

Critical Thinking Questions for the Program Review Issues and Corrective Actions:

· Have the reviews conducted to date resulted in changes to product support strategy?

· Was anything related to product support strategy discovered or learned during the reviews?

· Were any product support strategy assumptions confirmed during the reviews? Were risks raised or retired?



AFLCMC Additional Guidance: The purpose of this section is to provide a single location to track and monitor information on the development of a system's product support as part of a program's standard review processes. These processes span a program's different functional areas, including programmatic (program management reviews), engineering/technical (System Requirements Review [SRR], PDR, CDR, Production Readiness Review [PRR],  logistics (Spares Requirement Review Board, Weapon System Review, Independent Logistics Assessment [ILA], , Logistics Health Assessment [LHA]etc.), and test (Test Readiness Review [TRR], Material Improvement Program Review Board [MIPRB], Joint Reliability and Maintainability Evaluation Team [JRMET] and Deficiency Review Board [DRB].  Findings and corrective actions should be focused on those findings/issues that impact (directly or indirectly) product support planning, implementation, and/or execution throughout the program’s life-cycle.  Corrective Action plans should be clearly written with actionable information to include planned completion dates.  If a corrective action has already been implemented, state what action occurred and when it was completed.  Entries included in this table should be expanded to include any reviews of an associated system/subsystem that resides in the system or impacts the system’s sustainment. 







5. Influencing Design and Sustainment

The purpose of this section is to identify the statutory, Department regulatory and Component-level policy (regulations, instructions) requirements that affect a system’s design and performance. This information is not a listing of the myriad requirements multiple organization echelons need to comply with but to identify those requirements that affect a system’s product support strategy, planning, and implementation.  Each program must evaluate these requirements individually for applicability, e.g., corrosion control requirements will not apply for a MAIS program’s server system that resides in an environmentally controlled facility. Identified requirements, their associated analyses and documentation, and reviews must be integrated with other LCSP sections (e.g., product support strategy, supportability analysis, schedule) and must be consistent with the assumptions and methodologies that are used in those sections, as well as other acquisition documentation (e.g., O&S cost estimation and Cost Analysis Requirements Description [CARD]).

The information provided identifies the requirement (statute, regulation, instruction), if it is a design or sustainment consideration (can be both, e.g., corrosion, IUID, Condition Based Maintenance [CBM]), how, when, and where the requirement is documented, and its review. It is important that cited requirements are actionable (e.g., acquisition documentation, RFP, SOW, specification). Table 5-1 is an example that presents this data. 






		Requirement

		Design Sustainment

		Documentation

		Review



		Core Logistics Requirements 

10 United States Code (USC) 2464 Core Logistics Capabilities 

Department of Defense Instruction (DoDI) 4151.20 OPNAVINST 4790.14B

		Sustainment

		· Core Logistics Analysis (CLA)

· DSOR Analysis

· LCSP Section

		· 2366a, 2366b

· Milestone A, B, C, Full Rate Production Decision Review (FRPDR)

· System’s ILA across its life-cycle.



		Corrosion

10 USC 2228 Corrosion 

DoDI 5000.67 

AR 750-59 Corrosion Prevention and Control for Army Materiel

		Design

Sustainment

		· SEP, v2.15

· EMD RFP (Nov 2016); Corrosion Prevention and Control Plan CLIN A-007

· LCSP, Sec 7 (CARD)

· Milestone C SEP (v TBD)

· Production RFP (TBD)

		· 2366b, Milestone A, B, C, FRPDR

· System ILA across its life-cycle



		DMSMS

FY14 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA), Sec 803 

AFMCI 23-101 Diminishing Manufacturing Sources and Material Shortages (DMSMS) Program

		Sustainment

		· LCSP, Milestone B (v2.5)

· LCSP, Milestone C (TBD)

· LCSP, FRPDR (TBD) LCSP, Section

· Industrial Based Analysis

· EMD RFP, DMSMS Plan, CDRL A-09

· Prog Protection Plan (TBD)

		· Milestone B, C, FRPDR

· System’s ILA across its life-cycle.



		Transportability

DoDI 4540.07

AR 70-47 Engineering for Transportability Program

		Design

		· SEP, v1.0

· Technology Maturation and Risk Reduction (TMRR) RFP (Nov 2017)

· Milestone B SEP (v TBD)

· TEMP (TBD)

		· Milestone A, B, C

· Operational Test and Evaluation (OT&E)



		CBM Plus (CBM+)

DoDI 4151.22

OPNAVINST 4790.16B Condition Based Maintenance and Condition Based Maintenance Plus Policy

		Design

		· SEP, v1.0

· TMRR RFP (Oct 2018)

· LCSP, Section 3, 9

		· Milestone B, C, FRPDR

· System’s ILA across its life-cycle.



		Hazardous Materials Management

AFI 32-7086

		Design

Sustainment

		· Should be included in:  LCSP/SEP/TEMP/ICD

		· As required.



		Support Equipment Commonality

AFI 63-101/20-101

		Design

		· LCSP

· SSRD (Sub-Systems Requirements Document) 

		· As required.





Table 5-1:  Design and Sustainment Requirement

Include as-of date

Critical Thinking Questions for Influencing Design and Sustainment:

· How do the analyses/plans in Table 5-1 impact product support strategy?

· Do the requirements in Table 5-1 create program cost drivers?





AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  For documents that are in-work or in-coordination, include an estimated completion date in the “Start Date/Implementation Date” column as appropriate. 

6. Integrated Schedule

Provide the product support schedule consistent with the program’s integrated master schedule (Figure 6-1). Schedule items include but are not limited to:

· Significant program activities (i.e., activities which must be performed to produce, field, and sustain the system). Examples include: program and technical reviews (including ILAs), RFP release dates for sustainment related contracts, software releases (post-FRP), sustainment contracts, CLA/DSOR process, IOC, fielding plan, and Product Support Business Case Analysis (PS-BCA).

· Major logistics and sustainment events for product support elements with specific emphasis on materiel and data development and deliveries.

· Major activation activities for sites in the supply chain required to support the system, to include maintenance (field, depot, overseas, ashore), supply, and training. Include events for contractor support (interim, long term, partnerships).

· Interdependencies and interactions with other weapon systems or subsystems that are part of the platform. 

AFLCMC Additional Guidance:   A critical part of the LCSP is the program’s product support plan to include a product support Integrated Master Schedule (PS IMS).  The PS IMS should be used to support implementation and execution of the product support plan and should be developed to support the program’s initial LCSP.  It should be kept current throughout the program’s life-cycle.  

Figure 6-1:  Product Support ScheduleFiscal Year	09	10	11	12	13	14	15	16	17	18	19	20	21	22	23	24	25	26	27
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Include as-of date   Critical Thinking Questions for the Integrated Schedule:

· Are all of the planned product support strategy analyses, demonstrations and tests reflected on the product support schedule?

· Are product support strategy events synchronized to support acquisition events and to influence decision points?













7. Cost and Funding 

Information in Section 7 of the LCSP should be developed in collaboration with the program’s cost estimators and business financial manager.

AFLCMC Additional Guidance:    This section of the LCSP requires detailed presentation and breakout of Operation and Support (O&S) and Disposal costs.  The intent of the cost and funding section is to track the cost of a program over time and explain how/why it has changed.  That said, there are limitations to the historical data and what programs may have access to.  The following are some points to consider/recommendations for completing this section:

1. Historical program data can be found in Air Force Total Ownership Cost (AFTOC) starting from 1996.  Anything prior to 1996 can be considered unavailable and assessments should assume a start date of 1996 or after as appropriate.  As such, program historical data should come from AFTOC for both the antecedent program and current program from 1996-present.

2. Selection of antecedent program:  MDAP programs should reference the program’s Selected Acquisition Report (SAR) report for the identified antecedent program.  For non-MDAP programs, recommendation is to utilize replaced system as antecedent program when applicable.  If program is not replacing existing capability, program office should work to identify most suitable antecedent program and provide rationale in the LCSP as to why antecedent program selected.

3. Antecedent program cost data:  If chosen antecedent program cost data is not available at same level of indenture as program under review (i.e.:  subsystem, component, etc.) it may be necessary to compare current program and antecedent program at next higher level (i.e.: system level).  However every effort should be made to perform analysis/provide information at most appropriate level.  If the program office is unable to conduct analysis at appropriate level, it should be clearly documented in the LCSP to include limitations that prevented analysis at appropriate level (i.e.:  AFTOC data not available at subsystem level, no internal/organic data available, etc.)

4. For programs that the selected antecedent programs does not have any data in AFTOC, current program can identify that the antecedent/legacy system is no longer active and data not available.  In this circumstance, antecedent cost will not be included in chart; however, a note with the reason why should be documented in the current program LCSP.  

5. Programs that entered service well before ’96 should use the AFTOC data available, and identify any relevant information in the narrative.

6. When comparing total program cost over time between antecedents to current program, programs should normalize estimates to the same Constant Year using the same inflation indices.  (Note:  Be sure to include OPTEMPO, Fuel prices, number of total years in the estimate, and number of systems (at a minimum) in your narrative for all estimates.)

7. All cost estimates, funding profiles and/or data pulls referenced throughout this section should include an “as of date” and source of data

8. Programs should ensure information contained in the LCSP is consistent with information included in official cost/budgeting/funding program documents (e.g. SAR, PB, and POM), briefings, reports, etc. at whatever point in time the LCSP is being written/updated.  

9. The Program Manager and the Program Office’s lead FM should recommend the best source for the information to be included to ensure program cost/budgeting information is as consistent as possible throughout all program documents. 

10. The LCSP must identify the source of the information used to include who provided the data and the date and title of the source document(s) to ensure traceability of the information.

7.1 O&S Cost

7.1.1 O&S Cost Estimate

The purpose of this section is to track the evolution of the O&S framing assumptions, cost estimates, and cost actuals as the program progresses through the life-cycle.

Through brief text and graphics, provide O&S cost data on the antecedent/legacy system(s) (if applicable) and the system. For antecedent system, provide the name and current O&S cost estimate/actuals. Identify major differences between the legacy system and the program (e.g., differences in manning, maintenance, unit quantity, expected service life). For the program, provide each major O&S cost estimate that has been performed. Include information to highlight any major changes from one estimate to the next; include both assumption and technical/ programmatic changes. O&S cost data comparisons should be done in the program of record constant year dollars. Cost should be reported as defined in the most current version of the OSD CAPE Cost Estimating Guide (currently dated September 2020).All O&S cost should be included, regardless of funding source or management control. This means that the O&S cost is not limited to certain budget accounts or to categories controlled by certain lines of authority.  This likely includes costs outside of the program office’s control.

Legacy system O&S cost data should be from authoritative Component data source(s), including the Naval Visibility and Management of Operating and Support Costs (VAMOSC) database, the Air Force Total Ownership Cost (AFTOC) database, and the Army’s Operating and Support Management Information System (OSMIS).

Current system data sources include the CAPE Independent Cost Estimate (ICE), Service ICE, Service Cost Position (SCP), and Program Office Estimate (POE). The O&S cost data for the system represents its O&S Will Cost. As the system matures and evolves through its development, fielding, and operation, update data to provide a comparison of how the O&S estimate has evolved over time, the date of the estimate, and planned updates.

The following figure (Figure 7-1) is a notional example for O&S data using a graph but it can be a description, table, or other format that is most appropriate for the program to display the required information.

[image: ]

After Milestone C, this section should include a comparison of actual O&S cost to estimates. Provide data on major changes affecting O&S cost (e.g., assumptions that have changed – Operational Tempo [OPTEMPO] was planned for 500 flying hours per aircraft per year, actual usage has been 350), subsystems or components reliability, etc., and actions planned or implemented to address O&S cost growth.

[bookmark: _bookmark37]AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  This section of the LCSP requires detailed presentation and breakout of Operating and Support (O&S) and Disposal costs.  For all programs, included in Figure 7-1 any caveats of the current system such as a notation of when system steady state will be reached, reliability maturity attained, and when any support goals are envisioned to be met.  The column titles (i.e.:  CDD, MS A, MS B, APB, etc.) are given as examples.  These columns should be added to reflect any major changes in the products support strategy that affect the O&S Cost Estimate or at a minimum the O&S Estimate at the time of any major program milestones.  If there is significant change in strategy that affects that O&S Cost Estimates as shown, an explanation should be given, (either within the Figure 7-1 graphic or the corresponding text) to explain the change.




Additionally the following information is provided to aid program offices in determine appropriate cost data sources that should be used to help populate this section based on program type and phase.

· MDAP – New System

· Milestone Estimate History: Should be tracked from prior SAR submissions

· Current Estimate: The current program O&S estimate included in the required annual POE approved by the Center Cost Chief will be the basis for the system’s current O&S cost estimate. 

· Legacy System Estimate: Estimate for the antecedent system listed in the SAR, if no antecedent system should be stated in narrative. For antecedent system with data in AFTOC, include all data from 1996-present and request the forward projected estimates from the antecedent system program office.  If the program does not have a current O&S cost estimate, please contact AFLCMC/LG-LZ for assistance in contacting AFLCMC/FZC and the Air Force Cost Analysis Agency (AFCAA) for guidance.

· MDAP – Modification to existing system

· Milestone Estimate History: Should be tracked from prior SAR submissions

· Current Estimate: The current program O&S estimate included in the required annual POE approved by the Center Cost Chief will be the basis for the system’s current O&S cost estimate (Note:  Should reflect same scope throughout the estimate history.)

· Legacy System Estimate: Estimate for the antecedent system listed in the SAR, if no antecedent system should be stated in narrative. For antecedent system with data in AFTOC, include all data from 1996-present and request the forward projected estimates from the antecedent system program office.  If the program does not have a current O&S cost estimate, please contact AFLCMC/LG-LZ for assistance in contacting AFLCMC/FZC and the Air Force Cost Analysis Agency (AFCAA) for guidance.

· ACAT II/III – New systems

· Milestone Estimate History: Should be tracked in Project Management Resource Tool (PMRT)

· Current Estimate The current program O&S estimate included in the most recent program cost estimate will be used and then replaced by the required annual Program Office O&S Estimate approved by the Center Cost Chief when it is completed.

· Legacy System Estimate: Estimate for the antecedent system listed in the SAR, if no antecedent system should be stated in narrative. For antecedent system with data in AFTOC, include all data from 1996-present and request the forward projected estimates from the antecedent system program office.  If the program does not have a current O&S cost estimate, please contact AFLCMC/LG-LZ for assistance in contacting AFLCMC/FZC and the Air Force Cost Analysis Agency (AFCAA) for guidance.

· ACAT II/III – Modification to existing system

· Milestone Estimate History: Should be tracked from prior PMRT submissions

· Current Estimate:  The current program O&S estimate included in the required annual POE approved by the Center Cost Chief will be the basis for the system’s current O&S cost estimate.  (Note:  Should reflect same scope throughout the estimate history.)

· Legacy System Estimate:  If no antecedent system selected, should be stated in narrative. For antecedent system with data in AFTOC, include all data from 1996-present and request the forward projected estimates from the antecedent system program office.  If the program does not have a current O&S cost estimate, please contact AFLCMC/LG-LZ for assistance in contacting AFLCMC/FZC and the Air Force Cost Analysis Agency (AFCAA) for guidance.




Classification/Distribution Statement, as required



· 
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· Program no longer in Acquisition:

· Milestone Estimate History:  Programs should pull whatever historical estimates are available and clearly state in LCSP narrative significance/timing of estimates completed.  If none available, state so in the narrative with explanation as to why.

· Current Estimate: The current program O&S estimate included in the required annual POE approved by the Center Cost Chief will be the basis for the system’s current O&S cost estimate.  (Note:  Should reflect same scope throughout the estimate history.)

· Legacy Estimate: If no antecedent system selected, should be stated in narrative. For antecedent system with data in AFTOC, include all data from 1996-present and request the forward projected estimates from the antecedent system program office.  If the program does not have a current O&S cost estimate, please contact AFLCMC/LG-LZ for assistance in contacting AFLCMC/FZC and the Air Force Cost Analysis Agency (AFCAA) for guidance.

· IT/DBS System

· Milestone Estimate History: As shown in either the prior SAR submissions for MDAP program or in PMRT for non-MDAP programs.

· Current Estimate: Initial IT/DBS estimates for both the system under review and the antecedent systems should pull necessary data from the program Economic Analysis.  Following the initial EA, programs should follow same guidance as defined for MDAP and ACAT II/III guidance.

· Legacy System Estimate: Initial IT/DBS estimates for both the system under review and the antecedent systems should pull necessary data from the program Economic Analysis.  Following the initial EA, programs should follow same guidance as defined for MDAP and ACAT II/III guidance.

7.1.2 Disposal Cost Estimate

The purpose of this section is to baseline the disposal costs of the antecedent/legacy system and compare the evolution of the Disposal cost estimate of the new system against that baseline. 

Provide data on the system’s current disposal cost estimate (Figure 7-2), to include the estimate source (e.g., CAPE ICE, Service ICE, SCP, POE), the date of the estimate, the next planned update, major assumptions, and where complete estimate documentation is available. All disposal/demilitarization costs should be included, regardless of funding source or management.  Provide a comparison of how the system’s disposal estimate has evolved over time and show in the program of record constant year dollars. The following figure is an example using a graph but it can be a description, table, or other format.

Classification/Distribution Statement, as required





[image: ]

AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  The following information is provided to aid program offices in determining appropriate cost data sources that should be used to help populate this section based on program type and phase.

· New Systems (All ACAT Levels): 

· Include prior estimates where they exist.  If they do not exist, explain in the narrative.

· For Current estimate of disposal, use the current program O&S estimate included in the required annual POE approved by the Center Cost Chief.   If the program does not have a current O&S cost estimate, please contact AFLCMC/LG-LZ for assistance in contacting AFLCMC/FZC and the Air Force Cost Analysis Agency (AFCAA) for guidance.

· Modifications (All ACAT Levels):  

· Modification programs should conduct a delta assessment against weapon system/system level disposal estimate to determine if fielding of modification could drive change to weapon system/system level disposal cost estimate.  If delta assessment results in increased/decreased disposal cost at weapon system/system level, that increase/decrease should be shown and explained in the supporting narrative.  If no change identified (i.e.:  wash cost), state assessment complete and result was no change to weapon system/system level disposal cost estimate.

7.1.3 O&S and Disposal Cost Drivers

The purpose of this section is to identify the elements of the system that are the greatest contributors to the estimated O&S and disposal costs. Include specific variables driving O&S cost and the actionable Should Cost initiatives the program plans to use in controlling such costs (Section 7.1.4 O&S and Disposal Should Cost Initiatives).  Should Cost initiatives specific to disposal cost should be included if disposal cost is expected to be a sizeable portion of the life-cycle cost.

Classification/Distribution Statement, as required
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Identify expected or known (post-Milestone C) O&S cost driving categories using the CAPE O&S cost elements. Figure 7-3 shows one way to portray this information. Once the most expensive CAPE O&S cost elements are determined, further analysis should be performed to decompose those cost elements into the specific labor and material costs that contribute to that element. Actionable O&S cost drivers early in the acquisition process often can be addressed through the system’s design.  After fielding, the reliability of a subsystem’s components may be a cost driver and require re-design.

At Milestone A, cost driver analysis will likely take the form of comparison to legacy system costs. From Milestone B to Milestone C, cost driver analysis should be based on the system design and developmental testing. After Milestone C, cost driver analysis should be based on system actual costs, including initial operational testing and evaluation, as illustrated by the following figure. For more information on identifying cost drivers, see https://www.dau.edu/tools/t/Operating-and-Support-(OandS)-Cost-Management-Guidebook

AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  The following information is provided to aid program offices populating this section.  For All program types - Using current estimate or actuals, rank the cost elements for the estimate.  Recommend cost category rankings be provided based on the Total O&S and Disposal costs.  

(Note:  The 10 USC 2441, Sustainment Review, analysis of depot level repairable and consumables may be used to provide further detail in this section.) 

[image: ]

Critical Thinking Questions for O&S and Disposal Cost Drivers:

· How can the identified cost drivers be changed to reduce O&S cost?

· Are the most expensive categories something that can be influenced by design or non- materiel solutions?






7.1.4 O&S and Disposal Should Cost Initiatives

The purpose of the section is to identify O&S and disposal Should Cost initiatives and track the status of those initiatives.

Using the identified cost drivers (Section 7.1.3), list the program’s O&S and disposal Should Cost Initiatives (Table 7-1). Identify the initiative, rationale for selection, investment dollars required, appropriation type to resource the investment (e.g., Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation [RDT&E], procurement, and O&M), expected  O&S savings/avoidance, expected timeframe for the savings/avoidance, and current status of the initiative. At Milestone A, Should Cost initiatives will likely be based on legacy system cost drivers or problem areas. At Milestone B, Should Cost initiatives should begin to factor in attributes of the system design. By Milestone C, Should Cost initiatives should focus on known or anticipated issues identified through test and actual performance data of the system. For more information on establishing O&S Should Cost initiatives, please reference https://www.dau.edu/tools/t/Operating-and-Support-(OandS)-Cost-Management-Guidebook

		Initiative Name*

		Investment $ Required/ Investment Type

		Expected O&S Savings/Avoidance

		Planned Start of Savings or Avoidance

		Current Status



		Reduce depot maintenance time by 10% by increasing reliability

		$3M RDT&E (TY$)

		$10M (CY10$)/ system over the life-cycle

		FY2025

		Funding requested in PB2019





Table 7-1:  O&S and Disposal Should Cost Initiatives

Include an as-of date

· Listed Should Cost initiatives should be limited to those within control of the program office. Do not include Should Cost Initiatives for subsystems that are the purview of other programs in order to avoid double counting.

7.2 O&S Affordability Constraints

The purpose of this section is to identify the established O&S affordability constraints (target/goal/cap) for the program and to provide the status of meeting the constraint.

AFLCMC Clarifying Guidance:  If the program has identified specific affordability goals in official documents such as the SAR, include them in Section 7.2.  Otherwise, this section should be stated as N/A for the program.  

		Add Metric and $ Type

		Proposed O&S Goal

		Approved O&S Goal

		Proposed O&S Cap

		Approved O&S Cap

		Actual O&S Cost Performance



		MS A

		

		

		

		

		



		MS B

		

		

		

		

		



		MS C

		

		

		

		

		



		MS C + 5 years

		

		

		

		

		



		MS C + 10 years

		

		

		

		

		



		MS C + 15 years

		

		

		

		

		





Table 7-2:  O&S Cost Affordability Constraints

Include an as-of date





Include a record of the proposed and established O&S cost affordability constraints for the program (notional example provide in Table 7-2). For LCSP updates after Milestone C, provide the status of expenditures against the approved O&S Affordability Cap.  Include the definition of the metric used to describe the constraint (average $/unit/year, average $/year, $/flying hour/year, $/steady state year, etc.) and the type of dollars (constant year XX, then year, etc.) the constraint is expressed in. Include a synopsis of the affordability analysis and/or reference the affordability analysis documentation.

If additional metrics will be used by the program to track the affordability constraints, define those additional metrics in this section and provide information on how the data will be collected and used.

Provide a comparison of the current O&S cost estimate to the established (or proposed) affordability constraint (notional example provided in Table 7-3). A positive delta (calculated by constraint minus current O&S cost estimate) indicates affordability, while a negative delta indicates that that system is not affordable in the O&S phase.

		Current Affordability Constraint (BY10$M/system/year)

		Current O&S Cost Estimated (BY10$M/system/year)

		DELTA (BY10$M/system/year)

		Affordability Result



		$55M

		$49.25M

		$5.75M

		Affordable





Table 7-3:  O&S Cost Affordability Constraints (Comparison)

Include an as-of date

If the comparison indicates that the system is unaffordable in O&S, include the program’s plan to reduce O&S cost to meet the affordability constraint.

Critical Thinking Questions for O&S Affordability Constraints:

· If the program is unaffordable in O&S, what can be done within the program to reduce cost?

· Do you understand the priority of this program/system to the Component?



7.3 O&S Disposal Budget

The purpose of this section is to link the O&S resources required (per the cost estimate) to the actual/expected budget levels and to highlight and address any shortfalls.

Provide information on the system’s O&S requirements and funding levels in the most recent budget cycle (notional examples provided in Table 7-4, Table 7-5, and Table 7-6). For the system, include the total of each appropriation in both Then Year and Constant Year dollars. Also, provide a comparison to the total actual dollars spent on the legacy system for each appropriation in Constant Year dollars. Different levels of information are appropriate depending on the phase of the life-cycle.

O&S funding requirements shown must tie to the most recent O&S cost estimate shown in Section 7.1 of the LCSP. At Milestone B and beyond, the program should provide details of O&S requirements and funds controlled by the program office.

AFLCMC Clarifying Guidance:  Tables 7-4, 7-5, and 7-6 should reflect the current FYDP.  It is expected that the majority of costs during the early milestone events will be reflected in the “To Comp” column. The following information is provided to aid program offices populating this section by program type and phase:

· New System:

· Include Spruill charts from prior milestones along with a current comparison.  

· If program does not have an approved Spruill chart, may use different format as long as necessary content is included.  

· Note:  The current Spruill chart should be identical to the one contained in the most recent Center Cost Chief approved POE.

· Modification to existing system:

· Include prior Spruill charts from prior milestones and the current Spruill chart contained in the most recent Center Chief approved program office cost estimate.

· Identify baseline system budget, identify approximate percentage or relative amount of baseline cost that the modification represents.

· ACAT II/III – Modification to existing system:

· Include prior Spruill charts from prior milestones and the current Spruill chart contained in the most recent Center Chief approved program office cost estimate 

· Programs in O&S:

· If prior funding comparisons exist, should be included.  

· However, if no prior funding comparisons exist, explain in the narrative.  For current funding comparisons show program WSS, FHP, MILPERS. 

· If funding cannot be uniquely identified, explain in the narrative with some identification of the relative amount of cost the program represents of the total.

· IT/DBS System:

· If prior funding comparisons exist, should be included.  

· However, if no prior funding comparisons exist, explain in the narrative. 

·  Include current comparison.  If funding cannot be uniquely identified, explain in the narrative with some identification of the relative amount of cost the program represents of the total.



· Milestone A: O&S and Disposal cost requirements by appropriation
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· Milestone B: O&S and Disposal cost requirements and Program Management Office (PMO) funded budget by appropriation
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· [image: ]Milestone C and beyond: O&S and Disposal cost requirements and O&S budgets by appropriation 



































The previous Tables (Table 7-4, Table 7-5, and Table 7-6) are examples to portray O&S budget information. Programs may display the required information in the format most relevant/useful to themselves.  Definitions for the categories in the chart are:

· O&S RDT&E: RDT&E appropriated funding required during the O&S phase of the life-cycle.

· O&S Procurement: Procurement appropriated funding required during the O&S phase of the life-cycle.

· Non-Program Management Office (PMO)-funded O&M: O&M appropriated funding required by the Fleet (non-program office funded) during the O&S phase of the life-cycle.

· PMO-funded O&M: O&M appropriated funding controlled by the program office during the O&S phase of the life-cycle.

· Military Personnel (MILPERS): funding appropriated for the military personnel associated with the system.

In O&S cost estimates, all costs are included regardless of funding source or management control. The same is true for the budget summaries depicted in Table 7-4, Table 7-5, and Table 7-6.  In addition to the budget information provided above, include a breakout of costs/budgets attributed to specific funding sources and management control. This may be descriptive or tabular. The fidelity of the estimates and sources will mature as the system progresses through acquisition and should be included in each LCSP iteration.

Include an impact statement of any shortfalls and describe steps taken to mitigate any risk.
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  8. Management

The program’s product support organizational structure and Integrated Product Teams (IPTs) change through the acquisition process and Operations and Support Phase.  Manpower data should be consistent with data in the program’s CARD.

8.1 Management Organization

8.1.1 Government Program Office Organization

Provide data on the program office organization product support function. Include an as-of date and the following information:

· PSM and staff organization and alignment in the program office

· Functional offices (e.g., Test and Evaluation [T&E], Engineering, Financial Management) responsible for LCSP review and signature

· Core, matrix, and contractor support personnel

· Contracting support, Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR)/Administrative Contracting Officer (ACO)



If the Product Support Manager is not currently certified as Level III under the Defense Acquisition Workforce Improvement Act, summarize the specific actions and timeframe for certification. Additionally, outline roles, responsibilities, and reporting relationship(s) relative to all logistics, sustainment or materiel commands for product support package implementation.

Provide information on how the product support related staff will evolve as the program matures.  For Components that have an organizational transfer of the program from an acquisition program office to a sustainment program office, provide information on the timing, process and shift in PSM duties, to include transfer of the manning and responsibilities from one organization to another. 

As an example, a ship program may need to discuss the interfaces with Participating Acquisition Resource Managers (PARMs), NAVSEA08, NAVSEA04, and/or SSP and the plan for transferring responsibilities with the sustainment organization (NAVSEA 21).

AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  Need to make sure to address requirements throughout the life-cycle when projecting PMO staffing levels (i.e.:  peculiar support equipment management, Product Support Integration, etc.).

		FUNCTIONS

		FTE

		AFSC/SERIES

		RANK



		Program Manager

		1.0

		63A4/1101

		O-5



		Director of Operations 

		1.0

		63A4/1101

		O-4



		Configuration Manager

		1.0

		33S3/02210

		Contractor



		Acquisition Program Manager

		1.0

		63A4/1101

		GS-13



		Acquisition Program Manager

		2.0

		63A4/1101

		GS-12



		Project Officer

		1.0

		63A4/1101

		O-3



		Program Control Program Manager 

		1.0

		63A3/1101

		GS-12/13



		Functional Analyst

		1.0

		3S071

		E-6



		Program Analyst

		2.0

		0343

		Contractor



		Requirements Database Manager

		1.0

		0343

		Contractor



		Engineer

		1.0

		0854

		GS-13/14



		Test Director

		1.0

		0854

		GS-13/14



		Security Manager

		1.0

		33S3/02210

		Contractor



		Financial Management Specialist 

		2.0

		0501

		GS-12



		Cost Analyst

		1.0

		0501

		Contractor



		Contracting Officer

		1.0

		1102

		GS-13



		Buyer/Contract Manager

		2.0

		1102

		GS-12



		ADDITIONAL  REQUIRED  FTEs

		

		

		



		Deputy Program Manager 

		1.0

		63A4/1101

		O-5/GS-14



		Test Manager 

		1.0

		33S3/2210

		GS-12



		Engineer

		2.0

		0854

		Contractor



		Cost Analyst 

		1.0

		0501

		Contractor





Figure 8-1:  Program Product Support Staffing

Include an as-of date

8.1.2 Product Support Team

Provide data for all IPTs and working groups for sustainment or integration of sustainment. The following table (Table 8-1) is a notional presentation for presentation of this data.

Product Support IPTs are expected to include appropriate Service and DoD Agency (e.g., DLA, Defense Information System Agency [DISA], Joint Federated Assurance Center [JFAC]) representation for all equities and requirements (e.g., maintenance, contracts, supply chain, transportation, constraints, and risks) to inform LCSP development.

Include all relevant stakeholders (including other program offices and organizations) for sustainment IPTs.

AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  In this section programs must discuss the program’s approach to the product support IP to include identifying involvement with the warfighter and other implementing stakeholders (e.g.:  AFSC (supply/maintenance) representatives, DLA, using command, etc.).  IPTs listed should be directly or indirectly related to product support planning.  Be sure in the “Team Role” column to explain IPTs involvement in product support/sustainment planning, implementation and execution.  








		Name

		POC

		Stakeholders (by Function or Organization)

		Roles, Responsibility, and Authority

		Products and Metrics



		PS IPT

		PSM

		- Program Office

· Deputy Program manager (DPM)

· Sys Eng Lead

· Financial Lead

· SW Lead

· Site Rep

· Reliability and Maintainability (R&M) Lead

- PSIs (List)

- Prod Spt IPT Leads (List)

- Sustainment Command Representative

- DoD Agency Representative(s)

- Key Subcontractors or Suppliers

· Engine

· XXX

Size: YYY

		Role: IPT Purpose



Responsibilities:

Integrate all product support efforts

· Team Member Responsibilities

· Cost, Performance, Schedule Goals

· Scope, Boundaries of IPT Responsibilities



Schedule and frequency of meetings



Date of signed IPT charter and signatory

		Products:

· LCSP/LCSP Updates

· Integrated Master Plan (IMP) / Integrated Master Schedule (IMS) Inputs

· Specifications

· Acquisition  Strategy Input



Metrics:

· Cost

· Program Product Support Element cost

· Operation Target (OPTAR)

· Schedule

· Sustainment 

· Ao

· Log Foot Print



		XXX IPT

		XXX

		- Program Office

· Sys Eng Lead

· Test Manager

· Logistics Manager

· R&M Deputy

· Site Rep.

- PSI X Lead

- Key Subcontractor or Suppliers

Size:  YYY

		Role: IPT Purpose



Responsibilities:

Integrate all technical efforts

· Team Member Responsibilities

· Cost, Performance, Schedule Goals

· Scope, Boundaries of IPT Responsibilities



Schedule and frequency of meetings



Date of signed IPT charter and signatory



		Products:

· Specification input

· LCSP input

· EMP input

· Acquisition  Strategy Input

Metrics:

· Performance Measure 1

· Performance Measure 2



 





Table 8-1:  Integrated Product Teams (IPTs)

Include an as-of date
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8.2 Sustainment Risk Management

Identify sustainment risks identified as part of a program’s risk management processes and plans (consistent and integrated with the development contractor’s risk system8).  Include the risk rating, driver, impact if realized, mitigation plan, and current status.  The following table (Table 8-2) is an example for data presentation.

Sustainment risk management must be part of the program’s overall risk management program and not an isolated process. Sustainment specific risks that could adversely impact the product support package vary (e.g., changing design baseline, requirements creep, immature sustainment technologies for new critical technologies, and DT/OT&E results).

		Risk

		Rating

		Driver

		Impact

		Mitigation Plan

		Status



		APU Reliability 

		Yellow

		Lower than expected reliability values from Limited User Test (LUT)

		If reliability values do not meet thresholds by IOC, ten overall system availability will not be achieved and O&S cost will increase

		Institute a reliability growth plan incorporating results from FMECA review

		In process, tracking against revised reliability growth curve. IOT&E scheduled for May 2019



		Example:  DMSMS Production and Sustainment Plans

		Yellow

		Cost, Schedule, Technical

		If DMSMS production and sustainment plans are not developed, then production shortfalls will impact deliveries

		Establish DMSMS management team to review contract language, identify vulnerable items, and perform DMSMS health assessments

		On- going reviews to determine mitigation of DMSMS issues



		Example:  Peculiar Support Equipment Plan

		Yellow

		Cost, Schedule, Technical

		If product support strategy does not plan for the management of peculiar SE, then peculiar equipment may not be supportable

		Ensure POs plans for the management of peculiar SE including the assignment of an Inventory Control Point (either contractor or \organic) and ensuring peculiar equipment is cataloged and stocklisted with proper OSS&E support

		On – going reviews to  determine support equipment support strategy





Table 8-2:  Risk Summary

Include an as-of date

AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  Risk assessment should be life-cycle focused and consider potential risks throughout the life-cycle not just the programs current phase or the phase the LCSP is being prepared to support.  Also be sure to assess all potential risks across performance, cost, schedule and supportability.  

 

9. Supportability Analysis

This section lists the analytic methods and tools that the Supportability Analysis Engineers and PSM team use to define the product support package. The program must closely align the engineering design with the product support elements to ensure that materiel availability can be achieved affordably.  The CONOPS may indicate a new operating environment for a commercial common system with resultant degradation in reliability. The PSM’s role is to assess Failure Modes, Effects, and Criticality Analysis (FMECA) and other design output and support subsequent design changes for sustainment impacts.

Early in the acquisition process, the emphasis of this section is on the design trades in preparation for each of the design reviews necessary to achieve the sustainment requirements, and in preparation for the Pre-

8 In general, the same tool should be used.   If the contractor’s tool is acceptable, then this merely required Government – direct, networked access to that tool. 
			50

EMD Review. As the program progresses into production, this section focuses more heavily on integrating the product support elements to provide the most affordable product support. During sustainment, the focus is on adjusting product support based on the operational needs.

AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  This section should address alignment of the program’s Systems Engineering Plan and the product support strategy by providing sufficient detail to show how the program has validated that product support requirement are planned to be or have been met.  Programs need show how requirements, reliability data/analysis, and the product support plan (i.e.:  maintenance concept, provisioning, etc.) link together.  Programs should also explain if any trade-offs have been considered and/or implemented in this section.

9.1 Design Interface

This section must match the Systems Engineering Plan (SEP), so the logistics community can reference one document for the FMECA, and ensure a common understanding of failure modes. Once the initial FMECA is complete, the table provides a means to communicate changes as the design evolves.  Ultimately, the FMECA triggers the Program to make timely adjustments to the product support package.

9.1.1 Design Analysis

Provide data of the program’s Key Design Considerations in the program’s SEP, the key subsystems for each consideration, major sustainment issues identified, planned reviews/updates, and any impacts or comments (Table 9-1).

		Design Considerations

		Key Subsystems

		Sustainment Issues

		Planned Reviews/Updates

		Impact/Comments



		At Sea Operations

		1. Ejection Seat	

		1.  Humidity degrades effectiveness

		1. PDR

		1.New life limited components



		Sustained 

High G

		2. Higher stress on propulsion system

		2. Reduced

reliability

		2. PDR

		2. Increased quantity of spare parts required



		Desert Operations

		3. Environmental

4. Hydraulic

		3. Filters

4. Contamination

		3. SRR

4. SRR

		3. Increase filter changes; filter demand

4. Increased inspection cycle



		CBRN

Survivability

		5. Airframe

6. Propulsion

7. ECS

















		5. Available decon wash products effect on composite panels

6. Decon wash product effect on F104

7. ECS CBRN filtering system

		5. SRR

6. SRR

7. PDR

8. DT

9. OT&E













		5. Assess all DoD chem decon wash products or development of new product

6. Assess all DoD chem decon wash products or development of new product

7. Filter system access; contamination reporting (BIT, visual); decon procedures

8. TBD

9. TBD



		Corrosion Prevention and Control

		1. Airframe

2. ECS

		

		

		Component approved CPCP Plan; ECD: 1Qtr/FY16



		Environmental Safety and Occupational Health (ESOH)

		1. Backup power

		1. Hydrazine

		

		1a Specialized Facilities

/MILCON

1b Training

1c Supply Support: ESOH approval/bed down planning



		Authorization To Operate

		All operating systems

		O&M funding of tech refresh

		Full Rate Production Decision (FRPD) and five year post-IOC ILA review

		Tech refresh of servers and operating systems must address DoDD 4630.5 and DoDI 4630.8



		IUID

		

		

		

		Component approved IUID Implementation Plan; ECD: 3Qtr/FY16





Table 9-1:  Sustainment in Key Design Considerations

Include an as-of date

9.1.2 Failure Modes, Effects, and Criticality Analysis (FMECA)

For each of the major or critical subsystems, provide the following details from the systems engineering FMECA. Table 9-2 provides a sample table for this information.

· Systems (break into subsystems as needed to highlight subsystems with reliability drivers or with reliability issues) and identify the responsible IPT Lead

· Schedule, including planned updates

· List subsystems and/or modes driving changes to baseline product support package

· Impact on product support strategy or product support package baseline change



		System

		Schedule

		Issues/Likelihood

		Impact /comments



		Airframe IPT Lead

		Complete Update after IOT&E

		· New failure modes uncovered due to projected corrosion issues around engine inlets and on wing spar.



· Fuel tanks moved



· Ejection seat initiator fails in high humidity environment

		· Update LORA to determine impact to organizational scheduled maintenance. Ensure there are sufficient doors and panels to allow accessibility to critical areas. Ensure panels, doors, etc. are interchangeable between aircraft and designs meet support event frequencies in terms of access and its 3-dimensional access plane.

· Verify fuel tanks not adding stress to bulk heads during operations resulting from high “G” operations

· Add desiccant and indicator, move to left side of seat for easier access.



		Propulsion IPT Lead

		3rd Qtr. 06 to 4th Qtr. 07

		· New failure mode uncovered for oil pump lubrication at 9.0 G load

		· Redesign with redundant oil passages.  Now no longer commercial-common pump. Unique part number and increased cost.



		Avionics General IPT Lead

		Complete

		· New failure modes uncovered which current health monitoring system cannot predict.

		· Design out diagnostic ambiguity groups that cause false alarm rates taking into account the new failure modes.





		ISR

systems IPT Lead

		3rd Qtr. 06 to 4th Qtr. 07

		· ISR design behind schedule due to efforts to understand unexpected failure mode in optical sensor

		· Will delay development of publications and Test Equipment. The potential severity may require development of new prognostics capabilities



		Fire Control IPT Lead

		

		

		



		Avionics Test Equipment IPT Lead

		

		

		





Table 9-2:  FMECA Summary

Include an as-of date

[image: ]









AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  In conducting the FMECA, overall mission effectiveness and the reliable operation of systems and subsystems must remain paramount. Programs consider the functional and operational relationships of the significant items and assemblies being analyzed to the overall system. Thus, the analysis should consider the effects of failure of items on higher or lower level assemblies, systems, or structures.   In this section programs should:

· Document approach to ensuring all types of failure modes and effects that pertain to reliability, including deterioration and corrosion have been considered. 

· Address all failure modes found on assemblies and subassemblies, including but not limited to Commercial Off The Shelf (COTS), non-developmental items, GFE and software as applicable.

· Explain process for ensuring when changes are made in system design that may expand, remove, or reduce the impact of identified failure modes, how the FMECA will be repeated for the redesigned or modified portions to ensure that all predictable failure modes in the new design or modification are considered.

· Document an effective agreement and approach for development, use, and update of the FMECA during modifications and from in-service failure data to support both R&M and Supportability Analysis. 



9.1.3 Reliability

Identify the top system and subsystem reliability drivers and issues that affect O&S cost, including allocations and current estimates. Table 9-3 is an example that presents this data. Identify impacts to maintenance procedures, repair capabilities, spares, manpower, and training, and mitigation actions, including potential actions if the allocation is not achieved.



		Subsystem Configuration Item (e.g, LRU, SRU, WRA)

		Reliability Allocation

		Current Reliability Estimate

		O&S Cost Impacts

		Mitigation efforts



		ISR systems

High Power Amplifier

		6,000 hrs. MTBR



		3,500 hrs. MTBR



		$18M/yr (CY16$)

Initial provisioning plan based on 6,000 hrs. MTBR. With a HPA unit cost estimate of $150K, annual O&S cost increase is $1.2M/ operating unit/year (full fielding of 15 units: $18m/yr)

		Buy additional spares and add additional I level repair capabilities at larger sites.

Decision required at CDR





Table 9-3:  Reliability Growth Plan Issues

[image: ]Include an as-of date
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AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  DoDI 5000. (T) (Enclosure 3, Section 2), requires program managers to formulate a viable RAM strategy and establish comprehensive RAM Program Plan (RAMPP).  Prior to fielding the program should document the detailed RAMPP in the SEP and include in this section of the LCSP the following RAMPP considerations to ensure the product support and system engineering planning remain aligned.  For programs in O&S, additional detail should be added in this section of the LCSP to ensure program’s efforts to maintain a robust RAMPP are documented and considered to include how Life Cycle Systems Engineering principles are being applied throughout the life-cycle of the program. (Ref:  AFI63-101/20-101, para. 5.1.2)

· Describe how the RAMPP accounts for life-cycle sustainment

· Identify required resources to support the RAM Program during O&S

· Identify strategies, processes, resources, and organizations required to achieve the RAM requirements.  (Note: Programs should document how the RAMPP manages the activities required to achieve a reliable, available, and maintainable system.)

· Address if the RAMPP provides a comprehensive compendium of the RAM activities, functions, processes, test strategies, measurement, data collection, resources and timelines required to ensure system RAM maturation.

· During sustainment address how the RAM program will monitor/sustain the inherent RAM that has been designed in the system. 

· Address the program’s approach to Reliability Centered Maintenance (RCM) as a logical, structured framework for determining the optimum mix of applicable and effective maintenance activities needed to sustain the desired level of operational reliability of systems and equipment while ensuring their safe and economical operation and support. 

· Identify how the RCM program is focused on optimizing readiness, availability, and sustainment through effective and economical maintenance.

· Address if the program has a JRMET established and/or its currents status.  Include how program is meeting requirements as defined in AFI 99-103 such as: 

· Formation of Test IPTs, such as the Material Improvement Program Review Board (MIPRB) and JRMET, to track and resolve deficiencies (Ref:  AFI 99-101, para. 5.19)

· How the JRMET will be utilized to collect, analyze, verify and categorize the RAM data (Ref:  AFI 99-101, para. 5.18.5)

· Programs should document if/how the product support package will be adjusted until the systems reliability reaches maturity.  For example, if system is not projected to meet the targeted reliability metric until FOC what adjustments have/should be made to product support package between initial fielding and FOC.  Additionally any mitigation plans identified should be reflected in Section 6, Integrated Schedule, and Section 7, Cost and Funding, where appropriate.



9.1.4 Supportability Trades

Provide data for planned or completed supportability trade studies since the last LCSP update (Table 9-4). Supportability analysis can be stand-alone trade analysis or part of a system or subsystems analytical trade process.9

· Trade name and date completed

· Lead IPT

· Options analyzed

· Criteria used to evaluate costs and benefits

· Results

· Impact – on the weapon system design and/or product support strategy and package, customer requirements



9 Includes business case or other economic analysis that consider sustainment costs and outcome value. 
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		Supportability Trades



		Trade

		IPT

		Options Analyzed

		Results

		Impact



		Engine level of repair 5/20/17

		Engine IPT

		Alternatives:

· 2 level or 3 levels of repair

· Centralized 2nd level of repair or at every major site

· Commercial or organic at 2nd or 3rd level

· Criteria:

· AM and AO

Program costs and O&S cost

		· 3 levels of maintenance with 2nd level being performed commercially at 3 central sites for hot sections

- 3rd level performed by industry

		Competitive 2nd and 3rd level performance based contract in place by IOC to cover all sustainment functions, (e.g. design, maintenance, supply, transportation, etc.).



Complete drawing set needed for competition



		Landing gear repair (Public Private Partnership) 3QTR 17

		PS IPT

		Contractor X and FRC East

		TBD

		TBD





Table 9-4:  Completed Supportability Trades

Include an as-of date



AFLCMC Additional Guidance:  Any tools, such as LCOM ATK, were used to support the supportability trade analysis should be stated in the “Options Analyzed” column. Supportability Trades should be considered and conducted from a life-cycle perspective.  Programs need to address affordability over the life-cycle.

When documenting trade studies, the PM should have considered the integrated linkages between requirements, design and the product support strategy to ensure an affordable design and effective product support package. The trades early in the acquisition process provide an initial assessment of the system’s sustainment requirements and affordability. Trades prior to Milestone B and later can influence the Product Support Arrangement, both commercial and organic.  Later, including during sustainment, trades can be used to examine alternatives to control sustainment costs or achieve materiel availability at a lower cost.

[image: ]Commercial off the Shelf/Government off the Shelf (COTS/GOTS): Though limited design input, the PSM should require and use the FMECA/Fault Tree Analysis (FTA) to analyze the as-designed system to support the LORA, provisioning, and sparing activities.













9.1.5 Technical Reviews

Provide data on sustainment integration in system analyses and reviews (Table 9-5) – for example AoA, requirements, technical, and design. Identify applicable and relevant information for each activity – participants, sustainment focus, criteria for the sustainment focus area(s), etc.

· Technical Review/Schedule

· Sustainment /Product Support Community participants

· Sustainment-related focus areas

· Entry and Exit Criteria





		Review

		Sustainment Participants

		Sustainment Focus

		Criteria



		PDR 2nd Quarter 2016

		· PSM

· Supportability Analysis IPT Lead

· Chief Eng.

		· Fire Control System prognostics capability

· Airframe access panel location for corrosion control

		· Diagnostics 95% FL to single LRU



		CDR 4th Quarter 2018

		· PSM Supportability Analysis IPT Lead 

· XXX

		· XXX

· XXX

· XXX

		





Table 9-5:  Technical Reviews

Include an as-of date



9.2 Product Support Element Determination

Provide data for the supportability analysis methods and tools used to define and inform the elements that comprise the product support package, the planned implementation schedule, applicable tool used for the analysis, the output, and updates or reviews (Table 9-6).

Notes:

1. A separate schedule may be appropriate in cases when subsystems are not in sync with the basic design. Include a separate schedule if the tool has to be developed, integrated with other tools, refined, or updated.

2. The table must include the tool being used, timeframe, and list of the required changes.

3. This section demonstrates that the program is building its product support package on a foundation of sound data and analytical decision support capabilities.
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		Product Support Analysis Methods and Tools



		Process/Analysis

		Schedule

		Tool

		Output Product

		Review/Update



		Maintainability Analysis and Prediction

		XXX

		MIL-HDBK-472

Maintainability Prediction Techniques supported by NALDA data for analogous systems

		Maintenance Concept

		

DT, OT&E



		Maintenance Task Analysis

		XXX

		YYY proprietary software

Power Log

		Draft Maintenance Procedures

		MS C, OT&E



		Repair Level Analysis considering both cost and materiel availability impact

		XXX

		COMPASS

(updated to include AM)

POWERLOGJ



		Repair vs Discard and level of repair decision

		MS C, Post IOC ILA



		Reliability Centered Maintenance (RCM) – including its natural fall outs or related analyses

		XXX

		· SAE JA 1011,

RCM Evaluation

· SAE JA 1012,

RCM Guide

· S4000M, Scheduled Maint. Analysis

		· Corrosion Control Maintenance Procedures

· CBM+

· Prognostics & Health Management (PHM)

		MS C, Post IOC ILA



		Training System Requirements Analysis (TSRA)

		XXX

		SCORM

		Training Programs of Instruction

		MS C



		Sources for Sustainment (e.g., Warranty Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA), business case or other economic analysis that consider costs and outcome value)

		XXX



		Clockworks



		XXX BCA



		MS C, Post IOC ILA



		DSOR

		XXX

		Deputy’s Management Action Group (DMAG)

Note:  For AF use DSOR II and Cost Analysis Tool

		DSOR decision or DSOR validation concurrence. Record DSOR control number assigned by AFMC/A4FD,

		MS-B, MS-C



		Sparing

		XXX

		Arrows COMPASS

		Spares Allowance list Sparing to  Availability

		MS C



		Manpower

		XXX

		Logistics Composite Model (LCOM) Manpower Authorization Criteria

		Manning recommendations

		MS C



		Tools and Test Equipment Analysis

		

		Power Log CASA COMPASS

		Support Equipment Recommendation Data

TMDE Requirements

		MS C, OT&E



		Transportability Analysis

		

		XXX

		Transportability Plan

& Procedures for Transportability

		OT&E



		Joint Reliability and Maintainability Evaluation Team

		XXXX

		XXXX

		Track and resolve deficiencies

		Continuous



		LCOM

		XXXX

		XXXX

		Access the effects of various levels of redundancies, spares, downtimes and maintenance concept on operational availability

		As needed





Table 9-6:  Product Support Analysis Methods and Tools

Include an as-of date



9.3 Sustaining Engineering

Provide data on processes and tools used or planned for use to monitor system performance (sustainment metrics), the product support package, the responsible office, the metrics or data monitored, any feedback process, and review timeframes (Table 9-7).

These demonstrate that the program has a monitoring plan and capability that can trigger corrective action in the event one or more product support element is at risk of degrading sustainment performance. This data is also useful for the PSM in linking resources to readiness.  The following table is a notional presentation of the data.

AFLCMC Clarifying Guidance:  In this section, programs should address how the Chief Engineer will develop and implement a comprehensive systems engineering (SE) strategy that addresses the total life-cycle of the system to include what organizations are planned to or are executing sustaining engineering efforts in the O&S phase. (Ref:  AFI63-101/20-101 para. 2.8.1)

		Sustainment Performance Data Collection and Reporting



		Tool

		 OPR/IPT

		Metrics/Data Monitored

		Feedback Mechanism

		Review Timeframes



		Sustainment Quad Chart

		PSM

		AO, AM, R MDTO,

MDTM, O&S cost

		Automatic updates to PEO and DASD (MR) via DAMIR.

Metrics feed from NALDA GCSS

		Quarterly



		Post IOC Review

		PSM

		Logistics Assessment Elements

		Feedback from operators and PSI and PSPs

Summary reports forwarded to DASD(MR)

		Even Years



		Failure Reporting, Analysis, and Corrective Action System (FRACAS)

		Sustaining Engineering IPT

		Ao, Am, R MDTO,

MDTM, O&S cost driver metrics including but not limited to:

· XXX

· XXX

· XXX

		NALCOMIS/NALDA data

analyzed and compared to baseline values and

sis tools used to update product support elements as needed

		· Critical systems effecting costs or AM as needed

· 25% of Work Unit Codes (WUCs) assessed every year



		Deficiency Reports

		PSM

Chief Engineer

		Deficiency Report (DR) Processing Time

		During acquisition phases, the PSM and CE will monitor; after fielding, the PSM and CE will collaborate with the using command -4 staff to monitor

		All DRs assessed in less than 14 days



		AAIP

		PSM

		Ao, NMCS, Ready Aircraft, NMCM, etc.

		Monitor and track fleet health

		Quarterly



		PWIG

		PSM/MAJCOM

		User Feedback

		

		XXXX





Table 9-7:  Sustainment Performance Monitoring

Include an as-of date

	

[image: ]AFLCMC Clarifying Guidance:  In this section, programs should document the FRACAS program to include how the FRACAS data will be used from initial modeling and analysis through the fielding of the system. Additionally program’s should document how the FRACAS will be used for monitoring and communicating descriptions of field failures, analyses of failure modes and root cause failure mechanisms, the status of design and/or process corrective actions, risk-mitigation decisions, the effectiveness of corrective actions, and lessons learned.




9.4 Product Support Package Assessment

Provide a table (Table 9-8) of product support package assessment results for the program under review. If the program has an Independent Logistics Assessment (MDAP) or Logistics Health Assessment (LHA), it is recommended that the roll up summary be used for Table 9-8.  If the program does not have an LHA, assessment can be done by the PSM/Chief of Logistics to satisfy this section.  Programs should include the plan for resolving any issues identified in the assessment resulting in a non-green rating to include identifying the individual responsible for resolving the issue and specifying the steps and schedule for closing each unresolved issue. (Note: Significant tasks required to resolve product support issues should be captured in the Product Support Schedule (Figure 6-1).)

		Product Support Element

		Assessment

		Discussion Issues

		Corrective Action / ECD



		Product Support Management

		

		PS BCA 6 months behind schedule

		OPR:  (name) / ECD: Date



		Design Interface

		

		Sub-system reliability data analysis for impact on O&S costs in work.

		OPR:  (name) / ECD: Date



		Supply Support

		

		Initial Spares funded; Cataloging actions incomplete; Warranty cost benefit analysis on-going

		OPR:  (name) / ECD: Date



		Maintenance Planning and Management

		

		Core determination complete; LORA for hardware and software in-work; FMECA complete; on track to meet depot activation 4 years after IOC

		OPR:  (name) / ECD: Date



		PHS&T

		

		Containerization planning complete

		OPR:  (name) / ECD: Date



		Technical Data

		

		Intellectual property data rights contested by OEM; contracting and legal in negotiation with OEM; no impact on operational technical data requirements; affects competition for re-procurement

		OPR:  (name) / ECD: Date



		Support Equipment

		

		Funding MIPR to ** for hardware and automatic test systems

		OPR:  (name) / ECD: Date



		Training & Training Systems

		

		Funding shortfall in PB14 for initial simulator; Plus up planned in POM 15

		OPR:  (name) / ECD: Date



		Manpower & Personnel

		

		

		OPR:  (name) / ECD: Date



		Facilities and Infrastructure

		

		MILCON shortfall in FY 14; delayed construction for First Unit Equipped

		OPR:  (name) / ECD: Date



		 IT Systems Continuous Support 

		

		

		OPR:  (name) / ECD: Date



		Sustaining Engineering

		

		

		OPR:  (name) / ECD: Date





Table 9-8:  Product Support Package Assessment (Mandatory)

Include an as-of date




The purpose of this section is to provide information to ensure program compliance with AFI63-101/20-101 and to provide detail on the product support strategy to ensure the program has developed an approach to product support that is robust and executable.

The program LCSP needs to provide sufficient detail to explain the programs approach across the product support elements.  This section is intended to provide additional detail not provided in Section 3.0, “Product Support Strategy” of the LCSP.  The below sections highlight key expectations and considerations that need to be documented for each element.  

The information presented in Table 9-8 needs to be consistent with the rest of the document.  For example if the program is tracking open issues from Table 4-1 or an unfunded requirement in Section 7, those impacts need to be reflected in the color assessment in Table 9-8. Additional issues identified by a completed ILA should also be tracked using Table 9-8.

Note:  While is recommended to utilize the program’s ILA/LHA to complete Table 9-8 if the below “Mandatory areas to address” are not met in the program’s LHA assessment/comments within the table, program will need to address in the following supporting sub-paragraphs.

9.4.1 Product Support Management

This section should identify the approach to plan and manage cost and performance across the product support value chain, from design through disposal.

Mandatory areas to address:

· If program is planned to transition/transfer, address status and approach to the program’s transfer plan.  (Ref:  AFI63-101/20-101, para. 1.5; AFLCMC Transition Support Plan Standard Process)  (Note:  This question is intended to address transition of workload between one AFLCMC to another in sustainment or at any point in the lifecycle)

· Address any Industrial Base Constraints to include mitigation to ensure the system can be supported, upgraded, and updated during its life-cycle at an affordable cost. (Ref:  AFI63-101/20-101, para. 4.27)

· Address how the PSM has engaged in the development and execution of the program materiel fielding plan to enable the timely delivery of material and supporting product support package requirements to field organizations (to include site survey data, Air Force Systems and equipment delivery/bed down schedule, Interim Contractor Support (ICS) requirements, etc.).  (Ref: AFI 63-101/20-101,  para. 7.8 ; AFPAM 63-128, Ch. 10)

· Address the program's planning for Interim Contractor Support/Interim Supply Support to include scope of support, identification of beginning and ending ICS/ISS dates and events/processes (e.g.:  logistics reassignment, maintenance/depot activation, support equipment, training, etc.) needed to ensure an effective and timely transition to long-term sustainment providers.  (Ref:  AFI63-101/20-101, para. 7.14.2)

· If a warranty is used, address the written warranty plan and how effort will be tracked and assessed (Ref:  DoD Warranty Guide, para.1.4.; FAR 46.7; DFARS 246.7; AFLCMC Management of Warranties IPG)  (Note: If warranty used, this paragraph should tie back to Table 3-1 and use of warranty should be reflected and consistent with what is stated in this section.



Additional questions/areas to consider while developing the LCSP:  

· Product Support Performance Management – what is the planned approach to manage and balance performance metrics?

· Does the program have a planned transfer date?  If so include losing and gaining organization and expected timeframe.  This can applied at the weapon system, sub-system and/or component level. (For Example, if the program is planning to logistically reassign any support equipment that should be stated in this section.)

· Is the use of Performance based Life Cycle Product Support (PBL) strategy planned?  If so, explain. 

· Will a Public Private Partnership be utilized?



9.4.2 Design Interface / Sustaining Engineering

Design interface is the integration of the quantitative design characteristics of systems engineering (reliability, maintainability, etc.) with the functional logistics/integrated product support elements. Design interface reflects the driving relationship of system design parameters to product support resource requirements. Sustaining Engineering involves the identification, review, assessment, and resolution of deficiencies throughout a system's life cycle. Sustaining Engineering both returns a system to its baselined configuration and capability, and identifies opportunities for performance and capability enhancement. It includes the measurement, identification and verification of system technical and supportability deficiencies, associated root cause analyses, evaluation of the potential for deficiency correction and the development of a range of corrective action options.  This section should be detailed enough to identify, plan, resource, and implement product support Design Interface efforts and links with the System Engineering Plan not already defined in Section 9.1-9.3 of the LCSP.

· Address how the program's design guidelines consider parts standardization and commonality requirements to optimize supportability and maintainability across the system (Ref:  AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 4.15)

· Describe program’s approach to include Modular Open System Architecture (MOSA) to allow ease of technology insertion, modernization and upgrades to more efficiently manage obsolescence and DMSMS issues. (Ref:  AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 5.2.2.3.2)

· Describe the Human Systems Integration (HSI) plan/analysis and how considerations incorporated into the  SEP/TEMP (Ref:  AFI63-101/20-101 para. 5.4.12; MIL-STD-1472; MIL-STD - 46855; MIL-HDBK-1908, DI-HFAC-80747C , DI-HFAC-81743A and SAE 6906)






9.4.3 Maintenance Planning and Management

The Maintenance Planning and Management process establishes maintenance concepts and requirements for the life of the system for both hardware and software.  This section should be detailed enough to identify, plan, resource, and implement maintenance concepts and requirements to ensure the best possible equipment/capability is available when the Warfighter needs it at the lowest possible Total Ownership Cost (TOC).  

Mandatory areas to address:

· Discuss how logistics factors such as accessibility, Human Factors Engineering, diagnostics, repair, technical data, support equipment and reliability based sparing concepts for all maintenance levels were considered during the development process and throughout the lifecycle  (Ref:  DoDD 4151.18, para. 3.1.9 and 3.2.4; MIL HBK-470A, para. 4.4.1.3.5 and Appendix B, para. B.7.0; AFI 63-101/20-101 para. 5.4.11)

· Describe approach to product support analysis was utilized to derive maintenance task times, maintenance skill levels, and number of maintenance/support provider personnel (Ref:  MIL-HDBK-502A, para. 4.2 and 5.1.5) (Note:  This question should tie back to previously discussed analysis in Section 9.1.)

· To ensure compliance with 10 USC § 2464 and 2466, the program shall reflect the Air Force core and 50-50 program level requirements/contributions.  

· Specifically core and DSOR requirements should be addressed as early as feasible but NLT MS A and MS B respectively.  LCSP should also address if program is on track for Core compliance dates and if not provide mitigation plans.

· Programs should begin reporting 50-50 inputs NLT 5 year prior to IOC to ensure program requirements are accurately reflected in AF Service 50-50 outyear projections when Depot Level Maintenance cost data is not retrievable by AFMC through automated data systems or financial reports (e.g. CLS, ICS, Partnerships, Mod/Installs not in IDECS, etc.).

· If the program is having issues with implementing the approved DSOR strategy, state why and what actions are being taken to mitigate issues. 

· Ref:  AFI63-101/20-101, para. 7.11, 7.11.2

· Address the implementation status of DSOR and Depot Activation planning.  

· Programs should include depot activation planning at or around MS B IAW specific DSOR decision memorandums 

· If organic depot is at another DoD Service also include plan to develop Depot Maintenance Inter-service Agreement (DMISA).

· For programs that assess they meet the DSOR exclusion criteria in AFMAN 63-122, it is advised they document AFMC/A4F’s concurrence of this program exclusion determination.

· How will depot activation be accomplished? (Note:  DMAWGs must be stood up for organic workload NLT 90 days after DSOR decision.  Programs should consider use of:  IPTs, PMRs, Spares Conferences/provisioning of spares for Depot Activation, Systems Engineering Reviews, Test Equipment Manual Reviews, TO Reviews and /or Training reviews

· Address the programs Depot Maintenance Activation Plan (DMAP) status

· Ref:  AFI63-101/20-101, para. 7.13.9.1, AFMAN63-122, para. 2.5.9.2 and 5.4.2

Additional questions/areas to consider while developing the LCSP:

· ICS:  

· What is the program’s approach to ICS?  Will field level maintenance be performed initially by ICS with a transition to CLS or full implementation of organic maintenance?

· Preventive maintenance and Metrics Tracking:

· Will preventive maintenance programs using reliability centered maintenance be implemented? If so, how?

· Will Condition Based Maintenance Plus (CBM+) be implemented?  If so, how?

· Are maintenance metrics collected to determine where adjustments can be made to reduce scheduled maintenance and manpower requirements, while reducing operation and support costs and ensuring the appropriate maintenance is performed?

· Post Production Software Support:

· What is the approach to Post production software support?

· Level of Repair Analysis:

· Are economic and non-economic Level of Repair Analyses (LORA) for all program hardware and software conducted as part of the decision process to determine if items are repairable or should be discarded?

· Hosting Requirements:

· Have hosting requirements (e.g. interfaces) for the Maintenance Information Systems (e.g.:  communication, transportation, support equipment, etc.) for both home station and deployed locations been documented?

· Have maintenance manuals and Interactive Electronic Technical Manuals/or other approved delivery system been finalized, delivered and are accessible to support maintenance and repair actions?



9.4.4 Supply Support

The supply support process includes provisioning for initial support, as well as, acquiring, cataloging, receiving, storing, transferring, issuing, distributing, replenishing, and disposing of spares, repair parts, and supplies throughout the life-cycle of the program.  

This section should identify, plan for, resource, and implement management actions to acquire repair parts, spares, and all classes of supply to ensure the equipment/capability is available to support the Warfighter when it is needed at the lowest possible TOC.  As such, programs need to consider the following areas within supply support.

Mandatory areas to address:

· Supply Chain Strategy

· Describe the program’s supply chain strategy that is in place to provide for responsive, consistent, and reliable warfighter support focused on achieving readiness goals and meeting customer needs in the most efficient way within the bounds of acceptable risk (Ref:  DODM 4140.01. Vol. 1, para. 3.1; Vol 5, Encl. 3; AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.5.; and DoDM 4140.01, Vol. 3, Encl. 3, para. 3.)

· Cataloging:

· Develop the program’s cataloging strategy to name, describe, classify, number, and publish in the Federal Catalog System all items of personal property (items of supply) repetitively procured, stored, issued, or used Cataloging procedures (including naming structures) aid in parts standardization, reveal interchangeability among items and allow the Military Services, DLA, and international partners to collaborate with each other in operating a supply chain. 

· Discuss how the program office’s cataloging approach ensures each item has only one identification in order to reduce the variety of parts within the DoD and provide the most cost effective support

· Ref: 10 USC 2454 & 2451; DoDM 4140.01, Vol. 2, Section 4; Vol 8, Encl 3, para 1.b, and Vol. 9, para. 9.2; DoDM 4120.24, Encl. 4; AFI 23-101, Section 8B; AFMCMAN 20-106; AFMCMAN 23-103; AFLCMC Provisioning Standard Process Guide

· Provisioning: 

· Develop a provisioning strategy and plan that balances best value, production, reliability, the industrial base, procurement lead times, availability of vendor provided spares, and the adequacy of commercial data needed to identify replacement parts.  

· Describe approach provisioning planning, data management, screening, transition support, requirements determination, and procurement of support items necessary to operate and maintain an end-item of materiel for an initial period of service in time to meet the operational need date been accomplished 

· Address funding requirements for provisioning technical documentation, spares acquisition integrated with production, re-procurement data that support competitive replenishment spares acquisition, and long-term spares support. 

· Ref: AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.18; AFMCMAN 20-106; DoDM 4140.01, Vol. 1, para.5.2.b. and Vol. 2, Section 4; AFI 23-101, Section 2I; AFLCMC Provisioning Standard Process Guide;; MIL-HDBK-502A; GEIA-STD-007; TA-STD-0017

· Logistics reassignment

· Discuss how contracts are structured and funded to: a) logistically reassign items to organic sustainment when items become common to another Military Department and b) support secondary users' requisitions until the Logistics Reassignment action is complete

· Ref:  DoDM 4140.26, Vol. 2, Encl. 2, para. 2, Section d. (1)(b); DoDM 4140.68, Encl. 4, para.4.a.(3); DoDM 4140.01, Vol. 5, Encl. 3, para. 1.b; AFLCMC Logistics Reassignment of Supply Chain Management to AFSC Standard Process Guide

· Additional questions/areas to consider while developing the LCSP:

· What spares analysis has been accomplished?  Is the analysis based on the use of an accepted DoD- or Component-approved Readiness Based Sparing (RBS) methodology?

· Do the end-to-end supply chain sustainment solutions have the flexibility to surge and meet the full spectrum of contingencies with no loss of operational capability or tempo?

· Does the supply support strategy identify turnaround times for spares, replacement parts, refurbished and reworked items, fleet and field returns, etc.?

· Has appropriate level of data been acquired to support cataloging/provisioning of system components that require Nation Stock Numbers?  

· Has program reviewed CDRLs on contract to include the types of Provisioning Technical Documentation (PDT), technical data, and support equipment/hand tools?  

· Is the program working with appropriate organic supply support offices (i.e.:  448 SCMW) to ensure correct CDRLs/DIDs utilized?

· Are Spares Requirements Review Board (SRRB) template created/updated in order to provide programmatic spares support changes?

· Are standard logistics data exchanges being used that ensure DoD interoperability and Defense Logistics Management System (DLMS) compliance and eliminate duplication among the functional areas of supply, transportation, contract administration, pipeline measurement, physical inventory control, and finance?

· Has a Serialized Item Management (SIM) strategy been documented in the Acquisition Strategy and Information Support Plan (ISP)?

· Is passive Radio Frequency Identification (RFID) used within the program and by contractors IAW MIL-STD-129?  (Note:  Shipments of bulk commodities and objects supplied to the DoD under contracts that include the clause at FAR 52.213-1, Fast Payment Procedures, are exempted.)

· Are business practices, processes, and technologies in place to account for property/materiel control and visibility of inventory down to, and including retail inventories?

· Address any additional supply related risk(s)



9.4.5 Packaging, Handling, Storage, and Transportation (PHS&T)

This section should focus on the unique requirements involved with packaging, handling, storing and transporting not only the major end items of the weapon system/system but also spare parts, other classes of supply, and infrastructure items.  

Mandatory areas to address:

· PHS&T Strategy

· Address how the PHS&T Plan was developed to identify the program strategy for safely packaging, handling, storing, and transporting the system as well as any special requirements and interfaces with agencies or DoD components responsible for transporting the system (Ref:  AFMCI 24-201)

· Address how the PHS&T strategy considers interfaces with other agencies, DoD components and federal or state agencies (Ref:  Contracting Mandatory Procedure Part FAR 5347.305)

· Packaging:

· Has the completed, signed AFMC Form 158 which identifies packaging requirements been included, or planned to be included, as an attachment to applicable contract(s)?  (Ref:   Mandatory Procedure FAR 5347.305,  AFMCI 24-201)

· Transportability:

· Has the completed, signed DD Form 1653 which identifies transportation requirements been included, or planned to be included, as an attachment to applicable contract(s)?  (Ref:   Mandatory Procedure FAR 5347.305,  AFMCI 24-201)

· Address any transportability requirements/risks identified to include Modes of shipment, oversized/overweight items, classified, environmental considerations, delivery schedules (spares) and shelf-life? (Ref:  ; MIL-STD 129, DODM 4140.01; DTR 4500.r, PART II; FAR 11.404(a)(2); MIL-STD 1366E)

· Address any transportability HAZMAT related requirements/risks to include; Programmatic Environmental Safety and Health Evaluation (PESHE),   Safety Data Sheets (SDS), packaging testing and hazardous waste requirements (Ref: AFMAN 24-204; AFMCI 24-201, MIL-STD 129, FED-STD 313; International Air and Maritime Transport Assoc. Dangerous Goods Regs and Code of Federal Regs, Title 29, 40 and 49) 	

· Storage

· Address if long term storage requirements/risks  have been defined to include maintenance of equipment, corrosion prevention, monitoring, preservation, storage of munitions and reusable containers (Ref:   AFMAN 23-125; AFMAN 24-206; AFI 24-203; DTR, PART II, Ch. 210)

· Handling

· Have materiel handling devices for loading and unloading been defined and certified? (Ref:  AFI 23-101, para.  6.3.1.6.5)

Additional questions/areas to consider while developing the LCSP:

· PHS&T requirements which should be addressed when applicable are:

· Short and long term preservation

· Packaging requirements 

· Containerization requirements 

· Shelf life requirements 

· Handling requirements 

· Transportation requirements 

· Environmental control requirements 

· Physical shock control requirements 

· Static shock control requirements 

· Security classification requirements 

· Container Reutilization requirements

· Marking requirements

· Hazardous materials requirements

9.4.6 Technical Data

Technical data represents recorded information of scientific or technical nature, regardless of form or character (such as equipment technical manuals and engineering drawings), engineering data, specifications, standards and Data Item Descriptions (DID). In order to encourage creative and well-thought out Intellectual Property Strategy (IPS) (which may well include access vice procurement of data) development, as a minimum, an IPS should address:

· Discussion of specific data items required to be managed throughout the program's life-cycle to include:

· Design, manufacture and sustainment of the system

· Re-compete for production, sustainment, upgrade, or modification

· Program's approach to managing the data during acquisition and sustainment (i.e. access, delivery, format).

· Contracting strategy for technical data and intellectual property rights, to include data rights strategy in support of the model-based requirements, as applicable.

· Includes requirements/need for a priced technical data option

· Discussion of any unique program circumstances

This section should provide sufficient detail to identify, plan, resource and implement management actions to develop and acquire information to: 

· Operate, install, maintain, and train on the equipment to maximize its effectiveness and availability.

· Effectively catalog and acquire spare/repair parts, support equipment, and all classes of supply

· Define the configuration baseline of the system (hardware and software) to effectively support the Warfighter with the best capability at the time it is needed.

Mandatory areas to address (Note:  This section should align with IP/Technical Data discussions in Section 3.0 and the IP Annex):

· Identify if a Technical Order Management Agent/Agency has been assigned and is in place (Ref:  TO 00-5-3, para. 2.1.1.1)

Identify in this section if/when the program’s Technical Order Life Cycle Management Plan and Technical Order Life Cycle Verification Plan were approved.  Programs will use current TOLCMP/TOLCVP templates located on the AFTOMS Sharepoint Site. [https://usaf.dps.mil/teams/Hill/USAFTOMANAGEMENT/SitePages/AFTOMSC.aspx] (Note:  approved TOLCMP and TOLCVPs are mandatory annexes to the program LCSP.) (Ref:  AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.16 and TO-00-5-3).Additional questions/areas to consider while developing the LCSP: 

· Technical Data

· Has the program completed a TO Milestone Schedule, which includes IPRs, Val/Ver, and deliveries?

· Have product and software data requirements been documented and has funding been identified to acquire and maintain needed data?

· Has a BCA been conducted to assess the cost and merit for purchasing Technical Data, as well as the level of Technical Data Rights to procure across the lifecycle of the program (e.g., unlimited, Government Purpose, etc.)?  If so, what were the findings?

· Intellectual Property Strategy 

· Have product and software data requirements been documented and funding identified to acquire and maintain needed data? (See: Product definition data (drawings, models, and associated lists) as defined in "DI-SESS-81000D Product Drawings/Models and Associated Lists" and AF Drawing 9579776 Product Data Specification)

· Has an assessment for each product support element (e.g., design interface, technical data management), compared to the data rights plan, been accomplished?

· Has a cost/benefit assessment been conducted to assess the cost and merit for purchasing/delivering Technical Data, as well as the amount of Technical Data to purchase/deliver (i.e., unlimited, Government Purpose, etc.)?  If so, what were the findings?

· What Technical data has been ordered using contract statements of work, Contract Data Requirement Lists (CDRL), Data Item Descriptions (DID), and appropriate contract clauses?  Has a review been completed to ensure that data requirements are addressed completely and consistently in all appropriate sections of the RFP (e.g., Section B, C, H, I, J, K, L, and M) to communicate internal consistency and to eliminate inadvertent omissions. 

· What is the program’s method for delivery of technical data?  Has a Data Storage and Maintenance strategy been established to support the program throughout the life-cycle?

· Has a process been established for the program office to validate delivered technical data is accurate and adequate to support, operate, and maintain system and equipment in the required state of readiness?

· Have the product/technical data package elements been specified in the contractual package in accordance with requirements of MIL-STD-31000B and in accordance with the product support strategy outlined in the LCSP?

· What types of technical data are being acquired and delivered? 

· What processes will be used to effectively manage the data (accept, distribute, and use)? 

· What processes will be used to effectively sustain the data (maintain accuracy and currency of the data)?

· If operating in a model-based, or integrated data environment, include data rights strategy in support of model-based or IDE requirements. Integrated Digital Environment

· If operating in an integrated digital environment, have all network compatibility issues been addressed and mitigation steps identified?

· Have any logistics data enterprise architecture been generated which identifies electronic data repositories, information exchange requirements, and usage?



9.4.7 Support Equipment (SE)

Support equipment consists of all equipment (mobile or fixed) required to support the operation and maintenance of a system. This includes, but is not limited to, ground handling and maintenance equipment, air conditioners, generators, tools, metrology and calibration equipment, and manual and automatic test equipment. 

This section constitutes the program’s SE strategy, and thus should describe the program’s approach to effective identification, acquisition, and life cycle management of the SE required for the operation and maintenance of the system. This section should highlight the differences in the SE strategy for organizational level maintenance SE, intermediate level maintenance SE, and depot level maintenance SE as applicable. A robust SE strategy is critical to the successful execution of programs that intend to procure SE, regardless of the platform’s maintenance strategy (i.e., CLS vs. organic) or commerciality.

Mandatory areas to address: 

· Support Equipment Working Group:

· Describe the program’s Support Equipment Working Group, or other forum for the planning and execution of support equipment-related activities.  List the organizations that participate  (Ref: AFLCMC Standard Process to Execute Support Equipment Recommendation Data (SERD) Process)

· Describe the involvement of the Support Equipment & Vehicles (SE&V) Product Group Group (PG) and the Automatic Test Systems (ATS) PG in the program’s SE efforts, including generating the program’s SE strategy and SE requirements (technical and contractual) and collaboration on management of common SE used by the program (Ref: AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.17; Product Group Charter for Automated Test Systems and Support Equipment (Nov 2016))

· Describe the program’s plan to develop, assess, and execute program requirements for metrology, calibration, and alignment in coordination with the Air Force Metrology and Calibration (AFMETCAL) PG (Ref: AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 5.4.1.3. and 7.14.6.; AFMAN 21-113)

· Support Equipment Development and Selection:

· Document the program’s approach to prioritizing the selection of SE which is, to the maximum extent possible, common and interoperable with other USAF programs and munitions, and across Services. Include discussion of how the program is executing the SERD Process to maximize the use of common SE and USAF Family of Testers while minimizing proliferation of peculiar SE. (Ref:  DoDI 5000.85, Appendix 3D; AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.17; AFLCMC Standard Process to Execute Support Equipment Recommendation Data (SERD) Process; AFLCMC Standard Process for Automatic Test Systems (ATS) Standardization)

· Document the program’s strategy for overseeing development efforts for SERD-approved developmental peculiar SE (Ref: AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 5.4.; AFMCI 63-1201, para. 1.3.5.1.; SE Activation Worksheet)

· Support Equipment Activation and Fielding:

· Discuss the program’s support equipment acquisition strategy and how it ensures sufficient quantities of support equipment are delivered (and levels maintained) to support test, operational, training and maintenance requirements to support weapon system fielding (IOC/FOC), deployment, depot activation, and training activities in line with the program’s schedule.  (Ref:  AFI 63-101/20-101 Sec. 7.17; AFMAN65-605v1 para 8.34.; SE Activation Worksheet)

· For peculiar support equipment, document the program’s plan for life cycle management, sustainment, and demilitarization, to include item management and equipment specialist responsibilities (Ref:  AFMCI 63-1201, para. 1.3.5.1.; AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.1; SE Activation Worksheet)

· Describe the program’s approach to coordinating with the appropriate Force System Manager(s) (formerly Allowance Managers) to ensure the appropriate accountable property system of record (APSR) (e.g., Defense Property Accountability System (DPAS)) reflects accurate authorizations for all Government-owned and possessed SE (Ref: AFI23-111 Attachment 2; AFI23-101 paras. 1.4.6.2.2. and 5.4.4.; AFMAN 23-122;  SE Activation Worksheet)

· Describe the program’s supply support strategy for support equipment, to include provisioning, cataloging, and procurement of component spares (Ref:  AFMCMAN 20-106,  para. 15.10; SE Activation Worksheet)

· Document the program’s strategy to identify and deliver required support equipment technical documentation, to include:

· Procedures to utilize support equipment to perform required tests and diagnostics;

· Calibration requirements, procedures, and associated technical parameters;

· All product/technical data required to support and operate SE throughout its life cycle (Ref:  AFI 63-101/20-101, para.  4.7.1.18 and 7.17; SE Activation Worksheet)

Additional questions/areas to consider while developing the LCSP: 

· Describe plan to identify and acquire standard and special hand tools necessary to support the program, while minimizing the selection of program unique, modified hand tools





9.4.8 Training and Training Support

Training and Training Support consists of the policy, processes, procedures, techniques, Training Aids Devices Simulators and Simulations, planning and provisioning for the training base including equipment used to train civilian and military personnel to acquire, operate, maintain, and support a system. This includes New Equipment Training (NET), institutional, sustainment training and Displaced Equipment Training for the individual, crew, unit, collective, and maintenance through initial, formal, informal, on the job training (OJT), and sustainment proficiency training. (Note: Significant efforts are focused on NET which in conjunction with the overall training strategy shall be validated during system evaluation and test at the individual, crew, and unit level.)  This section should provide sufficient detail to plan, resource, and implement a cohesive integrated strategy early in the development process to train military and civilian personnel to maximize the effectiveness of the doctrine, manpower and personnel, to fight, operate, and maintain the equipment throughout the life-cycle.

Mandatory areas to address:

· Training Strategy and Requirements:

· Describe the program’s Training Planning Team (TPT) to include if a charter is in place and membership defined IAW AFI 36-2251.  

· By MS B, has the System Training Plan (STP) been approved? (Ref: AFI 36-2251, section 4.1

· Identify if a Training System Requirements Analysis (TSRA) for operator/maintainer training and associated training systems (including consideration of augmented reality and virtual reality solutions) has been conducted, included in the STP, and incorporated into the contract (Ref:  AFI 16-1007, Attachment 2; AFI 16-1007, para.2.13.1, AFI 63-101/20-101,  para. 4.28)

· Identify how the program has documented the appropriate level of training to be received based on the approved product support strategy/long-term plan of the program (i.e. organic depot-level maintenance training) (Ref:  AFI 16-1007, para. 2.12.3)

· What are the key training system performance, schedule, and cost elements identified in the STP?  (Note:  STP development shall use data collected from the Training Systems Requirements Analysis, which must be started as early as practicable after MS A.) 

· Training Material

· Describe plan to develop, maintain, and update all courseware and training materials IAW all service guidance, and to do so as often as necessary, prior to implementing a long-term strategy for courseware maintenance that is documented in the STP.  (Ref:  AFI 16-1007,  para. 2.11.4, para. 2.14)

· Training Devices

· Document if Training Technical Manuals are included in the TMCR and a strategy in place to update and maintain Training Technical Manuals documented in the LCSP and STP (Ref:  AFI 16-1007, para. A3.2; TO 00-5-3; TM-86-01)

· Identify if SIMCERT Program and SIMVAL Program are in place with appropriate contractor participation IAW AFI 16-1007.

· Address if a Training System Specification or Training System Requirements Document has been prepared for each training device that defines basic physical/functional requirements and sustainment metrics. (Ref:  AFI 63-101/201,  para. 4.20; AFI 63-101/2-101; 3.7.6; AFI 63-101/20-101,  para. 5.2.1.4; AFI 16-1007, para. 2.12.3, 2.10.3)

· Describe the programs approach to integration of live, virtual, and constructive (LVC) training environments been planned for and/or achieved. (Ref:  AFI 16-1007 para 1.3)



Additional questions/areas to consider while developing the LCSP: 

· Has the sustainment PO for any training system been included in the establishment of the training strategy, and the appropriate agreements documenting their sustaining responsibilities to ensure a long-term continuous improvement approach, is in place?

· Has a method been included in the STP to ensure the continued evaluation of training effectiveness throughout the lifecycle

· Identify Ready for Training (RFT)/IOC requirements for the training program defined consistent with the Capabilities Document (ICD)/CDD/CPD) to include consideration of the delivery of devices and curriculum (e.g. courseware, classroom aids, training simulators and devices, SE, maintainers, etc.) and flowed down to the specification and contract documentation (SOW, CDRL, etc.)

· Does the contract require delivery in standalone lists of all Support Equipment and spares necessary to properly operate and maintain any training systems (quantities and commonality), and has the program office ensured required SERD and/or other logistics product data completed?

· Identify if a  Small Group Tryout (SGTO) process has been planned for/utilized to review all courseware to ensure it meets training effectiveness requirements and is the SGTO process documented in the Instructional System Design (ISD) evaluation plan within the System Training Plan

· Is a plan in place to ensure concurrency between the prime mission system and the training systems is maintained

9.4.9 Manpower and Personnel

Manpower & Personnel consists of the identification and acquisition of the most efficient and cost-effective mix of military (active and reserve) DoD civilian manpower and contractors to operate, maintain, support and train a weapon system.  This section should provide sufficient detail to identify, plan, resource and implement management actions to develop and acquire the required manpower and personnel to operate, maintain, support and train the weapon system over its life.

Mandatory areas to address:  

· Has a manpower analysis been completed resulting in the requirements for operational, program office, and organic product support providers requirements IAW the service Manpower Mix Criteria (Ref:  DoDI 1100.22 Encl. 4; AFI 38-101)

· Describe how results of the manpower analysis were used to inform any Independent Cost Estimate and/or DoD Component Cost Estimate (Ref:  DoDI 5000.02 (T), para. 3.d.; DoDI 7041.04)

Additional questions/areas to consider while developing the LCSP: 

· Address manpower requirements (to include required numbers, skill sets, and grade levels) in the program office, field and depot for the life-cycle of the program (Note:  Be sure to identify necessary manpower to support unique/peculiar requirements (i.e.:  IT, Support Equipment, supply chain, training, etc.))

· Has a Human Systems Integration analysis has been performed addressing operator, maintainer and support personnel? (Ref: MIL-STD 46855A)

· Has the program office coordinated with the Command/MAJCOM to support all engineering/product support related review/verification activities (e.g. TOCV, type-1 training, test program, etc.?

· Identify wartime, contingency, surge, and peacetime personnel requirements determination and management.

9.4.10 Facilities and Infrastructure

Facilities and Infrastructure consists of the permanent and semi-permanent real property assets required to support a system, including studies to define types of facilities or facility improvements, location, space needs, environmental and security requirements, and equipment. It includes facilities for training, equipment storage, maintenance, supply storage, ammunition storage, and so forth. 

This section should provide sufficient detail to identify, plan, resource, and acquire facilities to enable training, maintenance and storage to maximize effectiveness of system operation and the logistic support system at the lowest TOC. Identify and prepare plans for the acquisition of facilities to enable responsive support for the Warfighter.

Mandatory areas to address:  

· Facilities Strategy and Requirements:

· Describe the programs approach to Facilities and Infrastructure to include: prime mission system, training systems, support equipment, COMSEC, test equipment, etc.) (Ref:  AFI 32-1023 para 1.5.1, AFI 32-1024 para 2.4, AFI 32-1032 and AFMAN 32-1084 para 1.5.4 and 1.6; AFI 36-2251 para A2.2.1.12.5)

· Has a Facilities Requirements Document been developed by the contractor, delivered to the program office and reviewed/coordinated with the Using Command/MAJCOM and base installation planners (for inclusion in the Area Development Plan)?   (Ref:  AFI 32-1023, para. 1.5.1; AFI 32-1024, para. 2.4; AFI 32-1032; AFMAN 32-1084, para. 1.5.4 and 1.6)

· Site Activation:

· Has the SATAF team been identified and has the program office ensured any SATAF support requirements are included in the contract and/or MOAs? (Ref:  AFI 10-503 Ch. 5; AFI 32-1021, para. 1.1; AFI 32-1023, para. 1.5.1; AFI 32-1024,  para. 2.4, AFI 32-1032; AFMAN 32-1084, para. 1.5.4 and 1.6)

· Has the SATAF team been identified and has the program office ensured any SATAF support requirements are included in the contract and/or MOAs?  (Ref:  AFI 25-201; AFI 32-1021, para. 1.3.11)

· Describe SATAF team assessment of all means of satisfying a facility requirement prior to selecting the use of MILCON.  (Ref:  AFI 32-1021, para. 1.2.1)

· Document the Environmental Impact Analysis Process has been completed IAW Title 32 CFR Part 989, a Record of Decision or Finding of No Significant Impact, and a Basing Decision Memorandum (BDM) been signed.  (Ref:  AFI 10-503, para. 1.8; AFI 10-503 Ch. 15; Title 32 CFR Part 989)

Additional questions/areas to consider while developing the LCSP: 

· Identify building power and special handling requirements for field locations.

· Identify how the program is complying with NEPA regulations.  (Ref:  AFI63-101/20-101, para. 2.12.3)

·  Have all deficiencies identified in site survey reports, at the fielding location for the  installation/storage of hosted systems, SE, and/or related supplies been addressed

9.4.11 IT Systems Continuous Support

 IT systems continuous support encompasses the facilities, hardware, software, firmware, documentation, manpower, and personnel needed to operate and support mission critical information technology systems hardware/software systems. IT Systems Continuous Support  planning applies to weapons system software, Automated Information Systems (AIS), and network hardware/software but not all the planning considerations will apply to all communities.

 PMs for all programs are responsible for developing and maintaining a Product Support Strategy (PSS) to document the support package, beginning at the Development RFP Release Decision Point and throughout the program life cycle. The PSS outlines the execution of the support package and will describe sustainment requirements in system design and the technical, business, and management activities to develop, implement, and deliver a support package that achieves effective and affordable operational materiel readiness outcomes (DoDI 5000.85, Appendix 3D). The PSM, with support from the Implementing Command, develops and implements a comprehensive product support strategy for each applicable program. (Note: For more information on PSM and product support responsibilities refer to the PSM Guidebook and AFI 63-101/20-101, Chapter 7).

IT Systems Continuous Support planning should provide sufficient detail to identify, plan, resource, and acquire facilities, hardware, software, documentation, manpower and personnel necessary for planning and management of mission critical computer hardware and software systems.   Programs should coordinate and implement agreements necessary to manage technical interfaces, and to manage work performed by continuous software engineering activities and establish and update plans for automated and continuous test and certification activities required throughout the life cycle. (Ref: DAU PSM Guidebook, Appendix A). 

Note:  Due to the integrated nature of systems,  and the overlapping of product support elements, not all IT Systems Continuous Support considerations need to be addressed under the IT Systems Continuous Support  heading in the LCSP.  However, it is recommended that each of these considerations be addressed in at least one section of the LCSP. Mandatory areas to address:  

·  IT Systems Continuous Support Product Support Strategy 

· Has the Product Support Strategy been developed and executed for IT Systems Continuous Support (e.g. Mission System Software, Firmware, Training System Software, System Integration Labs (SILs), Development Environments, and Support Equipment/Automatic Test Systems (SE/ATS)) and documented in the Life Cycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP), System Engineering Plan (SEP), and Program Protection Plan (PPP))? (AFI 63-101/20-101,Section  7.5; DODI 5000.85, Appendix 3D,  DODI 8510.01; AFPAM 63-128, Table 10.1)

· Clearly identify and define whether software sustainment will be organic, or contractor managed.

· Does the Product Support Strategy included processes for software/firmware obsolescence management (e.g. planning for technical refresh, proactively project vendor discontinuance of software support, software revisions, upgrades, planning for system operating capacity insufficient for the life of the system, etc.)  (Ref:  DoDI 5000.85, Appendix 3D [Ensure identification of obsolete parts, Weapon System Software Management Guidebook Chapter 3])

· Have Software supportability maturity metrics been established and measured, to include measures of effectiveness? (Ref:  DoDI  5000.85, Section 3 and Appendix 3D; DoDI 5000.87, Section 3)

· Has the Software Support Activity (SSA) been identified and resourced for all software support (budget, personnel, tools, facilities, hardware, documentation, and support and test equipment)? (Ref:    5000.85, Section 3; DoDI 5000.87, Section 3)

· Have all the software support agreements been completed for required software/hardware support? (Ref: DoDI 5000.75)

· Software Requirements:

· Has the system architecture been defined to include considerations for Modular Open System Architecture to include redundancy and impact on availability? (Ref:  DoDI 5000.87, Sections 1&3;, DoDI 5000.85, Section 3; DODI 5000.75, Appendix 4D; Open System Architecture (OSA) Contract Guidebook for Program Managers)

· Has a gap analysis been performed on candidate commercial-off-the-shelf (COTS) software to identify functionality shortfalls, as applicable?    (Ref:  AFI 63-101/2-101, Ch. 5; DoDI 5000.75, Section 4.2.d, DoDI 5000.85, Section 3;)

· Has the Program assessed interoperability with other DoD systems as required in the Information Support Plan (ISP) and adjusted the product support strategy accordingly (e.g. tech refresh planning, mod planning, etc.)?  (Ref:  ; DoDI 8330.01, DoDI 8320.02, DoDI 8410.03; AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 5.4.16, Table 8.1; ; 

· Has the program identified and documented interoperability, and supportability issues and assessed compliance (for joint interfaces)? (Ref:  DoDI 5000.87;DoDI 8330.01) 

· Is the system Section 508 compliant? (Ref:  Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 as amended by 29 USC 794 (d))

· Have requirements for system firmware and software documentation been identified and integrated into the overall system test program? (Ref: DoDI 5000.87, Section 3)

· Have considerations been incorporated into the software design process to leverage modern iterative software development methodologies (e.g., agile or lean), modern tools and techniques (e.g., development, security, and operations (DevSecOps)), and human-centered design processes? (Ref: DoDI 5000.87, Sections 1&3) (T), Encl. 14)

· Has a proactive software requirements process been established for support of software to include system and third party software to effectively:   1) forecast software sustainment issues and identify time periods for software availability and support; 2) capture the cost trade-off criteria for full or partial software updates; 3) identify upgrade schedules to reduce transition costs associated with updates; 4) identify accurate budget estimates, and 5) provide a process that can be used to help manage and optimize the efficiency and effectiveness of software tech refreshment? (Ref: DoDI 5000.75, Section 4.2; DoDI 5000.85, Section 3C, DoDI 5000.87)

· IsAnti-Tamper , software assurance, and protection of the software supply chain included in the Program Protection Plan (PPP)? (Ref: DoDI 5000.87, Sections 1&3;  DoDI 5200.39; DoDI 5200.44)

· Include description of how key enabling resources (e.g., a continuous authority to operate (cATO), if applicable, automated test environments and support, or a selected development environment) will transition to government or other sources of software engineering competence (Ref: DoDI 5000.87, Section 3). 

· Include how any transitions allow for continuous testing and monitoring and address the need to provide subject matter experts and/or ensure all software engineering staff are trained in the tools, techniques, and environments (Ref: DoDI 5000.87, Section 3).

· Software IP Strategy:

· Does the Program have an established Software/Firmware Intellectual Property/Data Rights strategy (including developmental tools, licenses, software source code, support agreements, warranties, subscriptions, cybersecurity tools) in order to sustain the fielded system? (Ref: AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 4.7, 7.7.5.4;  DoDI 5000.87, Section 3; DoDI 5000.85, Appendix 3D; USAF Weapon System Software Management Guidebook; DODI 8510.01)

· Is the software transition plan documented and implemented IAW the Intellectual Property Strategy?  (Ref: AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 4.7.3.2, Table. 4.2; DODI 5000.85 Appendix 3D, ; DODI 5000.87, Section 3)

· ATO:

· Are requirements to connect to the Air Force network (to include Cybersecurity requirements) complete? (Ref: DoDI 5000.87, Section 3; DoDI 5000.75, AFI17-130, and AFI17-101)

· Are the Interim Authorization to Test (IATT), Authorization to Connect (ATC), and Authorization to Operate (ATO) on track for approval by the Authorizing Official (AO) to support test, fielding, and operations (as required by the Program Protection Plan (PPP))



· Configuration Management

· Does the Product Support Strategy include mechanisms to maintain configuration control over system baseline data (e.g. code modifications, deficiency management, and documentation & data updates) and for distributing software changes/corrections/revisions to the users?  

· Have software baselines been delivered and maintained for configuration control?

· Has a process been defined to manage create/ discard/ track/ close software trouble reports that will be levied against the software product?   (Ref:  DoDI 5000.87, Section 3;DODI 5000.85, Appendix 3D

· Automated Information Systems are systems of computer hardware, computer software, data and/or telecommunications that perform functions such as collecting, processing, storing, transmitting and displaying information; however, systems that are an integral part of a weapon or weapon system are excluded from this definition.  The following areas should be addressed for programs with AIS requirements:

· Has the program identified any embedded AIS or AIS requirements? 

· Has governance structure been established to support adjudication of system capability requirements/process changes?  (Ref:  DoDI 5000.75 Section 4.B.2. & DoDI 5000.02 (T) section 5.b.2)

· Have architectural and specification documents been delivered, and maintained for accuracy? (Ref:  DoDI 5000.75, and AFMAN 63-144)

· Has a data migration plan and Data and Resources MOA(s) been developed for transfer of data to include: 1) a defined list of system interfaces and process for data cleansing/data translation mapping/data validation, 2) documented resources in a data migration plan, 3) signed data interface agreements (DIA) and data conversion agreement(s) and 4) a risk mitigation plan established that incorporates hardware/software updates (i.e. Base Communication Squadrons change versions of Share Point, where/what can be stored on servers, etc.) to ensure data is retained during changes?  (Ref:  AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 2.7, 5.2; DoDI 5000.85, DoDI 5000.75, Section 4B, 4D.)

· Are requirements and agreements in place for the command/activity hosting the disaster recovery center and is the Disaster Recovery/Secondary site fully operational?  (Ref:  , DoD Guide for Achieving Reliability, Availability and Maintainability dtd Aug 05, AFI 10-208)

· Are disaster recovery reliability and help desk response metrics factored into the overall system reliability? (Ref: DoDI 5000.85, DoD Guide for Achieving Reliability, Availability and Maintainability dtd Aug 05, AFI 10-208)

· Identify the hosting strategy for AIS, ensuring that the strategy aligns with the Air Force hosting strategies. (Ref:  AFI 63-101/20-101)

· Are help desk response metrics tracked and is the program meeting defined metrics in the support agreement and requirements documents?  (Ref:  DoDI 5000.75, Section 4.1.i)



Additional questions/areas to consider while developing the LCSP:

· List all IT systems being utilized in sustainment of the weapons system. Identify all registered and non-registered system names, identify the program management organizations, and the policy or guidance directing the use of the business system.

		Logistics IT System

		Program Manager Organization

		Policy/guidance directing use



		Enhanced Technical Information Management System (ETIMS)

		AFLCMC/HI

		AFMCI 21-301



		IT System XXXX

		

		



		IT System YYY

		

		







       

10. Test and Evaluation (T&E)

The LCSP streamlines, consolidates, and makes visible to leadership all aspects of the program’s product support strategy to include T&E planning across the system life-cycle.  AFI 63-101/20-101 requires the PM to ensure that the Lead Systems Engineer (LSE), PSM, and Chief Developmental Tester (CDT) or Test Manager (TM) work together to align strategies for systems engineering, product support, and testing.  AFI 99-103 also requires testers to work with the program's systems engineers and logisticians in allocating reliability among critical components, determining the amount of testing and resources required, and developing the plan for improving reliability as system development progresses.  It is critical for the PSM and CDT/TM to coordinate together to ensure LCSP includes integration with program T&E planning.  As such, it is recommended that the program CDT/TM or Directorate T&E Organizational Senior Functional be a signatory in LCSP coordination for PEO/MDA approval.

10.1 Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP)

The TEMP provides an executive level strategy and primary T&E planning and management document for entire program life-cycle and is a “contract” between all stakeholders.  It provides overall T&E execution structure, major elements, and objectives that reflect the user’s requirements and describe how these capability needs will be tested in Developmental Test & Evaluation (DT&E) and OT&E.  The TEMP must be consistent with the program’s Acquisition Strategy and complimentary to the LCSP.

IAW AFI 99-103, all acquisition/sustainment programs that require testing to supporting a production or fielding decision require a TEMP.  If the program has a standalone TEMP, reference it with name/title of the TEMP and include approval date in this section (Ref: AFPAM 63-128).  After referencing the TEMP, add a brief paragraph(s) to summarizing basic TEMP information: 

· Describe and name test organizations and contractor(s) and identify their roles and responsibilities as they perform program testing.

· Describe the anticipated approaches to contractor and government DT&E, OT&E to include logistics testing.  

· Provide the objectives of the test program, and summarize the program’s integrated testing activities to include training, handling, test, technical orders and support equipment.  

· Outline major resources needed to perform all required and mandated testing to include all product support/services (eg:   SE/ATS, maintenance, Technical Orders, facilities, and supply support) 

10.2 Test Planning Consolidation

Given document streamlining may be used by programs for programs/projects where the PEO/MDA has elected not to develop a stand-alone TEMP and to use the LCSP to document program T&E planning, the PSM should consult with the program CDT or TM and refer to the TEMP outline in the Defense Acquisition Guidebook, Chapter 8.  LCSP T&E information consistent with TEMP outline Parts II, III, and IV should be developed and included by adding a separate T&E Planning Annex section to the LCSP.  Document the test strategy, approach and methodology for completing the program T&E objectives to verify KPP/KSA requirements to include logistics readiness and sustainment performance.  DT&E should verify logistics readiness is met by meeting reliability, maintainability and supportability parameters and OT&E should verify the program meet suitability and operational requirements.  Program Integrated Test Team members should be included when preparing the T&E planning sections of the LCSP.  (Note:  If the LCSP is being used to document program T&E planning in lieu of a standalone TEMP, the PM is responsible to coordinate that section of the LCSP (before PEO/MDA approval) with any outside test organizations/stakeholders that will directly support the implementation of the plan.)  Consolidation areas to consider:  

· Only programs not on OSD T&E oversight may tailor/consolidate TEMP information into other program documentation such as the LCSP with approval from the MDA.

· The program’s MDA has tailoring authority and makes the final consolidation determination.    

· Ref:  AFI 99-103, para 5.17.  (See reference for additional guidance on consolidating program test documentation.)




11. LCSP Annexes

The Component-level LCSP approval authority approves the individual LCSP annexes. The Program Office should provide executive summaries in ACAT I LCSPs that require ASD (L&MR) approval. Provide executive summaries as an annex for the following topics, and include rationale when one or more topic is not included with an estimated completion date as appropriate. Ensure the point of contact for the annex and how to access the collection of data, information, and analyses is included in the summary.

· Product Support Business Case Analysis (DoDI 5000.02 (T))

· Independent Logistics Assessment and Corrective Action Plan (DoDI 5000.02 (T)) 

· System Disposal Plan (DoDI 5000.02 (T); DoDI 4160.28; DoDM 4160.21; DoDM 4160.28)

· Preservation and Storage of Unique Tooling (DoDI 5000.02 (T); DFARS 207.106 [S-73])

· Core Logistics Analysis (DoDI 5000.02 (T)) 

· Replaced System Sustainment Plan (RSS) (DoDI 5000.02 (T))

· Intellectual Property Strategy (DoDI 5000.02 (T)) – to be added no later than FRP/FD decision

ASD (L&MR) signature on the LCSP does not signify approval of materials included as an annex. Approval for information included in the annexes resides at the Component level.  Documents included as an annex should include appropriate approval and signatures prior to inclusion in the LCSP.

Component Required Annexes

Components may require, review, and approve additional requirements or procedures to be maintained as annexes to a system LCSP. These will not exceed procedures specified in DoDI 5000.02 (T)(see Paragraph 4c) and will not be included for review and signature of ACAT I LCSPs.

[bookmark: _bookmark75]AFLCMC Clarifying Guidance:   Ensure all required mandatory annexes as listed in Section 4.4 of the AFLCMC LCSP Standard process are included.  Even if annex is not applicable to the program, include statement of non-applicability with supporting rationale.




Acronym List

		Acronym

		Meaning



		ACAT

		Acquisition Category



		ACO

		Administrative Contracting Officer



		ADM

		Acquisition Decision Memorandum



		AFCAA

		Air Force Cost Analysis Agency



		AFTOC

		Air Force Total Ownership Cost



		AIS

		Automated Information System



		AMC

		Army Materiel Command



		AoA

		Analysis of Alternatives



		APA

		Additional Program Attributes



		ASPR

		Accountable Property System of Record



		APU

		Auxiliary Power Unit



		AS

		Acquisition Strategy



		ASD(L&MR)

		Assistant Secretary of Defense for Logistics and Materiel Readiness



		ATE/ATS

		Automatic Test Equipment/Automatic Test Systems



		BCA

		Business Case Analysis



		BFT

		Blue Force Tracking



		BIT

		Built-in Test



		CAAS

		Common Avionics Architecture System



		CAP

		Contractor Acquired Property



		CAPE

		Cost Assessment and Program Evaluation



		CARD

		Cost Analysis Requirements Description



		CASA

		Cost Analysis Strategy Assessment



		CBA

		Cost Benefit Analysis



		CBM

		Condition Based Maintenance



		CBM+

		Condition Based Maintenance Plus



		CBRN

		Chemical, Biological, Radiological and Nuclear



		CC

		Critical Components



		CDR

		Critical Design Review



		CDRL

		Contract Data Requirements List



		CDT

		Center Developmental Tester



		CEFS

		Crashworthy Fuel System



		CFO

		Chief Financial Officer



		CG

		Center of Gravity



		CLA

		Core Logistics Analysis



		CLIN

		Contract Line Item Number



		CLS

		Contractor Logistics Support



		CLSSA

		Cooperative Logistics Supply Support Arrangement



		COMPASS

		Computerized Optimization Model for Predicting and Analyzing Support Structures



		CONOPS

		Concept of Operations



		CONUS

		Continental United States



		CPCP

		Corrosion Prevention and Control Planning



		COR

		Contracting Officer’s Representative



		COTS

		Commercial Off The Shelf



		CPD

		Capabilities Production Document



		CR

		Commercial Repair



		

		



		CSDR

		Cost and Software Data Reporting



		CY

		Constant Year



		CY$

		Constant Year Dollars



		DAAS

		Defense Automatic Addressing System



		DAB

		Defense Acquisition Board



		DAMIR

		Defense Acquisition Management Information Retrieval



		DASD(MR)

		Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Materiel Readiness



		DID

		Data Item Description



		DISA

		Defense Information System Agency



		DLA

		Defense Logistics Agency



		DLMS

		Defense Logistics Management System



		DLR

		Depot Level Repairable



		DMAG

		Deputy’s Management Action Group



		DMI

		Depot Maintenance Interservice



		DMISA

		Depot Maintenance Interservice Agreements



		DMSMS

		Diminishing Manufacturing Sources and Material Shortages



		DoD

		Department of Defense



		DoDI

		Department of Defense Instruction



		DoDD

		Department of Defense Directive



		DPAS

		Defense Property Accountability System



		DPM

		Deputy Program Manager



		DR

		Deficiency Report



		DRB

		Deficiency Report Board



		DSOR

		Depot Source of Repair



		DT

		Development Test



		DT&E

		Development Test and Evaluation



		ECD

		Estimated Completion Date



		ECS

		Environmental Control System



		EGI

		Embedded Global Positioning System Inertial Navigation Systems



		EMD

		Engineering and Manufacturing Development



		ERP

		Enterprise Resource Planning



		ESOH

		Environment, Safety and Occupational Health



		ESP

		Enterprise Service Platform



		EV

		Earned Value



		EVM

		Earned Value Management



		FADEC

		Full Authority Digital Engine Control



		FBW

		Fly By Wire



		FFP

		Firm Fixed Price



		FMECA

		Failure Modes, Effects, and Criticality Analysis



		FMS

		Foreign Military Sales



		FOC

		Full Operating Capability



		FPGA

		Field Programmable Gate Array



		FRACAS

		Failure Reporting, Analysis, and Corrective Action System



		FRC

		Fleet Readiness Center



		FRP

		Full Rate Production



		FRPD

		Full Rate Production Decision



		FRPDR

		Full Rate Production Decision Review



		FTA

		Fault Tree Analysis



		FY

		Fiscal Year



		GFE

		Government Furnished Equipment



		GFM

		Government Furnished Material



		GFP

		Government Furnished Property



		GOTS

		Government Off The Shelf



		HUMS

		Health and Usage Monitoring System



		IAW

		In Accordance With



		ICA

		Interface Control Agreement



		ICE

		Independent Cost Estimate



		ICS

		Interim Contractor Support



		ILA

		Independent Logistics Assessment



		ILS-S

		Integrated Logistics Support – Supply 



		IMP

		Integrated Master Plan



		IMS

		Integrated Master Schedule



		IOC

		Initial Operating Capability



		IOT&E

		Initial Operational Test and Evaluation



		IP

		Intellectual Property



		IPT

		Integrated Product Team



		IR

		Infrared



		IUID

		Item Unique Identification



		ISR

		Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance



		IVHMS

		Integrated Vehicle Health Management System



		JFAC

		Joint Federated Assurance Center



		JCIDS

		Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System



		JRMET

		Joint Reliability & Maintainability Evaluation Team



		KSA

		Key System Attribute



		KPP

		Key Performance Parameter



		LCCE

		Life-Cycle Cost Estimate



		LCOM

		Logistics Composite Model



		LCSP

		Life-Cycle Sustainment Plan



		LHA

		Logistics Health Assessment



		LORA

		Level of Repair Analysis



		LRIP

		Low Rate Initial Production



		LRU

		Line Replaceable Unit



		LSE 

		Lead Systems Engineer



		LUT

		Limited User Test



		MAIS

		Major Automated Information System



		MCF

		Mission Critical Function



		MDA

		Milestone Decision Authority



		MDAP

		Major Defense Acquisition Program



		MDT

		Maintenance Down Time



		MFD

		Multi-Functional Display



		MILCON

		Military Construction



		MILPERS

		Military Personnel



		MIPRB

		Material Improvement Program Review Board



		MMR

		Multi-Mode Radar



		MOA

		Memorandum of Agreement



		MP

		Mission Profile



		MR

		Maintenance Ratio



		MS

		Milestone



		MTBF

		Meantime Between Failure



		MTBR

		Meantime Between Removals



		MTBSA

		Meantime Between System Aborts



		N/A

		Not Applicable



		NALCOMIS

		Naval Aviation Logistics Command Management Information System



		NALDA

		Naval Aviation Logistics Data Analysis



		NAVAIR

		Naval Air Systems Command



		NAVSEA

		Naval Sea Systems Command



		NAVSUP

		Naval Supply Systems Command



		NAVSUP WSS

		Naval Supply Systems Command Weapon System Support



		NDAA

		National Defense Authorization Act



		NDI

		Non-Developmental Item



		NEPA

		National Environmental Policy Act



		NET

		New Equipment Training



		NLT

		No Later Than



		NMCR

		Not Mission Capable Repair



		NMCS

		Not Mission Capable Supply



		O&M

		Operations and Maintenance



		O&S

		Operating and Support



		OCONUS

		Outside the Continental United States



		OIPT

		Overarching Integrated Product Team



		OMIT

		Operations, Maintenance, Installation, and Training



		OMS

		Operational Mode Summary



		OPTAR

		Operating Target



		OPTEMPO

		Operational Tempo



		OSD

		Office of the Secretary of Defense



		OSMIS

		Operating and Support Management Information System



		OT&E

		Operational Test and Evaluation



		OV

		Operational View



		PARCA

		Performance Assessments and Root Cause Analyses



		PARM

		Participating Acquisition Resource Manager



		PBA

		Performance Based Agreement



		PBL

		Performance Based Logistics



		PDR

		Preliminary Design Review



		PEO

		Program Executive Office



		PESHE

		Programmatic Environment Safety and Occupational Health Evaluation



		PG

		Product Group



		PHM

		Prognostics and Health Management



		PICA

		Primary Inventory Control Activity



		PIEE

		Procurement Integrated Enterprise Environment



		PM

		Program Manager



		PMO

		Program Management Office



		PMRT

		Program Management Resource Tool



		PO

		Program Office



		POE

		Program Office Estimate



		PPBS

		Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System



		PPP

		Public-Private Partnership



		PRR

		Production Readiness Review



		PS

		Product Support



		PS BCA

		Product Support Business Case Analysis



		PSE

		Product Support Element



		PSI

		Product Support Integrator



		PSM

		Product Support Manager



		PSP

		Product Support Provider



		R&M

		Reliability and Maintainability



		RAM-C

		Reliability, Maintainability, Availability and Cost Rationale



		RAMPP

		Reliability, Availability and Maintainability Program Plan



		RCM

		Reliability Centered Maintenance



		RDT&E

		Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation



		RGT

		Reliability Growth Test



		RFID

		Radio Frequency Identification 



		RFP

		Request for Proposal



		SAE

		Service Acquisition Executive



		SAR

		Selected Acquisition Report



		SASPO

		Strategic Alternate Sourcing Program Office



		SCP

		Service Cost Position



		SCRM

		Supply Chain Risk Management



		SE

		Support Equipment



		SEP

		Systems Engineering Plan



		SERD

		Support Equipment Requirements Determination



		SICA

		Secondary Inventory Control Activity



		SOW

		Statement of Work



		SRA

		Shop Replaceable Assembly



		SRR

		System Requirements Review



		SRRB 

		Spare Requirements Review Board



		SRU

		Shop Replaceable Unit



		SSRD

		Sub-Systems Requirements Document



		STP

		System Training Plan



		SWBS

		Ship Work Breakdown Structure



		T&E

		Test and Evaluation



		TBD

		To Be Determined



		TDS

		Technical Data Rights Strategy 



		TEMP

		Test and Evaluation Master Plan



		TM

		Test Manager



		TMCR

		Technical Manual Contract Requirements



		TMRR

		Technology Maturation and Risk Reduction



		TOC

		Total Ownership Cost



		TRR

		Test Readiness Review



		TSN

		Trusted Systems Network



		TSRA

		Training System Requirements Analysis



		TY$

		Then Year Dollars



		USD(AT&L)

		Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics



		USC

		United States Code



		VAMOSC

		Naval Visibility and Management of Operating and Support Costs



		WCF

		Working Capital Fund



		WRA

		Weapon Replaceable Assembly



		WUC

		Work Unit Code
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Table 7-4: Total O&S and Disposal Funding by Appropriation (MS A Example)
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Critical   Thinking   Questions   for   O&S   and   Disposal   Budgets:      Have   all   required   funds   been   budgeted   for?      What   plan   does   the   program   have   if   required   funds   are   not   provided?      What   specific   impacts   will   result   from   any   budget   shortfalls?   Can   these   impacts   be   tied   to   the   system’s   sustainment   requirements   (KPP/KSA)?  
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Critical   Thinking   Questions   for   Management:      Is   the   PSM   positioned   at   the   right   level   of   the   management   structure   and   staffed   to   influence   decisions?      When   and   how   should   the   PSM’s   team   be   involved   in   design   decisions   for   sustainment   considerations?  
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Critical   Thinking   Questions   FMECA:      Is   the   PSM   assessing   failure   modes   identified   by   the   FMECA   to   determine   impact   on   maintenance   planning,   supply   support,   supportability,   diagnostics,   or   cost?  
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Critical   Thinking   Questions   for   Reliability      Is   the   PSM   part   of   maintainability   de monstration   and   reliability   growth   planning,   implementation,   and   evaluation?      Is   the   PSM   evaluating   estimates   of   current   failure   and   removal   rates   against   allocated   values   for   impacts   to   corrective/preventive   maintenance   and   provisioning?  




image24.emf

 


Critical   Thinking   Questions   Supportability   Trades:      Is   the   PSM   ensuring   relevant   trades   address   the   linkage   between   requirements,   design   and   product   support?      Is   the   PSM   assessing   trade   outcomes   for   changes   to   product   support   arrangements   (commercial/organic)?  
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Critical Thinking Questions Sustaining Engineering:
+Isthe PS\ ensuring relevant trades ad dress the finkage betiween requirements, design
and product support?
o Isthere a sustainment monitoring plan and capsbiity that triggers corrective action
cesponse to adverse or degraded performance metrics or O&S cost growtn?
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Attach 4 OSD Version 2.0_19 Jan 17.pdf
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

3500 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-3500

January 19, 2017

LOGISTICS AND
MATERIEL READINESS

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES

SUBJECT: Life-Cycle Sustainment Plan Outline Version 2.0

Reference: (a) PDUSD(AT&L) Memorandum, “Document Streamlining — Life-Cycle
Sustainment Plan (LCSP),” September 14, 2011

The Life-Cycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP) is the primary program management reference
governing operations and support planning and execution from Milestone A to final disposal.
The attached LCSP Version 2.0 outline revises the reference (a) version to reflect changes to
statute, clarify previous guidance, expand the funding section to include cost estimates, Should
Cost initiatives and Affordability considerations, and incorporate critical thinking questions.
This revision is an evolution of the outline, not a revolution. The Version 2.0 continues to be a
tool for programs to effectively and affordably satisfy life-cycle sustainment planning
requirements. Program Managers must convey the information described under each of the
outline’s headings, in accordance with the authority set forth in 10 USC §2337 for the Secretary
of Defense to establish guidelines, but are encouraged to tailor the pictures, tables, and figures to
best portray the specifics of their program. The LCSP review and approval process is described
in Department of Defense Instruction (DoDI) 5000.02, Enclosure 1, Table 2.

New programs and programs currently in the acquisition process will implement the
LCSP Version 2.0 outline format to support decision reviews that are greater than nine months
after the date of signature of this memo. LCSPs to support decision reviews within nine months
following signature of this memo may use the 2011 LCSP outline format to support the
upcoming decision review but must transition to the Version 2.0 outline format for subsequent
decision reviews. Programs that have completed acquisition and are in sustainment are not
required to transition their sustainment planning document to the revised outline format.

My point of contact for questions is Mr. Terry Emmert, Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Materiel Readiness, at (703) 614-6327 or terence.g.emmert.civ@mail.mil.

Uit -Yfremy —

Kristin K. French

Principal Deputy

Performing the Duties of the ASD(L&MR)

Attachment:
As stated





cc:

JCS-J4
Director, ARA
Director, CAPE
Director, DPAP
DASD(SE)
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Overview

The purpose of this annotated outline is to improve sustainment planning for Department of Defense (DoD)
weapon systems. This may be achieved when programs make design decisions that achieve operational
performance requirements and reduce demand for sustainment. The Life-Cycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP) serves
a valuable purpose as a tool in coordinating the efforts, resources, and investment of the DoD Materiel
Commands such that down time for fielded weapons systems is managed through deliberate productivity
improvement steps that continually lower the cost of readiness. The LCSP and the Product Support Strategy
support the conditions for the Services to analyze the decision space for how to control Operating and Support
(O&S) cost. This annotated outline was structured as a framework to assist weapons programs in thinking
through the set of planning factors that must be integrated to achieve the sustainment results quantified in user-
specified requirements. An LCSP that logically integrates requirement, product support elements, funding, and
risk management, establishes the groundwork for successful communication with Congressional, Office of the
Secretary of Defense (OSD), and Component oversight staffs.

Critical Thinking Questions Boxes

To facilitate the critical thinking required to successfully plan for sustainment, the outline
includes “Critical Thinking Questions” in many sections. These questions are designed to
illustrate the types of thinking required on particular topics to ensure that the sustainment plan
is comprehensive, cohesive, and actionable. Authors are not expected to explicitly answer these
questions in their LCSP.

This annotated outline uses the terms “sustainment” and “product support” synonymously. The term “strategy”
applies to the integration of the requirements, a product support package (an outcome to meet requirements and
a means of achieving the requirement), resources, and funding. A “product support package” consists of all or a
subset of the following product support elements:

e  Product Support Management

e  Supply Support

e Packaging, Handling, Storage, and Transportation
¢ Maintenance Planning and Management
e Design Interface

e  Sustaining Engineering

e Technical Data

e  Computer Resources

e Facilities and Infrastructure

¢ Manpower and Personnel

e  Support Equipment

e Training and Training Support

Additionally, the product support package includes the agreements between program offices and government and
contracted support providers.

The term “plan” applies to the elaboration of the strategy with the set of tasks and activities required to implement
the strategy. This outline aims to capture the strategy and the set of planning tasks and activities to stimulate
critical thinking for managers and teams responsible for sustainment planning. Program Managers (PMs) and
Product Support Managers (PSMs) should use this annotated outline to structure only information relevant to the
needs of their individual program at the current and subsequent stages of the weapon system life-cycle they
are/will be managing. Programs should not treat this annotated outline as a checklist requiring pro forma
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compliance. Programs should tailor the LCSP to address features unique to their programs. To this end, tailoring
suggestions are provided for System of Systems programs.

In addition to ensuring program’s product support strategy influences a system’s design, the LCSP is the primary
program management reference governing operations and support—from Milestone A to final disposal. The
LCSP is not a static document. It evolves throughout the acquisition process with the maturity of the system and
adjustments to the program'’s life-cycle product support strategy. To remain relevant and current, the LCSP is
updated every five years or upon a major program change to the program (major upgrades or modifications,
adjustments to program scope or structure, or a revision to the sustainment strategy).

The primary source for the LCSP is the program office. However, in developing or revising the LCSP, the
program office must communicate and collaborate with stakeholders in the acquisition, contracting, sustainment,
engineering, test and evaluation, and financial management communities. The program’s logisticians and product
support team, led by the PSM, must work closely with all functional areas to ensure the LCSP aligns with other
critical program documents including the: Acquisition Strategy, Contracting Business Clearance, Systems
Engineering and Program Protection Plans, Intellectual Property Strategy, Test Plans, and Funding Submissions
etc.

Other key stakeholders include Product Support Integrators (PSIs) and Product Support Providers (PSPs). The
LCSP should identify both the PSls and PSPs, define their areas of responsibility, and provide meaningful detail
as to statements of work (SOW), performance objectives, and performance incentives as documented in requests
for proposal (RFPs), contracts, and performance-based agreements (PBAs) and/or Public-Private Partnerships
(PPPs) with organic support providers.

To facilitate this integration and provide information in a standardized format, program managers are to use a
sustainment quad chart to report the status of sustainment planning at Overarching Integrated Product Teams
(OIPTs), and Defense Acquisition Board (DAB) reviews.' The sustainment quad chart is the primary vehicle for
summarizing the program’s product support planning to senior officials and outside stakeholders. As such, the
LCSP must provide the strategy, rationale, and programmatic detail behind the summary information presented on
the sustainment quad chart. Specific guidance on the sustainment quad chart is found in Appendix D of the O&S
Cost Management Guidebook (February 2016).

The tables and figures in this outline are notional and provide fictitious information for illustration purposes. It is
not intended to prescribe or constrain content or limit the program office’s latitude in tailoring information. The
column headings for tables depict the minimum information for the notional examples, but programs may tailor as
necessary.

This outline is applicable DoD-wide and is intended to facilitate critical thinking about the product support planning
and implementation across a system’s life-cycle. In addition to the LCSP and its annexes, the program may
include any additional Component-specific requirements in a separate LCSP Component Supplement.
Additionally, for existing sustainment plans for programs that were fielded prior to 2011, there is no requirement to
revise those plans into the format of this outline. It is critical the program manager/PSM have agreement with
major stakeholders, including Service and OSD review and approval authorities, on the scope, tailoring, and
timelines for approval of the LCSP. It is recommended that LCSP planning discussions with these stakeholders
occur early in the acquisition process. As an example, the appropriate scope of the LCSP for an Acquisition
Category (ACAT) 1D program that is a major modification of an existing program may depend on if the
modification significantly alters the existing support infrastructure for the legacy system, or whether the existing
infrastructure is adequate. The resulting scope decision could be an annex to the legacy system LCSP, a LCSP

' Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics (AT&L) memo “Strengthened Sustainment
Governance for Acquisition Program Reviews,” April 5, 2010
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that includes both the legacy program and the modification program, or a stand-alone LCSP that covers only the
modification. The decision on how to tailor the LCSP should be understood and agreed on prior to formalizing the
document.

Program managers must project the timeline to obtain necessary stakeholder buy-in and approval of the
sustainment strategy and completion of the LCSP to support program decision points. In order to minimize
document development timeline and rework, it is recommended that parallel staffing processes, including the
Electronic Coordination Tool currently being developed for ACAT 1D/1AM LCSPs, be considered.

Approval of ACAT 1D/1AM Major Defense Acquisition Program (MDAP) and Major Automated Information System
(MAIS) programs by the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Logistics and Materiel Readiness (ASD(L&MR)) may
include additional guidance in the form of an Approval Memorandum. This guidance may include required actions
prior to the next milestone decision or LCSP update and expected content of the next update.

System of Systems programs are some of the most complicated weapons the Department buys and sustains.
The complication often arises from the interdependency of the systems in a single entity (like a ship) where
management of the individual systems is spread between multiple program offices. Each system may be its own
MDAP or ACAT program outside of the System of Systems capability that is the subject of the LCSP. The LCSP
outline that follows will provide additional information specific to System of Systems programs to assist with the
description of the holistic sustainment planning of the system.

A well-structured product support strategy provides both effective and affordable logistical support. Conversely, a
poor support strategy provides ineffective support, misallocates financial resources, and consumes management
attention. Because of this, DoD Instruction (DoDI) 5000.02 requires that an LCSP be developed and provided as
part of the program approval process.2 The LCSP should document the program’s product support strategy, the
rationale behind that strategy, and how the strategy is to be implemented. This strategy should be affordable
within planned affordability constraints, effective, and performance-based. The product support strategy should
shape all sustainment efforts and is the foundation of a product support package that will achieve and sustain
warfighter requirements. The structure of the LCSP provides the foundational elements that shape product
support strategy.

2 DoD Instruction 5000.02, “Operation of the Defense Acquisition System,” January 7, 2015
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1 Introduction

Provide a short, concise strategic overview of the program and the program sustainment strategy. Do not repeat
information in other acquisition documents but cite as necessary. This provides the reader with both a
familiarization with the program as well as a frame of reference for overall context.

To support the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics (USD(AT&L)) effort to
streamline Acquisition Decision Memoranda (ADM), the ASD(L&MR) may occasionally direct subsequent updates
of a program’s LCSP to address specific topics. On those occasions, Section 1 will include those ASD(L&MR)
directions. For example, if the current LCSP supports Milestone C, then the ASD(L&MR) may direct that the
LCSP to support the Full Rate Production (FRP) decision will include a reevaluation of the depot strategy.

Joint Example
By direction of ASD(L&MR):

1. By the end of FY17, the Army shall provide to the ASD(L&MR) results of the reevaluation of depot
analysis in advance of the FRP LCSP. Reevaluation will inform establishment of the dual Service depot
strategy and three depot locations. FRP LCSP will later reflect the depot analysis reevaluation. Findings
should include reevaluation of:

a. Depot capacity to perform depot repair on each Service’s (program name) fleets at each depot
location.
b. Cost analysis including the following details:
i. Projected depot workload to realize a reasonable return on investment.
ii. Cost of standing up depot capability.

2. Planned for FY18, the FRP LCSP will reflect: Updated Spruill Charts that reflect requirements and
funding for the transition from Interim Contractor Support (ICS) to organic capability, based on updated
depot maintenance workload and sourcing decisions.

Air Force Example
Per agreement with ASD(L&MR):
1. Within 90 days of ADM signature, the Air Force shall provide to ASD(L&MR) a summary of existing and
programmed Depot capability and a plan to adjust that capability as needed, to include:
a. all actions required to satisfy Title 10 requirements
b. synchronization / leverage of the (name of leveraged program) program
c. access of technical data sufficient to enable government-executed maintenance, and
d. establishment of PPPs, as required, to support government-executed maintenance.
2. Not later than June 20XX, the Air Force shall update and submit to ASD(L&MR) for approval a revised
LCSP to address the following:
a. planning and execution of Supply Chain Management Strategies, to include organic supply
and/or other Supply Chain arrangements (i.e. Breakout to Original Equipment Manufacturers,
Performance Based Logistics (PBL) arrangements, etc.).
b. progress in implementation of O&S Should-Cost Initiatives, including synergies with (name of
leveraged program) program, competition/breakout of Contractor Logistics Support (CLS) efforts
(e.g. O-level maintenance) and execution of incentive structure for Prime Contractor CLS/PBL
efforts
c. planning and execution of the Depot Maintenance capability to include data management; and
d. associated revision to schedule, resource requirements, and funding.

Document the LCSP review process. Table 1-1 provides an example of an update record.
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Issued
LCSP 1.0 Sep ASD(L&MR)
2010
O Date | Change and Rationale CHRIGHES
Number By
1.1 Updated based on Critical Design Review (CDR) and Depot Source
of Repair (DSOR)/Depot Maintenance Interservice (DMI) changes.
2.0 MitestongC\ow Rate Iriitial Proguetion (LRIP)/production
21 Annual reviews in April
3.0 Full Rate Production Decision
3.1 Initial Operating Capability (IOC) Support Review
4.0 Five Year Review

Considerations for system of systems programs: System of systems programs must describe the sphere of

Table 1-1: LCSP Update Record

influence included in the LCSP. For parts of the weapons system that are not included in the LCSP, indicate
where sustainment planning for that subsystem or component may be found, the responsible office and any
relevant statute/regulation that assigns the responsible office. This may include Government Furnished

Equipment that comes from another program office (e.g., a radar that is its own MDAP) or subsystems that are

controlled by another component agency (e.g., nuclear propulsion).

10
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2 Product Support Performance

The purpose of the Product Support Performance section of the LCSP is to provide an overview of the planned
sustainment performance requirements, the observed sustainment performance of fielded end items, and how the
Product Support Strategy, contracts, and other sections deliver these required sustainment outcomes.

Military Departments establish sustainment performance outcomes for their mission-essential systems and
equipment. These desired outcomes are expressed as program requirements in the form of Key Performance
Parameters (KPPs), Key System Attributes (KSAs), Additional Program Attributes (APAs) or other working level or
Component-specific sustainment requirements in Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS)
requirements documentation (i.e., Initial Capabilities Documents, Capability Development Documents, Capabilities
Production Documents). These and other Component, OSD (e.g., supply chain attributes) or other requirements
are detailed in Requests for Proposal (RFP), contracts or other documents and reporting systems.

2.1 Sustainment Performance Requirements

The LCSP must identify all explicit, implicit or derived sustainment requirements cited in all requirements or other
program documentation (Table 2-1). These must be traceable to the program’s execution planning documents
(e.g., RFP, contract, program support agreement) in which a metric is used to manage sustainment performance.
For programs with goals that are to improve as the program evolves, indicate the planned evaluation timeframe
and list the planned value from reliability growth curves or other projects and the expected timeframe for achieving
the threshold/objective.

For each sustainment requirement, identify which are KPP/KSA/APAs, their authoritative requirements document,
threshold and objective values, the specific section in the RFP/contract where that requirement is specified,
section of the Test and Evaluation Master Plan (TEMP) covering that metric, along with projected values at IOC,
Full Operational Capability (FOC), and full fielding.

As a program progresses through its life-cycle, LCSP updates for programs in operation should incorporate and
list sustainment requirements from modernization and upgrade programs and any other Service or OSD
sustainment reporting metrics not contained in the original requirements or execution planning documents.

11
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Documentation

Threshold /
Objective

RFP/
Contract®

TEMP

Full
Fielding
FY 2Z

Availability CDD: 6.2.6.1 66% / 82% RFP (Jun | TEMP: 3.2 | 100% 100% 72%
(KPP) 16, 2014)
Reliability (KSA) | Capabilities
Mission Production
Reliability Document (CPD) | 46 hrs/ 61.6 46 hrs 46 hrs 46 hrs
Logistics hrs
Reliability MTBSA: 6.3.2.1 3.5hrs /4 hrs 3.5hrs 3.5hrs 3.5hrs
MTBF: 6.3.2.5
Maintainability CPD
(APA) Mct: 6.3.3.4 1 hr/ 0.5 hrs 1hr 1hr 1hr
Corrective
Maintenance 9/7 9 9 9
(Maintenance
Maintenance Ratio) MR
Burden 6.2.6.3
BIT FD% 98% 98% 98% 98%
Fault Detection F1% 95% (single 95% 95% 95%
Fault Isolation MFHBFA SRA)
False Alarm 6.3.3.4.2 30 flt hrs 30 flt hrs 30 flt hrs 30 flt hrs
0O&S Cost KSA $4.2M (TY)
Avg Annual per unit per
0&S Cost |.vear_ | I R
Affordability CDD/CPD, =0 $4.2Mly
Goal/Cap Acquisition $4.2M/year/ ear/ unit
Strategy, APB unit
Mobility CPD Palletization | 4 pallets per 5 pallets 4 pallets 4 pallets
3 ship
formation 2
pallets per 2
ship
formation
Transportability CDD Movement Spec XXX | US Army 1 1 1
by CH-47 Soldier
Systems
(Natick)
Assess-
ment (July
2016)
TEMP (Jul
2015, v2.3)
Commonality CPD
Support <=2 2 2 2
Equipment new/none
Training CPD 60 hr crew 60 hr N/A N/A
Aircrew Training differences
14.3.1 tng / 40 hr
Supply Chain SOW 15 Days (T)/ 15 Days 10 Days 5 Days
Responsiveness 5 Days (O)
/Customer Wait
Time

Table 2-1: Sustainment Performance Requirements

Include as-of date

3 Applicable for all program execution planning documents (e.g., Analysis of Alternatives, Technology
Development Phase, Engineering and Manufacturing Development [EMD] Phase [Pre-EMD Review/Milestone-B],

Production [Milestone-C], ICS Post Milestone-C or Full-Rate Production Decision Review).

12
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2.2

Sustainment Performance

Provide data for demonstrations and tests that include evaluation of sustainment elements, its source (e.g.,
Systems Engineering Plan [SEP], Service/Component, contract), the metric (from Table 2-1) or major feature that
affects sustainment or sustainment cost (e.g., cost driver), its schedule, performance goal, estimated value at
I0C, PSM impact assessment based on test results (Table 2-2).

Table 2-2 also should include any demonstration of metrics post-fielding associated with upgrades and/or program
modifications and their associated reviews and performance goals.

Requirement

(sow,
CDRL, DID,

Demonstrated (tested) Sustainment Performance

Metric/ Feature

Schedule

Performance
Goal

Estimated
Value/lOC
Estimate

PSM
Assessment

Service)
Early User AR 73-1 Low observable 1% Qtr Repair 1sq ft | IOT&E Marginal;
Test/ coating on CY2012 /3™ areain 4 tested achieved only
Limited external surfaces | Qtr CY2015 hours value: 7 hr | 50% of
User Test / 5 hours performance
projected at EUT; Risk
at10C #A325
Reliability SEP Intelli velo n 6 46 hrs TBD
Growth CORLAGZ | Sunliancd, hhd) ekt evar e AL E
Test (RGT) Reconnaissance | Qtr CY15
(ISR) system
reliability of 46
hrs MTBSA
Initial TEMP All metrics in 15T Qtr See Tables 2- | See Tables TBD
Operational Table 2-1 and 2-2 | CY2017 1 and 2-2 2-1 and 2-
Test and 2
Evalution
(IOT&E)

Table 2-2: Sustainment Performance Assessment/Test Results

Include as-of date

Critical Thinking Questions for Product Support Performance:

o Do the current test results change any sustainment plans?
e Are the metrics listed applicable to both the acquisition and sustainment phases?
o  Are there lower level metrics that the program intends to track?

e Do program requirements need to be revisited, based on the test results?
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3 Product Support Strategy

The Military Services should begin product support planning as soon as the Milestone Decision Authority has
determined that a Materiel Solution is needed to satisfy the capability requirement. This timing often precedes
formal establishment of a program of record and staffing of a program office. Where sustainment is included
(preponderance of cases) in such acquisition deliverables as the Analysis of Alternatives (AoA), Reliability,
Availability, Maintainability, and Cost Rationale (RAM-C) Report, Concept of Operations/Operational Mode
Summary/Mission Profile (CONOPS/OMS/MP), and requirement documents (draft CDD), PSMs should use the
insights and critical thinking embodied therein as the logical basis for the sustainment plan. Antecedent systems
often provide valuable lessons and performance benchmarks that new programs may use to establish
performance improvement objectives and Should Cost initiatives.

Provide a depiction of the sustainment plan with consideration given to DoD enterprise solutions for weapon
systems that are like or similar. This concept must be coordinated with the Services organic logistics enterprise.
List roles and responsibilities for public and private product support providers consistent with the system’s
operational concept (Acquisition Strategy Operational View -1) to include the full spectrum of operations
(peacetime, contingency, and surge) as well as the program’s supply chain performance metrics. Address joint
support, if planned, the roles and responsibilities of the major agencies, organizations, and contractors planned for
the system’s product support. List all supplemental support elements that will be present in the O&S Phase (e.g.,
training simulators, system integration labs, server farms, mock-ups) and whether they are a PSM'’s responsibility
for support or supported via other means (e.g., memorandum of agreement).

Identify the mission critical subsystems and strategy to keep these subsystems operational. Mission critical
systems are those systems whose failure would prevent the platform from continuing its mission and force the
platform to wait for repair.

The decomposition of the sustainment requirement and the system architecture and allocation against the product
support elements necessary to satisfy the requirement should be included in Figure 3-1 and Table 3-1. Ensure
Figure 3-1 is consistent with the system metrics in Section 2 and the Product Support Arrangements in Section
3.3. More than one drawing may be needed to illustrate the major features affecting product support.

At Milestone A, data could be notional and only be at the first indentured level of the system’s architecture. By
post-Preliminary Design Review (PDR), Milestone B, and beyond, greater detail and data for systems,
subsystems, or components should be included. Again, it is important to identify those system elements that are
part of an enterprise support solution, either across a Component, or across the Department.

While data on the design, specific facilities, or providers may not be known early in the life-cycle, the program
must provide sufficient detail to illustrate planning for data in the Intellectual Property Strategy and technical data
rights provisions in its contracting actions, maintenance planning, and supply chain management.

Briefly discuss specific programmatic interdependencies with other programs. If a program is dependent on the
outcome of other acquisition programs or must provide capabilities to other programs, describe the nature and
degree of risk associated with those relationships as well as how it will be managed. This section directly relates
to the Acquisition Strategy Sections 5.5 and 6.2. The program interdependencies described in the LCSP should
thoroughly describe the relationship of the sustainment support requirements, to include but not limited to product
support arrangement, memorandums of agreements, deployment schedules, risks mitigation and impacts to the
sustainment support plan.

Considerations for system of systems programs: The complexity of system of systems maintenance may
lend itself to a different depiction than the one provided in Table 3-1. Consider alternative formats for providing
this information. Required information includes: maintenance concept, type of work to be accomplished at each
maintenance level, expected or known provider of the maintenance, and sustainment provider/level for the
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remaining integrated product support elements. For example, in a ship program this may include using the Ship
Work Breakdown Structure (SWBS) and the notional planning from the OPNAVNOTE 4700.

New Cabin Section
and Upper Deck

wih

¥ = Monolithic Machined
Logistics Initiatives

Parts
= Transmission Beams
= Corrosion Protection

= On- Board Diagnostics
(HUMS)

* Conditioned Based
Maintenance (CBM)

» Performance
Based Logistics

Integrated Digital Cockpit

» 4 MFD CAAS Cockpit = Integrated Vehicle Health

* [mproved Data Modem Management System (IVHMS)
* EGls with integrated MMR = Digital Map with BFT

* FBW wif Active Flight Controls = Multi-band Communications
* Fully Coupled Flight Director = Integrated Storm Scope

Propulsion

* Wide Chord Blades
= T700-GE-701D
Engine with FADEC

Composite Tail Cone

= Reduced Weight

= [mproved CG

= Commeon with MH-60
= Composite Drive Shaft

Enhanced Survivability

= Enhanced Laser Warning System
= Improved IR Suppression

= Crashworthy Fuel System (CEFS)
= Common Missile Warning System
= Integrated ASE on MFD

Figure 3-1: Sample Drawing of the Reference Design Concept

Include as-of date
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Include as-of date
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The Program Office should provide a depiction of the sustainment concept in Figure 3-2. Identify roles and
responsibilities for product support providers consistent with the system’s operational concept depicted in the
Acquisition Strategy (Operational View (OV)—1).4 The figure must list the program’s planned supply chain
performance metrics. Additionally, the figure must include joint support, if planned, and the roles and
responsibilities of the major agencies, organization and contractors planned as part of the system’s product
support. Consideration should be given to DoD enterprise solutions for weapon systems, subsystems, or
components that are alike, similar or already supported by a government supply chain.

The contents of Figure 3-2 must:

(1) Be consistent with metrics in Table 2-1, and
(2) Reflect the more detailed Product Support Arrangement List appearing in Section 3.3.

The program must develop a graphic (notional example in Figure 3-2) that illustrates the major elements of the
system’s Product Support Strategy, both government furnished and contractor delivered, that will be used across
the entire spectrum of system operations, to include peacetime, contingency, wartime, and emergency surge
scenarios as applicable (more than one graphic may be used if needed). The PSM must coordinate the
Program’s plans with the Services for organic logistics enterprise support for the availability and affordability
requirement. The PSM must also use data on capabilities and limitations of the logistics enterprise to influence
system reliability design trade decisions. Additionally, this figure in conjunction with Table 3-1 provides the
product support functional breakdown necessary to develop effective contracted product support arrangements.

* This OV-1 should also be consistent with data in the Concept of Operations/Operational Mode Summary/Mission
Profile (CONOPS/OMS/MP).
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ETTEl OCONUS

d

LEATHERNECK

ol -

e

Alaska c?uam Hawaii Okinawa Germany
roduct Support Functiona r ion nt Performance
Product S t Funct | L t Perf
Area Metrics®
Program Head Quarters (Product Quantico/Stafford, VA; Warren, Ml n/a Mix contract and gov’t
Support Management) .
Test Facilities . Aberdeen, MD; Yuma, AZ; Huntsville, AL Tests execution within 5 days of schedule All gov't
Logistics Support O Albany, GA; Barstow, CA; Red River, TX, Configuration support turnaround time, backlog, fill Mix contract and gov't
Multiple throughout CONUS and AOR rate
Maintenance Depots . Albany, GA; Barstow, CA; Red River, TX Avg Repair cycle time, Reset Time All gov't
DLA Support O Columbus, OH, Philadelphia, PA, DDRT, Avg Fill Rate: Days supply: All gov't
DDKS, DDKA
Contingency Support Afg © Multiple throughout AOR % ASL/PLL stocked, ~ Zero bal w/ due out critical All contract
Activity Irag @ readiness drivers, days supply on hand,
Contingency Maintenance Depot Kuwait Throughput (vehicles/wk), Avg Repair cycle time All contract

(mission capability, battle damage), cost (per repair
type, operation level)

Figure 3-2: Sustainment Concept

Include as-of date

3.1 Sustainment Strategy Considerations

3.1.1 Obsolescence Management

No later than Milestone B, address the program’s implementation of obsolescence management planning to
include Diminishing Manufacturing Sources and Material Shortages (DMSMS). Provide data for the management
plan, known or predicted obsolete parts for all program system specifications, obsolete parts with suitable
replacements, and actions to address obsolete parts without suitable replacements (Table 3-2).
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Obsolescence Management CDRL # of Obsolete Parts in # of Suitable
Plan System Specifications Replacements

Contractor “X” DMSMS Plan May 2014

Additional Information

. Requires testing and certification for program protection/Supply Chain Risk
P/N 764161, Field Management (SCRM)
Programmable Gate Array

(FPGA)

Table 3-2: Obsolescence Management

Include as-of date
3.1.2 Competition in Sustainment

Provide information for planned competition in product support. Include all competition opportunities under
consideration and note any small business opportunities; not all competition is open to small business
opportunities. Data must be consistent with and inform the other program strategies (e.g., Competition described
in the Acquisition Strategy, IP) and the LCSP (e.g., Figure 3-1 Reference Design Concept, Figure 3-2
Sustainment Concept). The following Table 3-3 is a notional format to illustrate competition information.

Competition Opportunity Planned Start Small Business Additional Info

Opportunity

(Y/N)
1Qtr FY23 Yes | Software source code is for integration
middieware between the sensor (proprietary)

ISR software

and platform avionics
Auxiliary Power Unit 3Qtr FY25 N Market research indicates multiple vendor
(APU) support base.

Table 3-3: Competition

Include as-of date

3.1.3 Property Management

Provide a list of all system35 used to track all accountable property within the program, including operating
material and supplies, general equipment and inventory, regardless of custody (e.g., government, industry, third

party, FMS).

Provide a summary of the property management approach, including the governing guidance, agreements, their
review cycle, and the use of the DoD Item Unique Item (IUID) Registry GFP Module., and use of the registry.
Table 3-4 is an example format of required information.

° Al systems includes formally approved Accountable Property System of Record or other suitable systems that
maintain accountability records.
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APSR/System Governing Property Management DoD IUID -
Guidance Agreement* Who/Type Review Cycle Registry — GFP

(include DoD, Module (Y/N)*
Service & Local)

SECNAVIST 7320.10A | Contractor X Contract A Bi-Annual

Navy ERP

AR 700-131 Contractory ContractB Annual
Air Force Standard FMS CustomerZ | CLSSAC Bi-Annual
Base Supply System,

AFI 23-101

Table 3-4: Property Management

Include as-of date

*If no or not applicable (N/A), provide explanation, e.g., no transferred government property

3.1.4 Cybersecurity

The Program Protection Plan is the program’s primary document for managing a program’s protection of their
technology, components, and information throughout the system life cycle. The Program Protection Plan includes
areas that directly impact sustainment including Cybersecurity Strategy, Anti-Tamper Plan, and Supply Chain Risk
Management. This section of the LCSP is reserved for appropriate cybersecurity and related program protection
planning details and to identify the PM responsible for the Program Protection Plan during system sustainment
and disposal.

3.1.5 Other Sustainment Considerations

Sustainment planning and implementation do not occur in isolation do not occur in isolation and are affected by
other functional areas. In this section, identify cross functional sustainment issues and risks that are design
and/or cost drivers, especially as they impact the system's integrated product support elements. If addressed in
another source, cite the document (e.g., Programmatic Environmental Safety and Occupational Health Evaluation
[PESHE]), and provide a short summary. Examples include counterfeit management, designing for
transportability, hazardous materials requiring special protective equipment and special handling for
demilitarization and disposal, precious metals recovery, controlled item management (e.g., subsystems or
components that are cyber critical, classified, export controlled, pilferable, require data wiping prior to
demil/disposal), software sustainment, and technical data management to support cataloging and provisioning,
standardization, interchangeability, and substitutability. Additionally, additive manufacturing is a rapidly
developing capability that directly affects the DoD sustainment enterprise; 3D printing is one such capability but
it's applicable to multiple systems and echelons of support. Identify only those additive manufacturing capabilities
that are unique to the system's product support.

Counterfeit management is an additional consideration. Implementation of a counterfeit program is a program
and Component level responsibility and its management after production start and across a system’s life-cycle
requires logistics planning and integration.

3.2 Sustainment Relationships

Identify relationships (industry, Service staff elements, other DoD Components, Primary Inventory Control Activity
(PICA), Secondary Inventory Control Activity (SICA), international partnerships, etc.) for the product support
strategy. List planned provisions to ensure product support providers remain viable throughout the life-cycle. The
data can be a figure, table, or diagram but must include all product support stakeholders.

Considerations for System of Systems programs: Listed information should include sustainment relationships
with Government Furnished Equipment (GFE) providers and other organizations with equipment that impacts the
sustainment of the platform.
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3.3 Product Support Arrangements

In this section, list all product support arrangements (contract, task order, agreement or non-contractual
arrangement within the government) for systems, subsystems or components.

331 Contract Support Providers
List the current and planned sustainment contracts that comprise the product support package. The information
listed in Table 3-5 must be consistent with the Acquisition and Intellectual Property Strategies and include:

e Name and Contract line ltem Numbers (CLINs)

e Organization and points of contact

e Products and period of performance covered, including remaining actions to put the contract into place
e Responsibilities/authorities and functions

e Performance metrics and incentives

e Status of Cost and Software Data Reporting (CSDR) planning/reporting

Note: Include the associated costs for each contract in the cost section (Chapter 7 — Cost and Funding) broken
out into appropriate logical segments (e.g., locations or types of site, functions, etc.). The costs must roll-up and
be traceable to the procurement, Operations and Maintenance (O&M) and Operating and Support (O&S) data
provided in the program’s Life-Cycle Cost Estimate (LCCE), the system’s affordability requirement, as well as
Planning, Programming and Budgeting System (PPBS) documents.

The information included in Table 3-5 characterizes the primary attributes of sustainment contracts and must
reflect the requirements decomposition and work breakdown presented in Table 3-1. Data must include incentives
and remedies (competition, incentive and award fees, etc.) designed to improve performance and reduce cost.
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Product Support Related Contracts

ISR NAVSUP Products Responsibilities: Metrics: 1921-5
Sustainme | Weapon Covered: Integrate all design and An target of 95% being
nt Contract | System Support | ¢ ISR product support efforts with min of 6% cost | submitted
(WSS) Avionics | ISR equipment including decrease each year | per CSDR
CLIN: e ISR configuration e Contract plan dated
WwWw Point of Contact Ground management. extension if met | December
Stations 2014
Type: Contractor A Time frame: Functions:
Firm Fixed Jan 2015 to Sustainment Coverage
Price Dec 2018 includes
(FFP) 4 yr. base e Maintenance beyond
with potential organizational level
for 3 e  Supply support
additional e Publications
option years e Training of
organizational
Datef of nersorihél
signed BCA e Transportation
and signatory between contractor
and 1* designation
XXX NAVAIR Products Responsibilities: XXX Metrics: CSDR/Earn
Covered: ed Value
o 777 XXX Manageme
nt (EVM)
CLIN: TBD Timeframe: Functions: co-planin
WwWWwW Expecta 5 Sustainment Coverage draft with
year contract | includes CAPE and
Type: e RFPto e YYY PARCA
FFP be issued e YYY
Feb 2015
e Contract
award
expected
Jan 2019
Table 3-5: Performance Based Arrangements in Contracts
Include an as-of date
3.3.2 Performance Agreements

List the planned or current agreements that are part of the product support package. Information provided must
be consistent with the Acquisition Strategy and supported by the IP Strategy. Information presentation is
tailorable and Table 3-6 provides an example of performance agreements information for a fielded system.
Performance agreement related costs must be traceable to the procurement, O&M, and O&S data provided in the
program’s LCCE and the system’s affordability requirement.
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Performance Agreements with Organic Product Support Providers

Organization System \ Act|V|t | Documentation Metrics
Corpus Christi 1. T70-GE-701D 3000 hour Memorandum of 1. Repair Cycle
Army Depot 2. Chord Blade Depot Agreement (MOA) Time = 30 days
Overhaul with Headquarters 2. Repair Cycle
2. Chord Blade | Army Materiel Time = 14 days
Repair Command
(Estimated
Completion Date
(ECD): 3d Qtr. 2017)
Fleet Readiness | Common Missile 1. Sensor MOA with AMC and 1. Repair Cycle
Center (FRC) Warning System Repair FRC South East Time = 14 days
Southeast 2. Sensor (ECD: 2018) 2. 88% Army supply
. . _ 1. Spares | system spares
Defense Common, MiSsile Kizld spares HBD 85% spare parts
Logistics Warning System stockage at field level
Agency (DLA)
Aviation
Letterkenny Enhanced Laser 1. Depot Level | See PEO Memo, 1. Repair Cycle
Army Depot Warning System Reparable Next Gen Vertical Time = 14 days;
(DLR) Repair | Lift Support System NMCS
2. Spares Agreement, June 23, >=91%
support 2014 2. 92% spare

stockage at field
level

Table 3-6: Performance Agreements (Organic Support Providers)6

Include an as-of date

addressed throughout the program life-cycle?

been considered when they reduce cost?

effective post-production software support?

Critical Thinking Questions for Product Support Strategy:

o Is software associated with the system considered an integral component of that
system, and software support and maintenance support device interoperability

e Has use of enterprise-wide commercial computer software licenses, when available,
e Has adequate software supportability been planned to include adequate support

equipment, maintenance software, technical data, personnel, resources, and facilities
and procedures to facilitate modifying and installing software, and maintaining

6 Early in the acquisition process, complete details will not be available but should reflect product support strategy
planning. By CDR, the program should have sufficiently defined the PBAs to identify contract actions required to
support the organic providers, their implementation schedule, and PPBS documentation.
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4 Program Review Issues and Corrective Actions

The purpose of this section is to provide a single location to track and monitor information on the development of a
system’s product support as part of a program’s standard review processes. These processes span a program’s
different functional areas, including programmatic (program management reviews), technical (System
Requirements Review [SRR], PDR, CDR, Production Readiness Review [PRR]), test (Test Readiness Review
[TRR]), and logistics (Independent Logistics Assessment [ILA]). As a statutory reporting requirement, an ILA
executive summary is provided as a separate annex to the LCSP (see Section 10).

Provide a single location to track and monitor sustainment-related findings and corrective actions among design,
programmatic, test and logistics reviews (Table 4-1). Provide data for reviews in which the product support team
participates, the sustainment findings from the reviews, as well as corrective action and completion dates. The
data can include entries for planned reviews. Data should include information from reviews accomplished for all
subsystems, supporting systems (e.g., trainers, simulators) or system of systems that impact the system’s product
support. Entries on this table should be tied to the logistics-related events on the Product Support Schedule in
Section 6 of the LCSP and Supportability Analysis in Section 9.

Review Sustainment Open Sustainment Findings/Action
Findings/Actions

System Requirements Review | 3 SRR 2014-2
BIT Fault isolation (FI) requirements were not
identified

System Functional Review 1 SFR 2014-1

Functional requirements for portable maintenance
aids for BIT FI not defined.
Preliminary Design Review 5 FRR 2014.1

Late delivery of preliminary FMECA’s impacting
delivery of Level of Repair Analysis (LORA) and MTA.
Critical Design Review 10 CDR 2014-05

LRU-3 logistics reliability is less than half of planned;
3 circuit cards contribute to 90% of failures;
investigation into design or manufacturing issue (3Qtr
2015)

Production Readiness Review PRR 2014-01

Bill of Material not established to support
obsolescence management.

Table 4-1: Program Review Results

Include as-of date

Considerations for system of systems programs: Entries included in this table should be expanded to include
any reviews of an associated system/subsystem that resides in the system or impacts the system’s sustainment.

Critical Thinking Questions for the Program Review Issues and Corrective Actions:

e Have the reviews conducted to date resulted in changes to product support strategy?

e Was anything related to product support strategy discovered or learned during the
reviews?

e Were any product support strategy assumptions confirmed during the reviews? Were
risks raised or retired?
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5 Influencing Design and Sustainment

The purpose of this section is to identify the statutory, Department regulatory and Component-level policy
(regulations, instructions) requirements that affect a system’s design and performance. This information is not a
listing of the myriad requirements multiple organization echelons need to comply with but to identify those
requirements that affect a system’s product support strategy, planning, and implementation. Each program must
evaluate these requirements individually for applicability, e.g., corrosion control requirements will not apply for a
MAIS program’s server system that resides in an environmentally controlled facility. Identified requirements, their
associated analyses and documentation, and reviews must be integrated with other LCSP sections (e.g., product
support strategy, supportability analysis, schedule) and must be consistent with the assumptions and
methodologies that are used in those sections, as well as other acquisition documentation (e.g., O&S cost
estimation and Cost Analysis Requirements Description [CARD]).

The information provided identifies the requirement (statute, regulation, instruction), if it is a design or sustainment
consideration (can be both, e.g., corrosion, IUID, Condition Based Maintenance [CBM]), how, when, and where
the requirement is documented, and its review. It is important that cited requirements are actionable (e.g.,
acquisition documentation, RFP, SOW, specification). Table 5-1 is an example that presents this data.

Documentation

Review

Requirement Design
Sustainment

Core Logistics Requirements

10 United States Code (USC) 2464
Core Logistics Capabilities
Department of Defense Instruction

Sustainment

Core Logistics Analysis (CLA)
DSOR Analysis
LCSP Section 3

2366a, 2366b,
Milestone A, B, C, Full
Rate Production
Decision Review

AR 750-59 Corrosion Prevention
and Control for Army Materiel

Control Plan CLIN A-007

(DoDl) 4151.20 (FRPDR)

OPNAVINST 4790.14B System’s ILA across
its life-cycle.

Corrosion Design e SEP,v2.15 2366b, Milestone A,

10 USC 2228 Corrosion Sustainment | «  EMD RFP (Nov 2016); B, C, FRPDR

DoDI 5000.67 Corrosion Prevention and System ILA across its

life-cycle

Based Maintenance Plus Policy

e LCSP, Sec 7 (CARD

e  Milestone C SEP (v TBD)

e Production RFP (TBD)
DMSMS Sustainment | ¢  LCSP, Milestone B (v2.5) Milestone B, C,
FY14 National Defense e LCSP, Milestone C (TBD) FRPDR
Authorization Act (NDAA), Sec 803 e LCSP, FRPDR (TBD) LCSP, System’s ILA across
AFMCI 23-103 Diminishing Section 3 its life-cycle.
Manufacturing Sources and o\ L_IndustidiBage Analysis
Material Shortages (DMSMS) e EMD RFP, DMSMS Plan,
Program CDRL A-09

e Prog Protection Plan (TBD)
Transportability Design e SEP,v1.0 Milestone A, B, C
DoDI 4540.07 e  Technology Maturation and Operational Test and
AR 70-47 Engineering for Risk Reduction (TMRR) RFP Evaluation (OT&E)
Transportability Program (Nov 2017)

e  Milestone B SEP (v TBD)

e TEMP (TBD)
CBM Plus (CBM+) Design e SEP,v1.0 Milestone B, C,
DoDI 4151.22 ¢ TMRR RFP (Oct 2018) FRPDR
OPNAVINST 4790.16B Condition e LCSP, Section 3,9 System’s ILA across
Based Maintenance and Condition its life-cycle.

Table 5-1: Design and Sustainment Requirement

Include as-of date
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Critical Thinking Questions for Influencing Design and Sustainment:

e How do the analyses/ plans in Table 5-1 impact product support strategy?
e Do the requirements in Table 5-1 create program cost drivers?

26





Classification/Distribution Statement, as required

6 Integrated Schedule

Provide the product support schedule consistent with the program’s integrated master schedule (Figure 6-1).
Schedule items include but are not limited to:

e Significant program activities (i.e., activities which must be performed to produce, field, and sustain the
system). Examples include: program and technical reviews (including ILAs), RFP release dates for
sustainment related contracts, software releases (post-FRP), sustainment contracts, CLA/DSOR
process, I0C, fielding plan, and Product Support Business Case Analysis (BCA).

e Major logistics and sustainment events for product support elements with specific emphasis on materiel
and data development and deliveries.

e Major activation activities for sites in the supply chain required to support the system, to include
maintenance (field, depot, overseas, ashore), supply, and training. Include events for contractor support
(interim, long term, partnerships).

e Interdependencies and interactions with other weapon systems or subsystems that are part of the

platform.
Fiscal Year 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27
M-Demo |12 3 4[1234[1234|1234[1234[1234|1234[1234[1234]1234[1234[1234]1234|1234[1234]1234[1234][1234]12334
Requirements = e 0 cro T 10C W] W Fpc
oy res e Engineering and Manufacturing Development Production / Deployment
A Am}ﬁmgm Sy e Cafany and ranfracanmg Proc TRP TIdTE TR
- . 7Aymm ol
Acquisition Milestone s A | MS-C FRP.
SRR
CDR SVR/FCA/PRR PEA
- [ovicrs* | SFR PDI T R,R
System Engineering
FMECA| V Divers ¥ Systems J Subsystems V Repairableg v
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Figure 6-1: Product Support Schedule

Include as-of date
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Critical Thinking Questions for the Integrated Schedule:

e Are all of the planned product support strategy analyses, demonstrations and tests
reflected on the product support schedule?

e Are product support strategy events synchronized to support acquisition events and to
influence decision points?
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7 Cost and Funding

Information in Section 7 of the LCSP should be developed in collaboration with the program’s cost estimators and
business financial manager.

7.1 O&S Cost

711 0&S Cost Estimate

The purpose of this section is to track the evolution of the O&S framing assumptions, cost estimates, and cost
actuals as the program progresses through the life-cycle.

Through brief text and graphics, provide O&S cost data on the antecedent/legacy system(s) (if applicable) and the
system. For antecedent system, provide the name and current O&S cost estimate/actuals. Identify major
differences between the legacy system and the program (e.g., differences in manning, maintenance, unit quantity,
expected service life). For the program, provide each major O&S cost estimate that has been performed. Include
information to highlight any major changes from one estimate to the next; include both assumption and
technical/programmatic changes. O&S cost data comparisons should be done in the program of record constant
year dollars. Cost should be reported in accordance with the current Cost Assessment and Program Evalution
(CAPE) O&S Cost Element Structure (currently dated March 2014). All O&S cost should be included, regardless
of funding source or management control. This means that the O&S cost is not limited to certain budget accounts
or to categories controlled by certain lines of authority. This likely includes costs outside of the program office’s
control.

Legacy system O&S cost data should be from authoritative Component data source(s), including the Naval
Visibility and Management of Operating and Support Costs (VAMOSC) database, the Air Force Total Ownership
Cost (AFTOC) database, and the Army’s Operating and Support Management Information System (OSMIS).
Current system data sources include the CAPE Independent Cost Estimate (ICE), Service ICE, Service Cost
Position (SCP), and Program Office Estimate (POE). The O&S cost data for the system represents its O&S Will
Cost. As the system matures and evolves through its development, fielding, and operation, update data to
provide a comparison of how the O&S estimate has evolved over time, the date of the estimate, and planned
updates.

The following figure (Figure 7-1) is a notional example for O&S data using a graph but it can be a description,
table, or other format that is most appropriate for the program to display the required information.
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Figure 7-1: Evolution of the O&S Cost Estimate for the System

Include an as-of date

After Milestone C, this section should include a comparison of actual O&S cost to estimates. Provide data on
major changes affecting O&S cost (e.g., assumptions that have changed — Operational Tempo [OPTEMPO] was
planned for 500 flying hours per aircraft per year, actual usage has been 350), subsystems or components
reliability, etc., and actions planned or implemented to address O&S cost growth.

7.1.2 Disposal Cost Estimate

The purpose of this section is to baseline the disposal costs of the antecedent/legacy system and compare the
evolution of the Disposal cost estimate of the new system against that baseline.”

Provide data on the system’s current disposal cost estimate (Figure 7-2), to include the estimate source (e.g.,
CAPE ICE, Service ICE, SCP, POE), the date of the estimate, the next planned update, major assumptions, and
where complete estimate documentation is available. All disposal/demilitarization costs should be included,
regardless of funding source or management. Provide a comparison of how the system’s disposal estimate has
evolved over time and show in the program of record constant year dollars. The following figure is an example
using a graph but it can be a description, table, or other format.

" While disposal is not part of O&S cost, it is discussed in this section because disposal costs can often be
substantial and design choices are the most effective means of controlling these long-term costs.
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Figure 7-2: Disposal Cost Estimate

Include an as-of date

7.1.3 0&S and Disposal Cost Drivers

The purpose of this section is to identify the elements of the system that are the greatest contributors to the
estimated O&S and disposal costs. Include specific variables driving O&S cost and the actionable Should Cost
initiatives the program plans to use in controlling such costs (Section 7.1.4 O&S and Disposal Should Cost
Initiatives). Should Cost initiatives specific to disposal cost should be included if disposal cost is expected to be a
sizeable portion of the life-cycle cost.

Identify expected or known (post-Milestone C) O&S cost driving categories using the CAPE O&S cost elements.
Figure 7-3 shows one way to portray this information. Once the most expensive CAPE O&S cost elements are
determined, further analysis should be performed to decompose those cost elements into the specific labor and
material costs that contribute to that element. Actionable O&S cost drivers early in the acquisition process often
can be addressed through the system’s design. After fielding, the reliability of a subsystem’s components may be
a cost driver and require re-design.

At Milestone A, cost driver analysis will likely take the form of comparison to legacy system costs. From Milestone
B to Milestone C, cost driver analysis should be based on the system design and developmental testing. After
Milestone C, cost driver analysis should be based on system actual costs, including initial operational testing and
evaluation, as illustrated by the following figure. For more information on identifying cost drivers, see the February
2016 OSD Operating and Support Cost Management Guidebook.
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Figure 7-3: System Actual Costs, Including Initial Fielding

Include an as-of date

Critical Thinking Questions for O&S and Disposal Cost Drivers:

e How can the identified cost drivers be changed to reduce O&S cost?
e Are the most expensive categories something that can be influenced by design or non-

materiel solutions?

7.1.4 0&sS and Disposal Should Cost Initiatives
The purpose of the section is to identify O&S and disposal Should Cost initiatives and track the status of those
initiatives.

Using the identified cost drivers (Section 7.1.3), list the program’s O&S and disposal Should Cost Initiatives (Table
7-1). Identify the initiative, rationale for selection, investment dollars required, appropriation type to resource the
investment (e.g., Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation [RDT&E], procurement, and O&M), expected
0&S savings/avoidance, expected timeframe for the savings/avoidance, and current status of the initiative. At
Milestone A, Should Cost initiatives will likely be based on legacy system cost drivers or problem areas. At
Milestone B, Should Cost initiatives should begin to factor in attributes of the system design. By Milestone C,
Should Cost initiatives should focus on known or anticipated issues identified through test and actual performance
data of the system. For more information on establishing O&S Should Cost initiatives, please reference the
February 2016 OSD Operating and Support Cost Management Guidebook.
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Initiative Name* Investment $ Expected O&S Planned Current
Required/Investment A Savings/Avoidance Start of Status

Type Savings or
Nla NN / Avoidance

Reduce depot maintenance time $3M RDT&E (TY$) | $10M FY2025 Funding
by 10% by increasing reliability (CY10%)/system requested
over the life-cycle in PB2019

Table 7-1: O&S and Disposal Should Cost Initiatives

Include an as-of date

* Listed Should Cost initiatives should be limited to those within control of the program office. Do not include
Should Cost Initiatives for subsystems that are the purview of other programs in order to avoid double counting.

7.2 0&S Affordability Constraints

The purpose of this section is to identify the established O&S affordability constraints (target/goal/cap) for the
program and to provide the status of meeting the constraint.

Include a record of the proposed and established O&S cost affordability constraints for the program (notional
example provide in Table 7-2). For LCSP updates after Milestone C, provide the status of expenditures against
the approved O&S Affordability Cap. Include the definition of the metric used to describe the constraint (average
$/unit/year, average $/year, $/flying hour/year, $/steady state year, etc.) and the type of dollars (constant year XX,
then year, etc.) the constraint is expressed in. Include a synopsis of the affordability analysis and/or reference the
affordability analysis documentation.

MS A

MS B

MS C

MS C + 5 years
MS C + 10 years
MS C + 15 years

Table 7-2: O&S Cost Affordability Constraints

Include an as-of date

If additional metrics will be used by the program to track the affordability constraints, define those additional
metrics in this section and provide information on how the data will be collected and used.

Provide a comparison of the current O&S cost estimate to the established (or proposed) affordability constraint
(notional example provided in Table 7-3). A positive delta (calculated by constraint minus current O&S cost
estimate) indicates affordability, while a negative delta indicates that that system is not affordable in the O&S
phase.

Current Affordability Current O&S Cost DELTA Affordability Result

Constraint Estimate \ Al ystem/year)
(BY10$M/system/year) (BY1 osws’}@eﬂﬁe‘%'— EX;&WEt
$55M $49.25M $5.75M Affordable

Table 7-3: O&S Cost Affordability Constraints (Comparison)

Include an as-of date
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If the comparison indicates that the system is unaffordable in O&S, include the program’s plan to reduce O&S cost
to meet the affordability constraint.

Critical Thinking Questions for O&S Affordability Constraints:

e If the program is unaffordable in O&S, what can be done within the program to reduce
cost?

e Do you understand the priority of this program/system to the Component?

7.3 0&S and Disposal Budgets

The purpose of this section is to link the O&S resources required (per the cost estimate) to the actual/expected
budget levels and to highlight and address any shortfalls.

Provide information on the system’s O&S requirements and funding levels in the most recent budget cycle
(notional examples provided in Table 7-4, Table 7-5, and Table 7-6). For the system, include the total of each
appropriation in both Then Year and Constant Year dollars. Also, provide a comparison to the total actual dollars
spent on the legacy system for each appropriation in Constant Year dollars. Different levels of information are
appropriate depending on the phase of the life-cycle.

0&S funding requirements shown must tie to the most recent O&S cost estimate shown in Section 7.1 of the

LCSP. At Milestone B and beyond, the program should provide details of O&S requirements and funds controlled
by the program office.

o Milestone A: O&S and Disposal cost requirements by appropriation

Total O&S and Disposal Funding by Appropriation
Program | Legacy
Total Total
required TY$M Prior FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY17-21 | To Comp | Prog Total| (CY$XX) [(CY$XX)
08&S RDT&E 03 04 0.6 15 2.1 3.0 4.9 12.1 295.2 308.0] 196.0 250.3
0&S PROCUREMENT 0.6 A0S T A b 2al e\ oasnl aree| 24.1 590.5 616.0]  509.0 505.9
Non-PMO-funded O&M 2.4 INIS30) 1 I {JINFAL B8 | A\ AN 5ok | 96.5 2,361.9 2464.2| 2134.0 2367.1
PMO-funded O&M 0.5 0.9 1.6 3.9 7.0 9.0 14.5 36.0 295.2 3326 1920 451
MILPERS 3.0 3.3 49 12.0 15.2 25.3 29.4 86.8 2,596.8 2,689.9| 22586 2689.4
TOTAL O&S (without Indirects) - 6.9 8.8 12.8 31.9 45.1 67.6 98.1 255.5 6,139.7 6,410.8| 5289.6 6263.7
DISPOSAL (specify appn) 50.0 50.0 32.6 47.8
CUMULATIVE QUANTITIES? 2 5 9 15 31 49 80 80 100

Note 1: Requirement Source:
Note 2: Quantity based on number of systems in senice as of the end of the FY. Provide explanation if total sustainment quantity is less than the acqusition total.
Note 3: Indirect costs are omitted from this table. Total Indirects cost requirement is $XX (CYXXS$), $XX (TY$).

Table 7-4: Total O&S and Disposal Funding by Appropriation (MS A Example)

Include as-of date
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¢ Milestone B: O&S and Disposal cost requirements and Program Management Office (PMO) funded

budget by appropriation
Total O&S and Disposal Funding by Appropriation
Program | Legacy
Total Total

TY$M Prior FY17-21 | To Comp | Prog Total| (CY$XX) [(CY$XX)
0&S RDT&E requirement 12.1 295.2 308.0 196 250.3)
0&S PROCUREMENT requirement 241 590.5 616.0 509 505.9]
Non-PMO-funded O&M requirement 96.5 2,361.9 2,464.2 2134] 2367.1
PMO-funded O&M requirement 36.0 295.2 332.6 192! 451

Prior Budget $ (PB16) 32.1

Current Budget$ (POM17) 33.4
MILPERS 86.8 2,5696.8 2,689.9 2258.6] 2689.4f
TOTAL O&S (without Indirects) 2555 6,139.6 6,410.7 5289.6) 6263.7|
DISPOSAL (specify appn) 50.0 50.0 32.6 47.8|
CUMULATIVE QUANTITIES? 2 5 9 15 31 49 80| 80 100

Note 1: Requirement Source:
Note 2: Quantity based on number of systems in senice as of the end of the FY. Provide explanation if total sustainment quantity is less than the acqusition total.
Note 3: Indirect costs are omitted from the table. Total Indirects cost requirement is $XX (CYXXS$), $XX (TY$).

Table 7-5: Total O&S and Disposal Funding by Appropriation (MS B Example)

Include as-of date

e Milestone C and beyond: O&S and Disposal cost requirements and O&S budgets by appropriation

Total O&S and Disposal Funding by Appropriation
Program | Legacy
Total Total
TY$M Prior FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY17-21 | To Comp | Prog Total| (CY$XX) |(CY$XX)
0&S RDT&E requirement 0.3 0.4 0.6 15 121 295.2 308.0 196.0 250.3
Prior Budget $ (PB16) 0.2 0.5 0.6 15 12.1
Current Budget $ (POM17) 0.3 0.4 0.6 1.5 10.6
0&S PROCUREMENT requirement 0.6 0.8 1.1 29 242 590.5 616.1 509.0 505.9
Prior Budget $ (PB16) 0.6 0.8 0.5 3.0 23.7
Current Budget $ (POM17) 0.6 8.0 11 2.7 24.0
Non-PMO-funded O&M requirement N e e o T g AZ | 96.5 2361.9 2464.1] 21340 | 2367.1
Prior Budget $ (PB16) AVIEDHEIWIN-TAY B 97.2
Current Budget $ (POM17) 2.4 31 4.6 1.7 96.5
PMO-funded O&M requirement 0.5 0.9 1.6 3.9 36.0 295.2 332.6 192.0 451.0
Prior Budget $ (PB16) 0.3 0.4 0.6 39 32.1
Current Budget $ (POM17) 0.3 0.5 16 3.9 33.4
MILPERS requirement 3.0 33 4.9 12.0 15.2 253 294 86.8 2596.8 2689.9 | 2258.6 2689.4
Prior Budget $ (PB16) 3.0 3.3 4.9 12.0 15.2 25.3 294 86.8
Current Budget $ (POM17) 3.0 3.3 4.9 12.0 15.2 253 29.4 86.8
TOTAL O&S (without Indirects) requirement 6.8 8.7 12.8 32.0 45.1 67.6 98.1 255.6 6139.6 6410.7 5289.6 6263.7
Prior Budget $ (PB16) - 6.1 8.0 11.6 32.4 43.1 66.2 98.6 251.9
Current Budget $ (POM17) - 6.6 15.3 12.8 31.8 43.0 66.0 97.7 251.3
DISPOSAL (specify appn) requirement 50 50 32.6 47.8
CUMULATIVE QUANTITIES? 2 5 9 15 31 49 80 80 100

Note 1: Requirement Source:
Note 2: Quantity based on number of systems in service as of the end of the FY. Provide explanation if total sustainment quantity is less than the acqusition total.
Note 3: Indirect costs are omitted from the table. Total Indirects cost requirement is $XX (CYXX3), $XX (TY$).

Table 7-6: Total O&S and Disposal Funding by Appropriation (MS C and Beyond Example)

Include as-of date

The previous Tables (Table 7-4, Table 7-5, Table 7-6) are examples to portray O&S budget information.
Programs may display the required information in the format most relevant/useful to themselves. Definitions for
the categories in the chart are:

e 0O&S RDT&E: RDT&E appropriated funding required during the O&S phase of the life-cycle.

e  0O&S Procurement: Procurement appropriated funding required during the O&S phase of the life-cycle.

e Non-Program Management Office (PMO)-funded O&M: O&M appropriated funding required by the Fleet
(non-program office funded) during the O&S phase of the life-cycle.

e PMO-funded O&M: O&M appropriated funding controlled by the program office during the O&S phase of
the life-cycle.

o Military Personnel (MILPERS): funding appropriated for the military personnel associated with the
system.
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In O&S cost estimates, all costs are included regardless of funding source or management control. The same is
true for the budget summaries depicted in Table 7-4, Table 7-5, and Table 7-6. In addition to the budget
information provided above, include a breakout of costs/budgets attributed to specific funding sources and
management control. This may be descriptive or tabular. The fidelity of the estimates and sources will mature as
the system progresses through acquisition and should be included in each LCSP iteration.

Include an impact statement of any shortfalls and describe steps taken to mitigate any risk.

Critical Thinking Questions for O&S and Disposal Budgets:

e Have all required funds been budgeted for?
e  What plan does the program have if required funds are not provided?

e  What specific impacts will result from any budget shortfalls? Can these impacts be tied
to the system’s sustainment requirements (KPP/KSA)?
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8 Management

The program’s product support organizational structure and Integrated Product Teams (IPTs) change through the
acquisition process and Operations and Support Phase. Manpower data should be consistent with data in the
program’s CARD.

8.1 Organization
8.1.1 Government Program Office Organization

Provide data on the program office organization product support function. Include an as-of date and the following
information:

e PSM and staff organization and alignment in the program office

e Functional offices (e.g., Test and Evaluation [T&E], Engineering, Financial Management) responsible for
LCSP review and signature

e  Core, matrix, and contractor support personnel

e Contracting support, Contracting Officer's Representative (COR)/Administrative Contracting Officer
(ACO)

If the Product Support Manager is not currently certified as Level Il under the Defense Acquisition Workforce
Improvement Act, summarize the specific actions and timeframe for certification. Additionally, outline roles,
responsibilities, and reporting relationship(s) relative to all logistics, sustainment or materiel commands for product
support package implementation.

Provide information on how the product support related staff will evolve as the program matures. For
Components that have an organizational transfer of the program from an acquisition program office to a
sustainment program office, provide information on the timing, process and shift in PSM duties, to include transfer
of the manning and responsibilities from one organization to another. As an example, a ship program may need
to discuss the interfaces with Participating Acquisition Resource Managers (PARMs), NAVSEA08, NAVSEA04,
and/or SSP and the plan for transferring responsibilities with the sustainment organization (NAVSEA 21).

8.1.2 Product Support Team

Provide data for all IPTs and working groups for sustainment or integration of sustainment. The following table
(Table 8-1) is a notional presentation for presentation of this data.

Product Support IPTs are expected to include appropriate Service and DoD Agency (e.g., DLA, Defense
Information System Agency [DISA], Joint Federated Assurance Center [JFAC]) representation for all equities and
requirements (e.g., maintenance, contracts, supply chain, transportation, constraints, and risks) to inform LCSP
development.

Include all relevant stakeholders (including other program offices and organizations) for sustainment IPTs.
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Stakeholders

(by Function or
Organization

Role, Responsibility,
and Authority

Products & Metrics

PS IPT - Program Office Role: IPT Purpose Products:
e  Deputy Program Responsibilities: e LCSP/LCSP Updates
Manager (DPM) Integrate all product ¢ Integrated Master Plan
e SysEng. Lead support efforts (IMP)/Integrated Master
e Financial Lead e Team Member Scheduled (IMS) Inputs
e SW Lead Responsibilities ¢ Specifications
e Site Rep. » Cost, Performance, e Acquisition Strategy input
 Reliability and Schedule Goals
Maintainability e Scope, Boundaries | Metrics:
(R&M) Lead of IPT e Cost
PSM | - PSis (List) Responsibilities o Program Product Support
- Prod Spt IPT Leads (List) Element costs
- Sustainment command Schedule and o Operating Target
Representative(s) ' frequency of meetings (OPTAR)
- DoD Agercy Schedule
Representative(s) Date of signed IPT o Sustainment
- Key Subcontractor or charter and signatory oAwm
Suppliers oLog Foot Print
e Engine
¢ XXX
Size: YYY
- Program Office Role: IPT Purpose Products:
e Sys Eng. Lead e Specification input
e  Test Manager Responsibilities: e LCSP input
e Logistics Manager | Integrate all technical e EMP input
e R&M Deputy efforts Metrics:
e Site Rep. e Team Member e Performance Measure 1
- PSI X Lead Responsibilities o Performance Measure 2
XXX IPT | xxx |- Key Subcontractor or * Cost, Performance,
Suppliers Schedule Goals
Size: YYY e Scope, Boundaries

of IPT

Responsibilities
Schedule and
frequency of meetings
Date of signed IPT
charter and signatory

Table 8-1: Integrated Product Teams (IPTs)

Include an as-of date

Critical Thinking Questions for Management:

Is the PSM positioned at the right level of the management structure and staffed to

influence decisions?

When and how should the PSM’s team be involved in design decisions for sustainment

considerations?
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8.2 Sustainment Risk Management

Identify sustainment risks identified as part of a program’s risk management processes and plans (consistent and
integrated with the development contractor’s risk systems). Include the risk rating, driver, impact if realized,
mitigation plan, and current status. The following table (Table 8-2) is an example for data presentation.

Sustainment risk management must be part of the program’s overall risk management program and not an

isolated process. Sustainment specific risks that could adversely impact the product support package vary (e.g.,
changing design baseline, requirements creep, immature sustainment technologies for new critical technologies,
and DT/OT&E results).

Driver

Impact

Mitigation Plan

Status

APU Reliability

Yellow

Lower than

expected reliability
values from Limited

User. Test (LUT)

If reliability
values do not
meet thresholds
by-1QC, then
overail systermn
availability will
not be achieved
and O&S cost
will increase

Institute a
reliability growth
plan
incorporating
results from
FMECA review

In process,
tracking against
revised
reliability
growth curve.
IOT&E
scheduled for
May 2019

Table 8-2: Risk Summary

Include an as-of date

&In general, the same tool should be used. If the contractor’s tool is acceptable, then this merely requires
Government-direct, networked access to that tool.
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9 Supportability Analysis

This section lists the analytic methods and tools that the Supportability Analysis Engineers and PSM team use to
define the product support package. The program must closely align the engineering design with the product
support elements to ensure that materiel availability can be achieved affordably. The CONOPS may indicate a
new operating environment for a commercial common system with resultant degradation in reliability. The PSM’s
role is to assess Failure Modes, Effects, and Criticality Analysis (FMECA) and other design output and support
subsequent design changes for sustainment impacts.

Early in the acquisition process, the emphasis of this section is on the design trades in preparation for each of the
design reviews necessary to achieve the sustainment requirements, and in preparation for the Pre-EMD Review.
As the program progresses into production, this section focuses more heavily on integrating the product support
elements to provide the most affordable product support. During sustainment, the focus is on adjusting product
support based on the operational needs.

9.1 Design Interface

This section must match the Systems Engineering Plan (SEP), so the logistics community can reference one
document for the FMECA, and ensure a common understanding of failure modes. Once the initial FMECA is
complete, the table provides a means to communicate changes as the design evolves. Ultimately, the FMECA
triggers the Program to make timely adjustments to the product support package.

9.1.1 Design Analysis

Provide data of the program’s Key Design Considerations in the program’s SEP, the key subsystems for each
consideration, major sustainment issues identified, planned reviews/updates, and any impacts or comments
(Table 9-1).
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Design
Consideration

Classification/Distribution Statement, as required

Key Subsystems

Sustainment
Issues

Planned
Reviews/
Updates

Impact/Comments

At Sea 1. Ejection seat 1. Humidity 1. PDR 1. New life limited
Operations degrades components
effectiveness
Sustained 2. Higherstress | 2. Reduced 2. PDR 2. Increased quantity of
High G on propulsion reliability spare parts required
system
Desert 3. Environmental | 3. Filters 3. SRR 3. Increase filter changes;
Operations 4. Hydraulic 4. Contamination | 4. SRR filter demand
4. Increased inspection
cycle
CBRN 5. Airframe 5. Available 5. SRR 5. Assess all DoD chem
Survivability 6. Propulsion decon wash 6. SRR decon wash products or
7. ECS products 7. PDR development of new
effect on 8. DT product
composite 9. OT&E 6. Assess all DoD chem
panels decon wash products or

6. Decon wash development of new
product effect product
on F104 7. Filter system access;

7. ECS CBRN contamination reporting
filtering (BIT, visual); decon
sysiem procedures

8. TBD
9. TBD
Corrosion 1. Airframe Component approved CPCP
Prevention 2. ECS Plan; ECD: 1Qtr/FY16
and Control
Environmental | 1. Backup power | 1. Hydrazine 1a Specialized Facilities
Safety and /MILCON
Occupational 1b Training
Health (ESOH) 1c Supply Support: ESOH
approval/bed down planning
Authorization | All operating O&M funding of Full Rate Tech refresh of servers and
To Operate systems tech refresh Production operating systems must
Decision (FRPD) | address DoDD 4630.5 and
and five year DoDI 4630.8
post-IOC ILA
review
IUID Component approved IUID
Implementation Plan; ECD:
3Qtr/FY16
Table 9-1: Sustainment in Key Design Considerations
Include an as-of date
9.1.2 Failure Modes, Effects, and Criticality Analysis (FMECA)

For each of the major or critical subsystems, provide the following details from the systems engineering FMECA.
Table 9-2 provides a sample table for this information.

e Systems (break into subsystems as needed to highlight subsystems with reliability drivers or with
reliability issues) and identify the responsible IPT Lead
e Schedule, including planned updates
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e List subsystems and/or modes driving changes to baseline product support package
e Impact on product support strategy or product support package baseline change

System | Schedule Issues/Likelihood Impact / comments
Airframe Complete ¢ New failure modes ¢ Update LORA to determine impact to organizational
IPT Lead Update uncovered due to scheduled maintenance. Ensure there are sufficient
after projected corrosion doors and panels to allow accessibility to critical
IOT&E issues around engine areas. Ensure panels, doors, etc. are
inlets and on wing spar. interchangeable between aircraft and designs meet
support event frequencies in terms of access and
its 3-dimensional access plane.
¢ Fuel tanks moved o Verify fuel tanks not adding stress to bulk heads
during operations resulting from high “G” operations
e Add desiccant and indicator, move to left side of
seat for easier access.
¢ Ejection seat initiator fails
in high humidity
environment
Propulsion 3Qtr.06 | o New failure mode ¢ Redesign with redundant oil passages. Now no
IPT Lead to 4™ Qtr. uncovered for oil pump longer commercial-common pump. Unique part
07 lubrication at 9.0 G load number and increased cost.
Avionics Complete ol New fairure rioaes « ! Deésign-out diagnostic ambiguity groups that cause
General uncovered which current false alarm rates taking into account the new failure
IPT Lead health monitoring system modes.
cannot predict.
ISR 37Qtr.06 | ¢ ISR design behind ¢ Will delay development of publications and Test
systems to 4" Qtr. schedule due to efforts to Equipment. The potential severity may require
IPT Lead 07 understand unexpected development of new prognostics capabilities
failure mode in optical
sensor
Fire Control
IPT Lead
Avionics
Test
Equipment
IPT Lead

Table 9-2: FMECA Summary

Include an as-of date

Critical Thinking Questions FMECA:

e Is the PSM assessing failure modes identified by the FMECA to determine impact on
maintenance planning, supply support, supportability, diagnostics, or cost?

9.1.3

Reliability

Identify the top system and subsystem reliability drivers and issues that affect O&S cost, including allocations and
current estimates. Table 9-3 is an example that presents this data. Identify impacts to maintenance procedures,
repair capabilities, spares, manpower, and training, and mitigation actions, including potential actions if the
allocation is not achieved.






Classification/Distribution Statement, as required

Subsystem Current
Configuration Item Reliability Reliability 0&S Cost Impacts Mitigation efforts
(e.g., LRU, SRU, WRA)  Allocation Estimate
ISR systems 6,000 hrs. 3,500 hrs. MTBR | $18M/yr (CY169%) ¢ Buy additional spares
High Power Amplifier MTBR and add additional |
Initial provisioning level repair
plan based on 6,000 capabilities at larger
hrs. MTBR. With a sites.
| HPRA unit cost ¢ Decision required at
eslimate of $150K, CDR

annual O&S cost
increase is $1.2M/
operating unit/year
(full fielding of 15
units: $18m/yr)

Table 9-3: Reliability Growth Plan Issues

Include an as-of date

Critical Thinking Questions for Reliability

e Is the PSM part of maintainability demonstration and reliability growth planning,
implementation, and evaluation?

e Is the PSM evaluating estimates of current failure and removal rates against allocated
values for impacts to corrective/preventive maintenance and provisioning?

9.1.4 Supportability Trades

Provide data for planned or completed supportability trade studies since the last LCSP update (Table 9-4).

Supportability analysis can be stand-alone trade analysis or part of a system or subsystems analytical trade
9

process.

e Trade name and date completed

e LeadIPT

e Options analyzed

e Criteria used to evaluate costs and benefits

e Results

¢ Impact — on the weapon system design and/or product support strategy and package, customer
requirements

9 . . . . .
Includes business case or other economic analysis that consider sustainment costs and outcome value.
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Supportability Trades

Trade IPT Options Analyzed Results Impact
Engine level of Engine | Alternatives: — 3levels of — Competitive 2™ and 3" level
repair IPT — 2levelor3 maintenance with 2" performance based contract in
5/20/17 levels of repair level being performed place by IOC to cover all
— Centralized 2™ commercially at 3 sustainment functions, (e.g.
level of repair or central sites for hot design, maintenance, supply,
at every major sections transportation, etc.).
site - 3" level performed by | — Complete drawing set needed
— Commercial or industry for competition
organicat 20 (|
3" level
Criteria:
- Awmand Ao
— Program costs
and O&S cost
Landing gear PS IPT | Contractor X and TBD TBD
repair (Public FRC East
Private
Partnership)
3QTR 17

Table 9-4: Completed Supportability Trades

Include an as-of date

When documenting trade studies, the PM should have considered the integrated linkages between requirements,
design and the product support strategy to ensure an affordable design and effective product support package.
The trades early in the acquisition process provide an initial assessment of the system’s sustainment
requirements and affordability. Trades prior to Milestone B and later can influence the Product Support
Arrangement, both commercial and organic. Later, including during sustainment, trades can be used to examine
alternatives to control sustainment costs or achieve materiel availablility at a lower cost.

Commercial off the Shelf/Government off the Shelf (COTS/GOTS): Though limited design input, the PSM
should require and use the FMECA/Fault Tree Analysis (FTA) to analyze the as-designed system to support the
LORA, provisioning, and sparing activities.

Critical Thinking Questions Supportability Trades:

e Is the PSM ensuring relevant trades address the linkage between requirements, design
and product support?

e Is the PSM assessing trade outcomes for changes to product support arrangements
(commercial / organic)?

9.1.5 Technical Reviews

Provide data on sustainment integration in system analyses and reviews (Table 9-5) — for example AoA,
requirements, technical, and design. ldentify applicable and relevant information for each activity — participants,
sustainment focus, criteria for the sustainment focus area(s), etc.

e Technical Review/Schedule

e  Sustainment /Product Support Community participants
e  Sustainment-related focus areas

e Entry and Exit Criteria
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Review Sustainment Participants Sustainment Focus Criteria
PDR e PSM e Fire Control System e Diagnostics 95% Fl to
2" Quarter | o Supportability Analysis prognostics capability single LRU
2016 IPT Lead e Airframe access panel
e ChiefEng. |\NIL ) | | | ) Nogatons-ferCariosidn-contral
CDR ° PSM ° XXX .
4" Quarter | o  Supportability Analysis | s XXX
2018 IPT Lead e XXX
o XXX

Table 9-5: Technical Reviews

Include an as-of date

9.2 Product Support Element Determination

Provide data for the supportability analysis methods and tools used to define and inform the elements
that comprise the product support package, the planned implementation schedule, applicable tool used
for the analysis, the output, and updates or reviews (Table 9-6).

Notes:

1. A separate schedule may be appropriate in cases when subsystems are not in sync with the
basic design. Include a separate schedule if the tool has to be developed, integrated with other
tools, refined, or updated.

2. The table must include the tool being used, timeframe, and list of the required changes.

3. This section demonstrates that the program is building its product support package on a
foundation of sound data and analytical decision support capabilities.
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Product Support Analytical Support Methods and Tools

Process/Analysis | Schedule | Tool Output Product Review/Update
Maintainability Analysis and XXX MIL-HDBK-472 Maintenance
Prediction Maintainability Concept
Prediction Techniques DT, OT&E
supported by NALDA
data for analogous
systems
Maintenance Task Analysis XXX YYY proprietary Draft Maintenance
software Procedures MS C, OT&E
Power Log
Repair Level Analysis XXX COMPASS Repair vs Discard MS C. Post 10C
considering both cost and (updated to include and level of repair LA ’
materiel availability impact Aw) decision
Reliability Centered XXX - SAE JA 1011, — Corrosion Control
Maintenance (RCM) - including RCM Evaluation Maintenance MS G, Post 10C
its natural fall outs or related — SAE JA 1012, Procedures
analyses RCM Guide - CBM+
— S4000M, — Prognostics &
Scheduled Maint. Health
Analysis Management
(PHM)
Training System Requirements XXX SCORM Training Programs of MS C
Analysis (TSRA) Instruction
Sources for Sustainment (e.g., XXX Clockworks XXX BCA
Warranty Cost Benefit Analysis CAGA :\Ei C, Post 10C
(CBA), business case or other
economic analysis that
consider costs and outcome
value)
DSOR XXX Deputy’s Management | Xxx
Action Group (DMAG) MS-B, MS-C
Sparing XXX Arrows Spares Allowance list MS C
COMPASS Sparing to
Availability
Manpower XXX Logistics Composite Manning MS C
Model (LCOM) recommendations
Manpower
Authorization Criteria
Tools and Test Equipment Power Log Support Equipment
Analysis CASA Recommendation MS C, OT&E
COMPASS Data
TMDE Requirements
Transportability Analysis XXX Transportability Plan OT&E
& Procedures for
Transportability

Table 9-6: Product Support Analytical Methods and Tools

9.3

Sustaining Engineering

Include an as-of date

Provide data on processes and tools used or planned for use to monitor system performance (sustainment
metrics), the product support package, the responsible office, the metrics or data monitored, any feedback

process, and review timeframes (Table 9-7).

These demonstrate that the program has a monitoring plan and capability that can trigger corrective action in the
event one or more product support element is at risk of degrading sustainment performance. This data is also
useful for the PSM in linking resources to readiness. The following table is a notional presentation of the data.

46






Classification/Distribution Statement, as required

Sustainment Performance Data Collection and Reporting

OPRI/IPT

Metrics/Data
Monitored

Feedback Mechanism

Review
Timeframes

Sustainment Quad PSM Ao, Au, R MDTo, Automatic updates to PEO and Quarterly
Chart MDTw, O&S cost DASD(MR) via DAMIR.
Metrics feed from NALDA
GCSS
Post I0OC Review PSM Logistics Feedback from operators and Even Years
Assessment PSI and PSPs
Elements Summary reports forwarded to
DASD(MR)
Failure Reporting, Sustaining | Ao, Am, R MDTo, NALCOMIS/NALDA data Critical
Analysis, and Engineering | MDTn, O&S cost analyzed and compared to systems
Corrective Action IPT driver metrics baseline values and effecting costs
System (FRACAS) includir/a but\igt suppertability-anaiysis tools used or Aw as
limited to: to update product support needed
e XXX elements as needed 25% of Work
e XXX Unit Codes
e XXX (WUCs)
assessed
every year
Deficiency Reports PSM Deficiency Report During acquisition phases, the All DRs
Chief (DR) Processing PSM and CE will monitor; after assessed in
Engineer | Time fielding, the PSM and CE will less than 14
collaborate with the using days

command -4 staff to monitor

Table 9-7: Sustainment Performance Monitoring

Include an as-of date

and product support?

Critical Thinking Questions Sustaining Engineering:

e Is the PSM ensuring relevant trades address the linkage between requirements, design

e s there a sustainment monitoring plan and capability that triggers corrective action
response to adverse or degraded performance metrics or O&S cost growth?
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10 LCSP Annexes

The Component-level LCSP approval authority approves the individual LCSP annexes. The Program Office
should provide executive summaries in ACAT | LCSPs that require ASD(L&MR) approval. Provide executive
summaries as an annex for the following topics, and include rationale when one or more topic is not included with
an estimated completion date as appropriate. Ensure the point of contact for the annex and how to access the
collection of data, information, and analyses is included in the summary.

e  Product Support Business Case Analysis (DoDI 5000.02)

e Independent Logistics Assessment and Corrective Action Plan (DoDI 5000.02)

e System Disposal Plan (DoDI 5000.02; DoDI 4160.28; DoDM 4160.21; DoDM 4160.28)

e Preservation and Storage of Unique Tooling (DoDI 5000.02; DFARS 207.106 [S-73])

e Core Logistics Analysis (DoDI 5000.02)

¢ Replaced System Sustainment Plan (RSS) (DoDI 5000.02)

e Intellectual Property Strategy (DoDI 5000.02) — to be added no later than FRP/FD decision

ASD(L&MR) signature on the LCSP does not signify approval of materials included as an annex. Approval for

information included in the annexes resides at the Component level. Documents included as an annex should
include appropriate approval and signatures prior to inclusion in the LCSP.

Component Required Annexes

Components may require, review, and approve additional requirements or procedures to be maintained as
annexes to a system LCSP. These will not exceed procedures specified in DoDI 5000.02 (see Paragraph 4c) and
will not be included for review and signature of ACAT | LCSPs.
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11 Acronym List

Acronym  Meaning

ACAT Acquisition Category

ACO Administrative Contracting Officer

ADM Acquisition Decision Memorandum

AFTOC Air Force Total Ownership Cost

AMC Army Materiel Command

AoA Analysis of Alternatives

APA Additional Program Attributes

APU Auxiliary Power Unit

AS Acquisition Strategy

ASD(L&MR) Assistant Secretary of Defense for Logistics and Materiel Readiness
BCA Business Case Analysis

BFT Blue Force Tracking

BIT Built-in Test

CAAS Common Avionics Architecture System

CAPE Cost Assessment and Program Evaluation

CARD Cost Analysis Requirements Description

CASA Cost Analysis Strategy Assessment

CBA Cost Benefit Analysis

CBM Condition Based Maintenance

CBM+ Condition Based Maintenance Plus

CBRN Chemical, Biological, Radiological and Nuclear
CDR Critical Design Review

CDRL Contract Data Requirements List

CEFS Crashworthy Fuel System

CG Center of Gravity

CLA Core Logistics Analysis

CLIN Contract Line ltem Number

CLS Contractor Logistics Support

CLSSA Cooperative Logistics Supply Support Arrangement
COMPASS Computerized Optimization Model for Predicting and Analyzing Support Structures
CONOPS Concept of Operations

CONUS Continental United States

CPCP Corrosion Prevention and Control Planning

COR Contracting Officer’'s Representative

COTS Commercial Off The Shelf

CPD Capabilities Production Document

CR Commercial Repair

CSDR Cost and Software Data Reporting

CY Constant Year

CY$ Constant Year Dollars

DAB Defense Acquisition Board

DAMIR Defense Acquisition Management Information Retrieval
DASD(MR) Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Materiel Readiness
DISA Defense Information System Agency

DLA Defense Logistics Agency

DLR Depot Level Repairable

DMAG Deputy’s Management Action Group

DMI Depot Maintenance Interservice

DMSMS Diminishing Manufacturing Sources and Material Shortages
DoD Department of Defense

DoDI Department of Defense Instruction

DoDD Department of Defense Directive

DPM Deputy Program Manager

DR Deficiency Report
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DSOR Depot Source of Repair

DT Development Test

ECD Estimated Completion Date

ECS Environmental Control System

EGI Embedded Global Positioning System Inertial Navigation Systems
EMD Engineering and Manufacturing Development
ERP Enterprise Resource Planning

ESOH Environmental Safety and Occupational Health
EV Earned Value

EVM Earned Value Management

FADEC Full Authority Digital Engine Control

FBW Fly By Wire

FFP Firm Fixed Price

FMECA Failure Modes, Effects, and Criticality Analysis
FMS Foreign Military Sales

FOC Full Operating Capability

FPGA Field Programmable Gate Array

FRACAS Failure Reporting, Analysis, and Corrective Action System
FRC Fleet Readiness Center

FRP Full Rate Production

FRPD Full Rate Production Decision

FRPDR Full Rate Production Decision Review

FTA Fault Tree Analysis

FY Fiscal Year

GFE Government Furnished Equipment

GFM Government Furnished Material

GFP Government Furnished Property

GOTS Government Off The Shelf

HUMS Health and Usage Monitoring System

ICE Independent Cost Estimate

ICS Interim Contractor Support

ILA Independent Logistics Assessment

IMP Integrated Master Plan

IMS Integrated Master Schedule

I0C Initial Operating Capability

IOT&E Initial Operational Test and Evaluation

IP Intellectual Property

IPT Integrated Product Team

IR Infrared

IUID Item Unique Identification

ISR Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance
IVHMS Integrated Vehicle Health Management System
JFAC Joint Federated Assurance Center

JCIDS Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System
KSA Key System Attribute

KPP Key Performance Parameter

LCCE Life-Cycle Cost Estimate

LCOM Logistics Composite Model

LCSP Life-Cycle Sustainment Plan

LORA Level of Repair Analysis

LRIP Low Rate Initial Production

LRU Line Replaceable Unit

LUT Limited User Test

MAIS Major Automated Information System

MDAP Major Defense Acquisition Program

MDT Maintenance Down Time

MFD Multi-Functional Display

MILCON Military Construction

MILPERS Military Personnel
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MMR Multi-Mode Radar

MOA Memorandum of Agreement

MP Mission Profile

MR Maintenance Ratio

MS Milestone

MTBF Meantime Between Failure

MTBR Meantime Between Removals

MTBSA Meantime Between System Aborts

N/A Not Applicable

NALCOMIS Naval Aviation Logistics Command Management Information System
NALDA Naval Aviation Logistics Data Analysis

NAVAIR Naval Air Systems Command

NAVSEA Naval Sea Systems Command

NAVSUP Naval Supply Systems Command

NAVSUP WSS Naval Supply Systems Command Weapon System Support
NDAA National Defense Authorization Act

NMCR Not Mission Capable Repair

NMCS Not Mission Capable Supply

O&M Operations and Maintenance

0&S Operating and Support

OCONUS Outside the Continental United States

OIPT Overarching Integrated Product Team

OMS Operational Mode Summary

OPTAR Operating Target

OPTEMPO Operational Tempo

OSD Office of the Secretary of Defense

OSMIS Operating and Support Management Information System
OT&E Operational Test and Evaluation

ov Operational View

PARCA Performance Assessments and Root Cause Analyses
PARM Participating Acquisition Resource Manager

PBA Performance Based Agreement

PBL Performance Based Logistics

PDR Preliminary Design Review

PEO Program Executive Office

PESHE Programmatic Environmental Safety and Occupational Health Evaluation
PHM Prognostics and Health Management

PICA Primary Inventory Control Activity

PM Program Manager

PMO Program Management Office

PO Program Office

POE Program Office Estimate

PPBS Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System

PPP Public-Private Partnership

PRR Production Readiness Review

PS Product Support

PSI Product Support Integrator

PSM Product Support Manager

PSP Product Support Provider

R&M Reliability and Maintainability

RAM-C Reliability, Maintainability, Availability and Cost Rationale
RCM Reliability Centered Maintenance

RDT&E Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation

RGT Reliability Growth Test

RFP Request for Proposal

SAE Service Acquisition Executive

SCP Service Cost Position

SCRM Supply Chain Risk Management

SEP Systems Engineering Plan
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SICA Secondary Inventory Control Activity

SOwW Statement of Work

SRA Shop Replaceable Assembly

SRR System Requirements Review

SRU Shop Replaceable Unit

SWBS Ship Work Breakdown Structure

T&E Test and Evaluation

TBD To Be Determined

TEMP Test and Evaluation Master Plan

TMRR Technology Maturation and Risk Reduction

TRR Test Readiness Review

TSRA Training System Requirements Analysis

TY$ Then Year Dollars

USD(AT&L) Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics
uUscC United States Code

VAMOSC Naval Visibility and Management of Operating and Support Costs
WRA Weapon Replaceable Assembly

wucC Work Unit Code
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LCSP Overview:
The LCSP Purpose 








The LCSP is a part of Program Manager’s Integrated Life Cycle Management Documentation



The LCSP is the primary product support strategy execution management tool, used by the Program Manager (PM) and Product Support Manager (PSM), required for both new and legacy programs
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LCSP Overview:  
What is the LCSP?

The program’s product support execution plan for ensuring the system’s product support achieves and maintains the sustainment KPP/KSAs while controlling overall program ownership costs

Integrated across the system life cycle into strategies, planning, implementation, development, production, fielding, support, sustainment and disposal

Streamlines, consolidates, and makes visible to leadership all aspects of the program’s product support strategy
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AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.7

The PM should develop and coordinate the LCSP IAW the OSD approved outline. 

States that tailoring strategies ensure that the information and coordination requirements of the LCSP are addressed 

Includes requirement for Sustainment Command (AFMC) Representative Coordination

LCSP Overview:  
Policy and Guidance

5

DoDI 5000.02 Enclosure 6

Tasks program managers with developing and maintaining the LCSP for all milestones and/or every 5-years/major product support strategy change consistent with the product support strategy as defined in 10 USC 2337

Identifies approval levels and lists mandatory LCSP annexes

AFMC Guidance Memo to Supplement AFI63-101/20-101

Delegates Sustainment Command Representative coordination for ACAT II/III programs to respective Center commanders, Executive Director, or Vice Commander

AFLCMC Level - LCSP Standard Process, dtd. 30 Jul 17

Provides assistance and guidance to AFLCMC Program Offices in the standardization of the development (content) and coordination of program LCSPs across the Center

Significantly mitigates potential LCSP content/coordination issues at HQ AFMC, SAF and/or OSD level reviews

OSD Sample Outline

A tool for programs to effectively and affordably satisfy life-cycle sustainment planning

A structured framework to assist weapons programs in thinking through the set of planning factors that must be integrated to achieve the sustainment results quantified in user-specified requirements.

AFLCMC LCSP Standard Process maintains compliance with 

all LCSP DOD and AF Content and coordination requirements 
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What is the LCMP?

The LCMP is an integrated acquisition and sustainment strategy for the life of a system. It is a document that was comprised of both the Acquisition Strategy (AS) and a scaled-down version of the LCSP.  

The LCMP was primarily used to meet the DODI 5000,02 requirements of the Acquisition Strategy and was a vehicle through which to document programmatic evolution. 

AFPAM 63-128, dated 5 October 2009, contained a guide on how to write an LCMP. 
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LCSP Overview:
LCSP vs. LCMP

LCMP  -  IAW AFI63-101/20-101 para. 4.3.6

If approved by MDA (SAE and below), program with an LCMP prior to Mar 2013 may continue the use of the LCMP for life of program

However LCMP must meet all information and coordination requirements of the LCSP

NOTE:  AFLCMC/LG-LZ does not have an LCMP specific training, sample outline or Reviewer’s Checklist

LCSP Sample Outline Version 1.0 

AFLCMC/LG-LZ and HQ AFMC/A4 have agreed that program may continue to use the Version 1.0 format if: 

MDA is at the PEO

LCSP approved prior to Jan 2017 and no major product support strategy changes have occurred

However LCSP must meet all information and coordination requirements for Version 2.0

NOTE:  AFLCMC/LG-LZ LCSP Version 1.0 training, Sample Outline and Reviewer’s Checklist will remain on AFLCMC/LG-LZ Community Site however will not be updated beyond Jan 2017
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LCSP vs. LCMP Cont. 

8

		DOC Type		LCMP		LCSP 1.0		LCSP 2.0

		Section 1 		Acquisition Approach 		Introduction		Introduction

		Section 2		Capability Need		Product Support Performance		Product Support Performance

		Section 3		Top-Level Integrated Schedule		Product Support Strategy		Product Support Strategy

		Section 4 		Program Interdependency and Interoperability		Product Support Arrangements		Program Issues and Corrective Actions

		Section 5		International Cooperation 		Product Support Package Status		Influencing Design and Sustainment

		Section 6		Risk and Risk Management 		Regulatory/Statutory Requirements		Integrated Schedule

		Section 7 		Technology Maturation		Integrated Schedule		Cost and Funding

		Section 8		System Engineering Approach		Funding		Management

		Section 9		Industrial Capability and Manufacturing Readiness 		Management		Supportability Analysis

		Section 10 		Business Strategy 		Organization		Test and Evaluation

		Section 11 		Resource Management		Management Approach 		LCSP Annexes

		Section 12		Program Protection Plan		Supportability Analysis		 

		Section 13		Test and Evaluation		Additional Sustainment Planning Factors		 

		Section 14 		Data Management Strategy		LCSP Annexes		 

		Section 15		Life Cycle Sustainment Plan		 		 

		Section 16		Spectrum Supportability Determination		 		 

		Section 17		Life Cycle Signatures/Intelligence Support Plan		 		 

		Section 18		Chemical, Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear Survivability		 		 

		Section 19		MEVA		 		 

		Section 20		Migration/Disposal Approach		 		 

		Section 21		Clinger Cohen Act (CCA) Applicability		 		 

		Section 22		Arms Control		 		 

		Section 23		Other Certification or Independent Assessment 		 		 

		Section 24		Fielding		 		 
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LCMP and LCSP 1.0 compared to 2.0
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The link below shows where and if certain information falls within each of the LCMP and LCSP outlines. 
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LCSP Sample Outline:
Version 2.0

.

10

LCSP Version 2.0 outline revised to reflect: 

Changes to statute

Clarify previous guidance 

Expand funding section to include cost estimates

Should Cost initiatives 

Affordability considerations Incorporate critical thinking questions
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Position of AFLCMC/LZSB Office

While LCMPs and LCSPs written in version 1.0 will still be evaluated, LZSB highly encourages programs to convert to the LCSP 2.0 outline. 

AFLCMC/LZSB does not keep policy, guidance and outlines relative to LCMPs and LCSP 1.0. 
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Reasons for converting to LCSP 2.0 Outline

Easier to maintain and update with new LCSP updates.

Easier for review and coordination through various organizations. 

Ensures compliance to most recent policy and guidance.

Ensures all aspects Product Support Strategy are assessed and meticulously considered. 

Ensures cost initiatives, sustainment strategy, and disposal initiatives/costs are assessed and considered. 
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LCSP Tailoring:
Overview

When is tailoring appropriate?

When it will produce a more efficient and effective acquisition approach 

Based on program complexity and required timelines to meet urgent need capability requirements consistent with applicable laws and regulations

How is tailoring approved?

In consultation with the appropriate stakeholders, program managers may propose for MDA approval, tailoring of Regulatory program information 

Requested by the PM and approved by the MDA

How is tailoring documented?

MDAs will document all information tailoring decisions 

Tailoring documentation should include supporting rationale and citation to the applicable statute or regulation

PM shall identify the tailoring strategy in the Acquisition Strategy (AS) and/or Acquisition Decision Memorandum (ADM)
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LCSP Tailoring:
Common LCSP Tailoring Techniques

An overarching change to the LCSP’s content based on unique program characteristics (i.e.:  programs in O&S, modifications, non-fly systems, etc.)

A modification to or omission of required information as listed in each LCSP section’s description of the requirement (within the MDA’s authority) 

A modification/omission to required tables/figures column headings

A change to required coordination/sections 
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Any of the above tailoring techniques must either be:

Documented in an ADM to include supporting rationale for tailoring approach applied and attached to the LCSP 

Be addressed in the LCSPs itself to include supporting rationale for tailoring approach applied  
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Questions?
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Microsoft_Excel_Worksheet.xlsx

LCSP 2.0 Comparison


			LCMP and LCSP 1.0  Comparison to LCSP 2.0


			LCSP 2.0 Table of Contents			LCSP 1.0			LCMP			Notes


			Overview


			1. Introduction


			2. Product Support Performance


			2.1. Sustainment Performance Requirements


			2.2. Sustainment Performance			In LCSP 1.0 - This is labeled as Demonstrated (tested) Sustainment Performance


			3. Product Support Strategy


			3.1. Sustainment Strategy Considerations


			3.1.1. Obsolescence Management


			3.1.2. Competition in Sustainment


			3.1.3. Property Management 


			3.1.4. Cybersecurity


			3.1.5. Other Sustainment Considerations


			3.2. Sustainment Relationships


			3.3. Product Support Arrangements			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 4.0 


			3.3.1. Contract Support Providers 			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 4.1			In LCMP, this would appear in section 10.0 Business Strategy


			3.3.2. Performance Agreements			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 4.2. Performance Based Agreements


			4.0. Program Review Issues and Corrective Actions


			5.0. Influencing Design and Sustainment 


			6.0. Integrated Schedule			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 7.0			In LCMP, this falls under section 3.0


			7.0. Cost and Funding			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 8.0			In LCMP, this falls under section 11.4


			7.1. O&S Cost 			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls within guidelines of section 8.0


			7.1.1. O&S Cost Estimate			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls within guidelines of section 8.0


			7.1.2. Disposal Cost Estimate


			7.1.3. O&S and Disposal Cost Drivers


			7.1.4. O&S and Disposal Should Cost Cost Initiatives 


			7.2. O&S Affordability Constraints


			7.3. O&S and Disposal Budgets


			8.0. Management			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 9.0			In LCMP, this falls under section 11.0


			8.1. Organization 			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 9.1			In LCMP, this falls under section 11.1.2.


			8.1.1. Government Program Office Organization			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 9.1.1			In LCMP, this falls under section 11.1.


			8.1.2. Product Support Team			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under 9.1.2 and is labeled Product Support Team Organization


			8.2. Sustainment Risk Management			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 9.2.2.


			9.0. Supportablity Analysis			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 10.0


			9.1. Design Interface			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls uder Section 10.1			In LCMP, this falls under section 15.1.2. 


			9.1.1. Design Analysis			In LCSP 1.0. - This falls under section 10.1.1. 


			9.1.2. Failure Modes, Effects, and Criticality Analysis (FMECA)			In LCSP 1.0 - FMECA is in table form (Table 10-1).


			9.1.3. Reliability 			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls in Table 2-1			In LCMP, there is not a particular section for reliablity but it would appear in section 15.1.2.


			9.1.4. Supportability Trades			In LCSP 1.0 - Supportability Trades is in table form (Tables 10-3 and 10-4). 


			9.1.5. Technical Reviews			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 10.1.2


			9.2. Product Support Element Determination			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 10.2


			9.3. Sustainment Engineering			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 10.3			In LCMP, this falls under section 15.1.1.


			9.4. Product Support Element 			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 10.2


			9.4.1. Product Support Management			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 5.2.1


			9.4.2. Design Interface/Sustainment Engineering			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 5.2.2			In LCMP, this falls under section 15.1.1.


			9.4.3. Maintenance Planning and Management			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 5.2.3			In LCMP, this section falls under 15.1.4. 


			9.4.4. Supply Support			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 5.2.4			In LCMP, this section falls under 15.1.3


			9.4.5. Packaging, Handling, Storage and Transportation 			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 5.2.5			In LCMP, this falls under section 15.1.7.


			9.4.6. Technical Data			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 5.2.6			In LCMP, this falls under section 15.1.8.


			9.4.7. Support Equipment			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 5.2.7			In LCMP, this falls under section 15.1.5.


			9.4.8. Training and Training Systems			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 5.2.8			In LCMP, this falls under section 15.1.10. 


			9.4.9. Manpower and Personnel			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 5.2.9			In LCMP, this falls under section 15.1.9. 


			9.4.10. Facilities and Infrastructure			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 5.2.10			In LCMP, this falls under section 15.1.6.


			9.4.11. Computer Resources			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 5.2.11			In LCMP, this falls under section 15.1.11.


			10.0. Test and Evaluation 			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 11.1			In LCMP, this falls under section 13.0


			10.1. Test and Evaluation Master Plan			In LCSP 1.0 - This falls under section 11.1			In LCMP, this falls under section 13.0


			11.0. LCSP Annexes


			Component Required Annexes			This is not labeled in LCSP 1.0 but implied


			Acronym List			Implied at the end of document. 			Implied at the end of document. 


			Section from LCSP 2.0 not in template


			Located in template but not in same place or as fleshed out at LCSP 2.0


			In template in same location at LCSP 2.0 
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OFFICE OFTHE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

sanuary 19,2017

MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS DIRECTORS OF
THE DEFENSE AGENCIES

SUBJECT: Life-Cycle Sustainment Plan Outline Version 2.0

Reference: (a) PDUSD(AT&L) Memorandum, 'Docum ent Streamlining -Life-Cycle
Sustainment Plan (LCSP),"September 14,2011

The Life-Cycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP) is the primary program management reference
governing operations and support planning and execution from Milestone A to final disposal

The attached LCSP Version 2.0 outline revises the reference (a) version to refiect changes to
statute, clarify previous guidance, expand the funding section to include cost estimates, Should
Cost initiatives and Affordability considerations, and incorporate critical thinking questions.

This revision is an evolution of the outline, not a revolution. The Version 2.0 continues to be a
toolfor program sto effectively and affordably satisfy life-cyclesustainmentplanning
requirements. Program Managers must convey the information described under each of the
outline’s headings, in accordance with the authority set forth in 10 USC §2337 for the Secretary
of Defense to establish guidelines, but are encouraged to tailor the pictures, tables, and figuresto
bestportray the specifics of their program. The LCSP review and approval process is described in
Department of Defense Instruction (DoDI) 5000.02, Enclosure 1, Table 2.

New programs and programs currently in the acquisition process will implement the
LCSP Version 2.0 outline format to support decision reviews that are greater than nine months
after the date of signature of this memo. LCSPs to support decision reviews within nine months
following signature of this memo may use the 2011 LCSP outline format to support the
upcoming decision review but must transition to the Version 2.0 outlin format for subsequent
Gecision reviews. Programs that have completed acquisition and are in sustainment are not
required to transition their sustainment planning document to the revised outline format

My point of contact for questions is Mr. Terry Emmert, Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Materiel Readiness, at (703) 614-6327 or terence g emmert.civ @mail mil

Vwtr¥fremg—~

Kristin K. French Principal

Deputy

Performing the Duties of the ASD (L&MR)
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Attachment 6:  Data Sources



		LCSP Table of Contents

		Additional program Supporting Documentation and/or Data Sources



		1. Introduction

		Previously submitted strategy document (LCMP, LCSP, etc.)



		2. Product Support Performance

		



		2.1 Sustainment Performance Requirements

		Program Requirements Documents (ICD, CDD, CPD, etc.); SEP, RAM-C Plan, CARD



		2.2 Sustainment Performance

		Program Requirements Documents (ICD, CDD, CPD, etc.); SEP, RAM-C Plan, CARD, and TEMP



		3. Product Support Strategy

		PSM Guidebook (section 1); DSOR; Product Support BCA



		3.1 Sustainment Strategy Considerations

		SEP, SSRD, LCCE, CARD 





		3.2 Sustainment Relationships

		Program manning documents



		3.3 Product Support Arrangements

		PSM Guidebook (sections 2 and 4); Product support/sustainment contracts



		4. Program Review Issues and Corrective Actions

		PSM Guidebook, ILA, LHA, Program Risk Assessment, Program IMS



		5. Influencing Design and Sustainment

		PSM Guidebook, Acquisition Strategy, 10 USC 



		6. Integrated Schedule

		PSM Guidebook (section 3); Program IMS



		7. Cost and Funding 

		PSM Guidebook Appx A; program budget documents; CARD; Affordability Targets 



		8. Management

		PSM Guidebook (all); program manning documents (UMD, etc.) 



		8.1 Organization

		PSM Guidebook (all); program manning documents (UMD, etc.) 



		8.2 Sustainment Risk Management

		ILA, LHA, Program Risk Assessment, Program IMS; Risk Management Plan



		9. Supportability Analysis

		SEP, RAM-C, Supportability Analysis CDRL data



		9.1 Design Interface

		SEP, RAM-C, Supportability Analysis CDRL data



		9.2 Product Support Element Determination

		SEP, RAM-C, Supportability Analysis CDRL data, IMS



		9.3 Sustaining Engineering

		Sustainment Quad Chart; Post IOC report



		10. Test and Evaluation

		Program Requirements Documents (ICD, CDD, CPD, etc.); SEP, TEMP.



		[bookmark: _GoBack]11. LCSP Annexes and Component Required Annexes

		AFI63-101/20-101, AFLCMC Standard Processes and Process Guides







Note:  Additional information can be found on the DAG website:  https://www.dau.mil/tools/dag
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Attachment 8_eSSS Template - PSER Modification.docx
Attachment 8: 



AFLCMC Life Cycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP) Functional Coordination and Product Support Enterprise Review (PSER)

   

AFLCMC Functional Level LCSP review/coordination 

· Functional Review~14 working days

· Program Office (PO) will individually TMT updated LCSP to AFLCMC/LG-LZ, /AQ /EN/FM and SB for review and coordination. TMT must contain the following or may be rejected:

· Must allow 14 working days for review

· Copy of blank CRM

· TMT will be issued to the following: AFLCMC/LG-LZ, AFLCMC/AQ-AZ, AFLCMC/FM-FZ, AFLCMC/SB and AFLCMC/EN-EZ

* LCSPs should be sent as a Word or PDF document, searchable, with line numbering. 



Product Support Enterprise Review 

· PO submits updated LCSP, all adjudicated comments and identifying coordination from AFLCMC /LG-LZ, /AQ, /EN, /FM, and SB to AFLCMC/LZS for review and request PSER. The following must be submitted before approval for PSER:

· Must allow 10 working days for review

· Copy of updated LCSP* IAW the current template

· Must contain copies of all previous Comment Resolution Matrix (CRM) with all comments adjudicated

· Copy of PSER Briefing Charts

· AFLCMC/LG-LZ will validate all critical comments have been addressed with all Center Functionals. If validated and ready to proceed, AFLCMC/LG-LZ will schedule program PSER and notify program office and LCSP Enterprise Forum Standing members.  If program documented not validated as ready to proceed, AFLCMC/LG-LZ will return documentation to program office with specific actions to be resolved and request resubmit when ready.

· AFLCMC/LG-LZ will notify all Standing and Invited PSER Members IAW AFLCMC LCSP Enterprise Forum Charter procedures

· AFLCMC PSER will review/validate program's product support strategy and ensure all enterprise considerations addressed and program's product support strategy well thought out and robust.  AFLCMC/LG-LZ will document and coordinate forum meeting minutes IAW AFLCMC LCSP Enterprise Forum Charter procedures. 

· PO submits LCSP to AFLCMC/LG-LZ Workflow and requests AFLCMC/LG-LZ process for Sustainment Command Representative (SCR) signature.  AFLCMC/LZS will prepare full SCR Signature Package to include:  

· Validated LCSP

· Adjudicated CRM with completed LCSP Reviewer's Checklist 

· Program's PSER Briefing charts.

· PO continues process of sending LCSP to PEO for coordination (ACAT I) or to MDA for signature (ACAT II & III)

· ACAT I, Non-Delegated ACAT II and Special programs only – LCSP sent to Program Office PEM to complete required coordination at SAF level IAW Attachment 10 Procedures.



Functional Level POC: Radley Green, AFLCMC/LZSB, DSN 785-7518 



eSSS Example for

AFLCMC Center Functional LCSP review/coordination or PSER request



////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////Cut Line//////////////////////////////////////////////////////////////

 



AFLCMC/LG-LZ	COORD 	

AFLCMC/SB	COORD	

AFLCMC/EN-EZ	COORD             For AFLCMC Center Functional Review  

AFLCMC/AQ-AZ	COORD

AFLCMC/FM-FZ	COORD	





	

----------------------------------------- STAFF SUMMARY -----------------------------------------

AO:  NAME of Action Officer, AFLCMC/XXX, DSN XXX-XXXX

SUSPENSE:  DATE (Must provide 14 working days for AFLCMC functional review)

SUBJECT:  Program Name, Draft or Formal LCSP Review, ACAT Level, and Milestone Phase (TMT # if applicable)

1.  PURPOSE:  To request (AFLCMC Functional LCSP Review or PSER) on the XXX Program LCSP, ACAT Level, and Milestone Phase.

2.  BACKGROUND:   

3.  DISCUSSION:  

4. VIEWS OF OTHERS:  N/A 

5.  RECOMMENDATION: Provide review and coordination (or request PSER) on the XXX Program LCSP. Upon completion of review/coordination, send signed eSSS to PO POC: name, email, DSN and CC: AFLCMC/LG-LZ workflow (AFLCMCAQL.Workflow@us.af.mil).



//Signed/wqa/dd Mmm yy//

WILLIAM Q. AIRFORCE, Col, USAF

Duty Title

 

3 Tabs

1.  NAME OF LCSP 

2.  CRM (blank)

3.  CRM (For PSER Request must include all previous adjudicated CRMs)


image12.emf
Attachment  9_CRM.docx


Attachment 9_CRM.docx
UNCLASSIFIED

  

		ITEM

		#

		SOURCE

		TYPE

		PAGE

		PARA

		LINE

		COMMENT

		RATIONALE

		DECISION (A/R/M)







Attachment 9: 



STANDARDIZED COMMENT MATRIX PRIMER



The matrix below is a Word document table to be used as a template for submitting comments on draft publications and draft program directives.  Except as noted below, an entry is required in each of the columns.  To facilitate consolidating matrixes from various sources, do not adjust the column widths.  



Column 1 – ITEM

Numeric order of comments.  Accomplish when all comments from all sources are entered and sorted.  To number the matrix rows, highlight this column only and then select the numbering ICON on the formatting tool bar.  



Column 2 - # 

Used to track comments by source.  Manually enter numbers from the first comment to the last comment.  These numbers will stay with the comment and will not change when consolidated with other comments.  



NOTE:  For column 2 do not use the auto numbering feature or these numbers will change when matrices are merged.



Column 3 – SOURCE

Insert office symbol.



Column 4 – TYPE

C – Critical (Contentious issue that will cause non-concurrence with publication)

S – Substantive (Factually incorrect, unnecessary, misleading or confusing material)

A – Administrative (grammar, punctuation, style, etc.)








Column 5 – PAGE

Page numbers expressed in decimal form using the following convention:

(Page I-2 = 1.02, Page IV-56 = 4.56, etc.) This format enables proper sorting of consolidated comments.



0 – General Comments 

0.xx - Preface, TOC, Executive Summary  (Page i  = 0.01, Page xi  = 0.11) 

1.xx – Chapter I

2.xx – Chapter II

3.xx – Chapter III

x.xx – Chapter x, etc.

51.xx – Appendix A

52.xx – Appendix B

52.01.xx - Annex A to Appendix B

53.xx – Appendix C, etc.

99.xx – Glossary



NOTE:  For Program Directives enter the page number as a whole number, (1, 2, 3, etc.)  PDs are normally sorted by paragraph and line number and the page number helps to find the paragraph.



NOTE:  Since joint publications (JPs) do not contain an appendix I, the number 59.00 will be skipped.



Column 6 – PARA

Paragraph number that pertains to the comment expressed. (i.e. 4a, 6g, etc.) 



NOTE: An entry in this column should be used when commenting on draft program directives.  An entry is optional for comments on draft joint publications. 



Column 7 – LINE

Line number on the designated page that pertains to the comment, expressed in decimal form (i.e., line 1=1, lines 4-5 = 4.5, lines 45-67 = 45.67, etc.) For figures where there is no line number, use "F" with the figure number expressed in decimal form (i.e. figure II-2 as line number F2.02). For appendices, use the "F" and the appendix letter with the figure number (i.e appendix D, figure 13 as line number FD.13; appendix C, annex A, figure 7 as line number FCA.07)




Column 8 – COMMENT

Provide comments using line-in-line-out format according to JSM 5711.01A, Joint Staff Correspondence Preparation (Examples are provided in CJCSI 5120.02, Joint Doctrine Development System.  To facilitate adjudication of comments, copy and insert complete sentences into the matrix.  This makes it unnecessary to refer back to the publication to understand the rationale for the change.  Do not use Tools, Track Changes mode to edit the comments in the matrix.  Include deleted material in the comment in the strike through mode.  Add material in the comment with underlining. Do not combine separate comments into one long comment in the matrix, (i.e. 5 comments rolled up into one).



Column 9 - RATIONALE

Provide concise, objective explanation of the rationale for the comment.



Column 10 - DECISION

A - Accept

R – Reject (Rationale required for rejection.)

M - Accept with modification (Rationale required for modification.)



NOTE: This column is for OPR use only.  No rationale required for accepted items.  Rationale for rejection is placed in the rationale comment box and highlighted for clarity.  For modifications, the complete modified language will be placed (and annotated) as the bottom entry for that item in the “Comments” column and the rationale for the modification placed in the rationale comment box and highlighted for clarity.




TIPS AND TRICKS OF THE TRADE



Headers and Footers

1. Publication name 

2. Classification (Unclassified/Secret/ etc.)

3. Column headings

4. Filename (insert from header/footer drop down menu)

5. As of “date” (insert from header/footer drop down menu—manually enter date when finalized for tracking purposes)

6. Page X of Y (insert from header/footer drop down menu—manually enter last page number for Y when finalized—tracks total # of pages and does not default back to actual page #)



Combining Matrixes

1. Select all and correct for font and font size (Times New Roman, #10).

2. Copy one entire matrix and paste it a few lines below the last row of another matrix.

3. Adjust column widths as necessary to match one matrix with the other (use the column headings in the document header as a guide).

4. Merge the matrices into one by deleting the lines between the two. 



Item (row) numbering (automatic numbering)

1. Highlight column number 1 from top to bottom.

2. Delete the existing number and then renumber by selecting automatic line numbering on the formatting tool bar.



Sorting	

1. Select:  “Table” on top menu toolbar.

2. Select:  “Sort.”

3. Select:  “Sort by, Column 5 (Page column), Number, Ascending.”  

4. Select:  “Then by, Column 7 (Line column), Number, Ascending.”

5. Select:  “Then by, Column 4 (Type column), Text, Descending.”







Comments Resolution Matrix (CRM)                                                UNCLASSIFIED











CRM Blank Template	Page 3 of 3
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Attachment 10_PEO Buisness Rules.docx
Attachment 10: 



PEO TIME DETERMINED STAFFING



- Being responsive to Program Manager’s ability to plan schedule and milestones



- Differentiates between package generation and package staffing

  -- Package generation does not count against staffing timeline

--- Program Office develops product

--- Work with PEM (SAF/AQ 4-ltr) to determine

---- What offices will have to coord (i.e. if 2-ltr coord is needed)

---- What will “pass” in the Pentagon

---- Any items for consideration/required based on current guidance being released

--- Work with SAF/AQCK

---- Review of contracting strategy based on current guidance being released

---- Center’s PK will have to coord prior to SAF/AQCK



PEO Business Rules

General Requirements



· Please send all documents requiring AQ signature to SAF/AQ Workflow usaf.pentagon.saf-aq.mbx.saf-aq-workflow@mail.mil (you may “cc” the 3-ltrs or AOs only)

· All PEO packages must come from a PEO workflow email address



eSSS

· All packages must have an eSSS (examples attached) 

· Do not attach the eSSS as a .pdf or use AF IMT (Form) 1768 

· An eSSS attached in a word document or in the body of the e-mail is acceptable 

· Ensure you are using the proper signature block (see eSSS template)

· Ensure that your principal or deputy has endorsed the package



Tabs (i.e. documents/ attachments) must be listed/ titled identically to what is attached 

· Ensure that ALL tabs listed on the eSSS are attached in the e-mail 

· Documents for signature, approval, or coord must be listed at Tab 1  

· Ensure a blank CRM is attached for comments 





Staffing w/o 2-ltr coord



Day 1.  PEO submits endorsed package to SAF/AQ Workflow for Air Staff 3-ltr coordination



· Show principal or deputy endorsement 

· eSSS (in the body of the e-mail or as a word document)

· Tabs (labeled correctly and listed on the eSSS)

· Blank CRM (provided for comments) 





Day 2 - 12:  3-ltr review; dialog between 3-ltr and Program Office highly encouraged during this time to resolve any potential comments



Day 13:  AQE sends CRM to PEO for adjudication



Day 13 - 17: PEO adjudicates comments

                     **Not all comments have to be “accepted” by PEO; any unresolved issues will be reviewed at the next level

 

Day 18.  PEO submits signed package to SAF/AQ Workflow for SAF/AQ coord (adjudicated 3-ltr CRM must be provided as part of package)



· Keep the e-mail subject the same 

· eSSS has been updated to reflect 3-ltr coord in Views of others

· Tabs have been updated 

· Comments have been adjudicated in CRM 

· Package/ document for AQ signature has been signed by the PEO



Day 20-27:  AQ review (Resolves any disconnects within CRM, if needed)



Day 28: SAF/AQ Workflow returns signed document to PEOs





Staffing w/ 2-ltr coord



Day 1.  PEO submits endorsed package to SAF/AQ Workflow for Air Staff 3-ltr coordination



· Show principal or deputy endorsement 

· eSSS (in the body of the e-mail or as a word document)

· Tabs (labeled correctly and listed on the eSSS)

· Blank CRM (provided for comments) 



Day 2 - 10: 3-ltr review; dialog between 3-ltr and Program Office highly encouraged during this time to resolve any potential comments



Day 9: Reminder to responsible 3-ltr that CRM is due on Day 10



Day 11: AQE sends CRM to PEO for adjudication

  	

Day 11-14: PEO adjudicates comments

 	       **Not all comments have to be “accepted” by PEO; any unresolved issues will be		           reviewed at the next level







Day 15.  PEO submits signed package to SAF/AQ Workflow for SAF/AQ coord



· Adjudicated 3-ltr CRM must be provided as part of package

· eSSS has been updated to reflect 3-ltr coord in views of others 

· Tabs have been updated 

· 3-ltr comments have been adjudicated in CRM 

· Blank CRM has been provided for 2-ltr coord 



Day 16: AQ releases package for 2-ltr coord



Day 17-20: Air Staff 2-ltr coord



Day 20 - 21: AQE sends CRM to PEO for adjudication



Day 21: PEO adjudicates comments



Day 22.  PEO submits signed package to SAF/AQ



· eSSS has been updated to reflect both 2 and 3-ltr coord 

· Tabs have been updated 

· 2 and 3-ltr comments have been consolidated into one CRM

· 2-ltr comments have been adjudicated in consolidated CRM 



Day 24-29:  AQ review

                    *Resolves any disconnects within CRM, if needed



Day 30: SAF/AQ Workflow returns signed document to PEOs	











[bookmark: _MON_1505739518][bookmark: _MON_1505739583]

As of 7 Oct 15

OPR:  SAF/AQE, 703-614-8250
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Proposed Staffing Process
(no 2-ltr coord)
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			1
PEG/CAG submit PEO endorsed package to SAF/AQ Workflow for Air Staff 3-ltr coord			2
			3			4			5



			6			7			8			9			10


			11			12
			13			14			15


			16			17			18
PEG/CAG submit signed  package to SAF/AQ Workflow for SAF/AQ coord/signature			19			20


			21			22			23			24			25


			26			27			28
SAF/AQ Workflow returns signed document to PEOs 			29			30





SAF/AQ 3-ltr and Air Staff 3-ltr coord


SAF/AQ 3-ltr and Air Staff 3-ltr coord


SAF/AQ 3-ltr and Air Staff 3-ltr coord


PEO Adjudicating Comments


PEO Adjudicating Comments


AQE Processing


AQ Review


AQ Review


AQ Review


No response reflects concurrence – package forwarded to PEO


PEO does not have to “accept” all comments, but CRM must be provided as part of package


AQ will resolve any disconnects within CRM, if needed
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OPR receives 12 business days to complete package


OCR receives 10 business days to complete package in order for OPR to consolidate


1





Proposed Staffing Process
(with 2-ltr coord)
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			1
PEG/CAG submit PEO  endorsed package to SAF/AQ Workflow for Air Staff 3-ltr coord 			2
			3			4			5



			6			7			8			9			10


			11			12
			13			14			15
PEG/CAG submit signed  package to SAF/AQ Workflow for Air Staff 2-ltr coordination 


			16			17			18			19			20


			21			22
PEG/CAG submit package to SAF/AQ Workflow for SAF/AQ coord/signature			23			24			25


			26			27			28			29			30
SAF/AQ Workflow returns signed document to PEOs 





SAF/AQ 3-ltr and Air Staff 3-ltr coord


SAF/AQ 3-ltr and Air Staff 3-ltr coord


PEO Adjudicating 3-ltr Comments


PEO Adjudicating 2-ltr comments


AQE Processing


AQ Review


AQ Review


AQE Processing


Air Staff 2-ltr coord


No response reflects concurrence


PEO does not have to “accept” all comments, but CRM must be provided as part of package


PEO does not have to “accept” all comments, but CRM must be provided as part of package


AQ will resolve any disconnects within CRM, if needed
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Figure 3.1. The SSS Template and Guidelines


---------------------------COORD


AF/CVAT Coord -


AF/CVA Coord -


AF/CV Coord -


SAF/US Coord -


AF/CC Coord -


SAF/OS Sig -


---------------------------STAFF SUMMARY


AO: Rank, Name, Office Symbol, Phone # [e.g., Lt Col First Last, SAF/AQI, 703-697-1234]


SSS DATE: Date of SSS


SUSPENSE: Suspense Date [HAF/ES assigned suspense date; if OPR assigned, use required by date; if neither, then N/A]


OUTSIDE AGENCY SUSPENSE: DD Mmm YY to ORG [ORG = OSD, Joint Staff or other agency; if none, then N/A]


SUBJECT: Same as the TMT Subject





1. PURPOSE: Obtain SecAF approval of Staff Summary Sheet (SSS) format. [Be very clear and concise--what do you need the


principal to do with this package? Spell out a “hard” suspense (i.e. Board meets 17 Jun 20xx); provide late explanation.] Note: In the SSS COORD Block, (AF/CCC Coord -) should be added for tasks with an enlisted force impact.





2. BACKGROUND: The SSS was created many years ago to provide senior leaders a brief summary of a staff package. [Be concise  Provide relevant history on the subject.]





3. DISCUSSION: Prepare body in numbered paragraph format using a succinct, clear writing style. [At the beginning of this paragraph answer the following questions: What is this about/trying to do? Why should the Principal sign? Is there an amplifying point that should be noted? What is relevant, if anything about this package? Provide what the principal needs to know about this task.]





4. VIEWS OF OTHERS: [Use “N/A” if no comments from others. Has any other DoD component or Service non-concurred? Include short 1 -2 lines of views of others if there are differing viewpoints so that the decision makers can have all the information they need to make the right decisions. Address all SAF/GC or AF/JA comments here. Indicate if comments have been adjudicated or incorporated.]





5. RECOMMENDATION: SecAF sign the coordination sheet at Tab 1. [Describe specifically what action is required by the principal  If for information only, use “None. For Information Only.”]








//signed, fml, dd Mmm yy// [Initials should match signature block; should not be ‘on behalf of’ (obo)]


FIRST M. LAST, Maj Gen, USAF [If processing to the Glass Doors, must be signed by 2-Ltr principal/deputy/assistant]


Director of Staff





Tabs [Do not include total number of Tabs here]


1. SSS Format


2. SSS Instructions





---------------------------2-LTR COORD (Example of 2-Letters to coord when package going between Glass Doors)


SAF/GC Coord - Last Name, Rank, dd Mmm yy


SAF/MR Coord - Last Name, Rank, dd Mmm yy, (w/ comments)




image3.emf

H - Comment  Matrix.doc




H - Comment Matrix.doc

[classification]



 [Package Title] 





			Item #


			Org/



Reviewer


			Type



(*C/S/A)


			Page


			Para


			Line #


			Comment


			Rationale


			Resolution



(**A/R/P)





			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			








*  Comment Types:



CRITICAL -- Critical comments are major deficiencies that will result in a non-concur.  Detailed rationale must be provided. Comment must be resolved before final approval.



SUBSTANTIVE -- Substantive comments are provided because sections in the document appear to be or are potentially unnecessary, incorrect, incomplete, misleading, confusing, or inconsistent with other sections.



ADMINISTRATIVE -- Administrative comments correct what appear to be typographical, grammatical, or formatting errors.


**  Resolution Actions:


Accept/Reject/Partial (A/R/P) are to be used by the document sponsor for comment resolution/adjudication. This format will allow the document sponsor to accept, reject, or partially accept/reject or modify each comment.  
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Attachment 11_ LCSP Electronic Coord Tool Memo.pdf
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

3500 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-3500

LOGISTICS AND April 6,2017

MATERIEL READINESS

MEMORANDUM FOR SERVICE ACQUISITION EXECUTIVES
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES

SUBIJECT: Life Cycle Sustainment Plan Electronic Coordination Tool

In an effort to further reduce document review cycle time and effort, the staffing and
approval process of Life Cycle Sustainment Plans (LCSPs) is transitioning to the Electronic
Coordination Tool (ECT). Initial LCSP ECT pilot programs within the Services to prove out the
process have been successfully completed. Therefore, beginning immediately, all ACAT-1D
LCSPs requiring ASD(L&MR) approval will be staffed using the ECT system. LCSPs will no
longer be staffed using e-mail routing or the CATMs system.

The ECT process for LCSPs is similar to that used for review of Acquisition Strategy
(AS) and Acquisition Program Baseline (APBs) documents. The primary differences between
the LCSP and the AS/ADM reviews are that the LCSP final approval is by ASD(L&MR) for
ACAT-1D programs, and the process is managed by DASD(MR) vice the Director, ARA.

The standard LCSP workflow process is attached. An Army-specific LCSP ECT
workflow is also attached which includes review and signature by Army Materie] Command
prior to ASA(ALT) signature and ASD(L&MR) approval.

Using ECT to staff LCSPs will require the Service program offices to notify DASD(MR)
when an LCSP is ready for staffing. Coordination Action Officers (CAOs) have been
established for each reviewing office. DASD(MR) will initiate an ECT action requesting that the
CAOs enter the names of their reviewers for the LCSP requiring ASD(L&MR) approval. Once
the reviewers are entered, the program office will be notified to load the LCSP into ECT, and the
initial review period will begin. To add additional names to the CAO reviewer list for your
organization, please submit the names and emails to osd.pentagon.ousd-atl.list.ect@mail.mil.

My point of contact for questions is Darrell Matics at 703-614-6922 or
darrell.c.matics.civ@mail.mil.

(Lot T e

Kristin K. French
Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense
Logistics and Materiel Readiness

Attachments:
As stated

cc:
DAB Principals
DAB Advisors





Lifecycle Sustainment Plan ECT Process

1
I
\
b

ECT X Initial
Package Assign PM

: Reviewers Initiation Reylew 10 Adjudication Signature
Creation days)

Final
SAE DASD(MR/S ASD(L&MR)

Review (10

Signature sl

Cl) Review Signature

UNCLASSIFIED .
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DASD(MR/SCI) Coordinator

Coordination Action Officers

Program Manager/Product Support
Manager

Initial Reviewers(Staff Specialists)

Program Executive Officer

Final Reviewers (DASD level)

Service/Component Acquisition Executive
or Designee

DASD (MR/SCI)

ASD(L&MR)

AIR OPR

» Functional champion
e Facilitate initiation of new document coordination

e Identify and register users to take action on document coordination

e Upload original and updated documents for coordination, and set time certainty

» Provide decisions on all comments/notify DASD(MR) of any unresolved critical comments
prior to SAE/PEO signature

e Perform coordination with internal organization
e Provide comments electronically

® Review previous comments and updated documents, provide comments
e Sign the document for concurrence, or return it to the PM for rework

e Perform informational review
e Provide comments/recommendations for DASD (MR/SCI) and ASD(L&MR)

* Review previous comments and updated documents, provide comments
¢ Sign the document for concurrence, or return it to the PM for rework

= |dentify/Resolve Critical Issues with PM/PEO prior to SAE Signature or recommend elevation
ePerform Final review to ensure LCSP is complete and critical comments have been addressed
e Provide executive summary and recommendations for ASD(L&MR)

e Review final document and comments
e Sign the document for approval, or return it to the PM for rework

® Upload the ASD(L&MR)-approved document to the Acquisition Information Repository
UNCLASSIFIED 2
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| Army LCSP ECT Process

t Army Lifecycle Sustainment Plan ECT Process

ECT
Package
Creation

Assign PM
Reviewers Initiation

Initial’
Review (10
days)

PM
Adjudication

Signature

SAE
Signature

Final
Review (8
days)

UNCLASSIFIED

DASD(MR/S
Cl) Review

ASD(L&MR)
Signature
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Attachment 12:  



PROGRAM NAME – ACAT LEVEL xx

PRESERVATION AND STORAGE OF UNIQUE TOOLING PLAN - VERSION X

SUPPORTING MILESTONE X



DD Month YYYY





****************************************************************************** (Milestone Decision Authority) ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE (ACQUISITION & LOGISTICS) APPROVAL







	

DARLENE J. COSTELLO	Date

Principal Deputy, Office of the Assistant Secretary

  of the Air Force (Acquisition & Logistics)







Distribution D: Distribution authorized to Department of Defense (DoD) and U.S. DoD contractors only (Administrative or Operational Use) (15 June 2017).  Other requests for this document shall be referred to Air Force Life Cycle Management Center (AFLCMC) / Helicopter Program Office (WIH), Intelligence, Surveillance, Reconnaissance (ISR) and Special Operations Forces (SOF) Directorate (AFLCMC/WI), Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio 45433.

Destruction Notice: Destroy by any method that will prevent disclosure of contents or reconstruction of the document.
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[bookmark: _Toc484093021][bookmark: _Toc502221203]Introduction

Type a program description and introduction here.

The Duncan Hunter National Defense Authorization Act for FY 2009 (P. L. 110-417, Title VIII, Subtitle B, Section 815), Preservation and Storage of Tooling for Major Defense Acquisition Programs (MDAP), hereinafter Section 815 and DoD Instruction 5000.02, "Operation of the Defense Acquisition System" require program managers to ensure any unique tooling associated with the production of hardware for an MDAP is preserved and stored through the end of the service life of the related weapons system.

The (Weapon System) Preservation and Storage of Unique Tooling Plan (PSUTP) describes how unique tooling retention will continue to be reviewed during the life of the program.

Table 1‑1 is the post-approval change log for this PSUTP.  It will be used to maintain a history of significant changes and show the date of current and previous versions.

[bookmark: _Ref473017237][bookmark: _Toc502304969]Table 1‑1: Update Record

Current as of 15 June 2017

		Revision Number

		Date

		Change and Rationale

		Approved By



		Base

		15 June 2017

		Original version

		SAF/AQ



		1.1

		

		

		



		2.0

		

		

		



		3.0

		

		

		



		4.0

		

		

		







[bookmark: _Toc502221204]Reporting

Program Managers shall document the plan for preservation and storage of unique tooling as an annex to the Life Cycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP) submitted for Milestone Decision Approval (MDA) approval at MS C. The Program Manager (pre-transition) or Commander of a systems, logistics, or materiel command (post-transition) shall review this plan annually and report results of the review to the MDA to assure the planning remains adequate. 

The Program Manager shall be accountable to the Accountability Property System of Record (APSR) until transition, at which time the APSR becomes accountable to the cognizant commander.

[bookmark: _Toc502221205]Waivers

If, at any time before the end of the life cycle of the (Weapon System) Program, the Designated Authority determines that retaining the unique tooling in storage is not in the best interest of the Department; that authority shall submit a waiver request to the USD(AT&L) with a written determination, which provides justification for either of the following waiver criteria:

The unique tooling can no longer be economically maintained to meet its storage standards.

The unique tooling can be replaced, should the need arise for its use in MDAP production, with either more technologically advanced, efficient or less costly unique tooling.

[bookmark: _Toc484093025][bookmark: _Toc502221206]Requirements

[bookmark: _Toc484093026][bookmark: _Toc502221207]Unique Tooling Identification Method

Describe method(s) of identifying each item of unique tooling in accordance with MIL-STD-130 and DoDI 8320.04.

[bookmark: _Toc502221208][bookmark: _Toc484093027][bookmark: _Ref491692379]Regulated item Designation

Designate each item of unique tooling as a regulated item.

[bookmark: _Toc502221209]Shelf Life

Describe any shelf life requirements for the unique tooling.

[bookmark: _Toc502221210]Preservation and Packaging Method

Determine the methods of preservation and packaging in accordance with MIL-STD-129.

[bookmark: _Toc502221211]Storage Standards

Describe storage standards associated with unique tooling.

[bookmark: _Toc502221212]Storage Activity

(Contractor or ICP)-Describe the process used to determine storage activity and identify activity.

[bookmark: _Toc502221213]Stock Readiness, Care of Supplies in Storage (COSIS), and Cyclic Inspection Requirements

Describe the unique tooling Stock Readiness, Care of Supplies in Storage (COSIS) and cyclic inspection requirements. Unique tooling shall be refurbished if it has reached the end of its service life prior to its preservation and storage, as required.

[bookmark: _Toc502221214]Contract, Budget, and Facility Requirements

[bookmark: _Toc502221215]Contracts and Clauses

[bookmark: _Toc502304970]Table 3‑1: Contract/Clauses

Current as of 15 June 2017

		Accountable Contract

		Clause



		

		



		

		



		

		







[bookmark: _Toc502221216]Budget

[bookmark: _Toc502304971]Table 3‑2: Budget

Current as of 15 June 2017

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		







[bookmark: _Toc502221217]Facilities

[bookmark: _Ref473019795][bookmark: _Toc502304972]Table 3‑3: Facilities

Current as of 15 June 2017

		Item

		Facility

		Location/Address

		POC
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[bookmark: _Toc355953881][bookmark: _Toc406404735][bookmark: _Toc484093088][bookmark: _Toc502221218]Unique Tooling List

[bookmark: _Toc502304973]Table 4‑1: Unique Tooling

Current as of 15 June 2017

		Item

		Manufacturer

		Part Number

		Serial Number

		Unique Item Identifier (UII)

		National Stock Number (NSN)

		Unit of Measure

		Quantity



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		

		

		

		







[bookmark: _Toc502221219]References

The Duncan Hunter National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2009 (P. L. 110-417, Title VIII, Subtitle B, Section 815, Preservation and Storage of Tooling for Major Defense Acquisition Programs.

DoD Instruction 5000.02, "Operation of the Defense Acquisition System."

USD(AT&L) Memorandum, “Preservation and Storage of Tooling for Major Defense Acquisition Programs (MDAPs)” August 3, 2009.

Air Force Instruction (AFI) 63-101/20-101, “Integrated Life Cycle Management.”




[bookmark: _Toc502221220]Definitions and Acronyms

[bookmark: _Toc502304974]Table 6: Glossary

		Term

		Definition



		Accountable Property Record

		The record contained within the accountable property system of record defined as the system used to control and manage accountable property records; a subset of existing organizational processes related to the lifecycle management of property; the system that is integrated with the core financial system (DoD Instruction 5000.64).



		Care of Supplies in Storage (COSIS)

		A program composed of a set of processes and procedures whose purpose is to ensure that materiel in storage is maintained in ready-for-issue condition or to prevent uneconomic deterioration.



		Cyclic Inspection

		The regular scheduled periodic physical process of determining compliance with established control measures. (DoD 4140-27-M)



		Integrated Materiel Management (IMM)

		The exercise of total DoD-level management responsibility for a federal supply group or class, commodity, or item for a single agency.  It normally includes computation of requirements, funding, budgeting, storing, issuing, cataloging, standardizing, and procuring functions. (JP 1-02)



		Inventory Control Point (ICP)

		An organizational unit or activity within a Department of Defense supply system that is assigned the primary responsibility for the materiel management of a group of items either for a particular Service of for the Defense Department as a whole.  Materiel inventory management includes cataloging direction, requirements computation, procurement direction, distribution management, disposal direction and, generally, rebuild direction. (JP 1-02)



		Item

		A generic term meaning any article produced, stocked, stored, issued, or used. (DoD 7000.14-R, Volume 12, Chapter 7)



		Item Manager

		An individual within the organization of an inventory control point or other such organization assigned management responsibility for one or more specific items of materiel. (JP 1-02)



		Packaging

		The processes and procedures used to protect materiel from deterioration, damage, or both.  It includes cleaning, drying, preserving, packing, marking, and unitizing. (MIL-STD-129)



		Preservation

		The processes and procedures used to protect material against corrosion, deterioration, and physical damage during shipment, handling, and storage; application of protective measures, including cleaning, drying, and preservative materials, barrier materials, cushioning, and containers when necessary.   (DoD 4140.1-R)



		Regulated Item

		Any item whose issue to a user is subject to control by an appropriate authority for reasons that may include cost, scarcity, technical or hazardous nature, or operational significance.  Also called controlled item. See critical supplies and materiel. (JP 1-02)



		Serially-Managed

		A tangible item used by DoD, which is designated by a DoD, or Service Item Manager, to be uniquely-tracked, controlled or managed in maintenance, repair and/or supply by means of its serial number.  DoD serially-managed items include reparable items down to and including subcomponent reparable unit level; life-limited, time-controlled, or items requiring records (e.g., logbooks, aeronautical equipment service records, etc.); and items that require technical directive tracking at the part level. (DoD Guide to Uniquely Identifying Items, latest version)



		Service Life

		A general term used to quantify the average or standard life expectancy of an item or equipment while in use.  When a shelf-life item is unpacked and introduced to mission requirements, installed into intended application, or merely left in storage, placed in pre-expended bins, or held as bench stock, shelf-life management stops and service life begins. (DoD 4140-27-M)



		Shelf-Life

		The total period of time beginning with the date of manufacture, date of cure (for elastomeric and rubber products only), date of assembly, or date of pack (subsistence only), and terminated by the date by which an item must be used (expiration date) or subjected to inspection, test, restoration, or disposal action; or after inspection/laboratory test/restorative action that an item may remain in the combined wholesale (including manufacture’s) and retail storage systems and still be suitable for issue or use by the end user.  Shelf-life is not to be confused with service-life (see definition). (DoD 4140-27-M)



		Stock Readiness

		A Department of Defense program involving the tasks needed to assure that the proper condition of materiel in storage is known and reported, that the condition is properly recorded, and that the materiel is properly provided with adequate packaging protection to prevent any degradation to lower condition codes.  Stock readiness concerns itself with the in-storage inspection, minor repair, testing, exercising of materiel, and packaging aspects associated with these efforts.  Stock readiness includes the elements of COSIS plus the functions related to the receipt, identification, classification, and packaging of materiel during the receipt process. Stock readiness excludes those actions that fall under the area of general warehouse care and depot maintenance, including the use of proper storage aids, identification of materiel/storage locations, and re-warehousing actions. (DoD 4140-27-M)



		Storage Activity

		The organizational element of a distributions system which is assigned responsibility for the physical handling of materiel to its check-in and inspection (receipt), its keeping and surveillance in a warehouse, shed, tank, or open area (storage), and its selection and shipment (issue). (DoD 4140.1-R)



		Storage Life

		The length of time for which an item of supply, including explosives, given specific storage conditions, may be expected to remain serviceable and if relevant, safe. (JP 1-02)



		Storage Standards

		Mandatory instructions for the visual inspection/laboratory testing and/or restoration of items in storage.  These standards provide guidance on storage criteria and time-phasing of inspections during the storage cycle to determine the materiel serviceability and degree of deterioration which has occurred. (DoD 4140-27-M)



		Unique Tooling

		Special tooling consisting of jigs, dies, fixtures, molds, patterns, taps, gauges, and all components of these items including foundations and similar improvements necessary for installing special tooling, and which are of such a specialized nature that without substantial modification or alteration their use is limited to the development or production of particular supplies or parts thereof or to the performance of particular services. Special tooling does not include material, special test equipment, real property, equipment, machine tools, or similar capital items. (As cited in FAR 2.101(b))







[bookmark: _Toc502304975]Table 7: Acronyms

		Acronym

		Meaning



		ACAT

		Acquisition Category



		AFI

		Air Force Instruction



		AFLCMC

		Air Force Life Cycle Management Center



		APSR

		Accountable Property System of Record



		COSIS

		Care of Supplies in Storage



		DoD

		Department of Defense



		DoDI

		Department of Defense Instruction



		FAR

		Federal Acquisition Regulation



		ICP

		Inventory Control Point



		IMM

		Integrated Materiel Management



		ISR

		Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance



		LCSP

		Life Cycle Sustainment Plan



		MDA

		Milestone Decision Authority



		MDAP

		Major Defense Acquisition Program



		MIL-STD

		Military Standard



		NSN

		National Stock Number



		PSUTP

		Preservation and Storage of Unique Tooling Plan



		SOF

		Special Operations Forces



		UII

		Unique Item Identifier



		USD(AT&L)

		Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics



		WIH

		Helicopter Program Office
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ADDM 5000.02 TEMPLATE
Replaced System Sustainment Plan


Replaced System Sustainment Plan
for

Program Name

Date

























Prepared by

Program Office























DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT Click here to enter distribution letter and explanation (e.g.; .”A.  Approved for public release; distribution is unlimited”).  Distribution statement reference http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/submit/guidance/distribstatement.html.

Guidance: Title 10, USC, Section § 2437 requires that the DoD Component sponsoring an MDAP that will replace an existing system shall prepare a Replaced System Sustainment Plan for the existing system if the capability provided by the existing system will remain necessary and relevant during fielding of and transition to the new system.  The plan shall provide for an appropriate level of budgeting for sustaining the existing system until the replacement system to be developed under the major defense acquisition program is fielded and assumes the majority of responsibility for the mission of the existing system. 
FOUO Guidance: Determine whether FOUO is applicable per DoDM 5200.01, Volume 4, “DoD Information security Program: Controlled Unclassified Information (CUI),” February 24, 2012.
FOUO Guidance Source: http://dtic.mil/whs/directives/corres/pdf/523024p.pdf
 Instructions: PEO-specific instruction to be added.
References: 
10 U.S. Code, §2437 Ref g. http://uscode.house.gov/view.xhtml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title10-section2437&num=0&edition=prelim 
DoD Instruction (DoDI)5000.02, "Operation of the Defense Acquisition System," Enclosure 1.  07 JAN 2015. http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/corres/pdf/500002p.pdf 
DODI 5000.02, Enclosure 2, para. 6.d.(12).  








REPLACED SYSTEM SUSTAINMENT PLAN
FOR THE

(Enter Program Name)

(Date)

Schedule. 

(Enter Schedule Here)

Guidance: This is the top-level schedule for the program, showing dates for low-rate initial production, initial operational capability, full-rate production, and full operational capability.  In addition, this schedule will show the date as of when the replacement system is scheduled to assume the majority of responsibility for the mission of the existing system. 

Analysis of existing system. 

Funding.

Click here to enter text.

Guidance: The anticipated funding levels necessary to ensure acceptable reliability and availability rates for the existing system; and maintain mission capability of the existing system against the relevant threats. 

Technology transfer.

Click here to enter text.

Guidance: The extent to which it is necessary and appropriate to transfer mature technologies from the new system or other systems to enhance the mission capability of the existing system against relevant threats.

Interoperability. 

Click here to enter text.

Guidance: The extent to which it is necessary and appropriate to provide interoperability with the new system during the period from initial fielding until the new system assumes the majority of responsibility for the mission of the existing system. 

[bookmark: c]


Attachment 1 – Request for Waiver

Click here to enter text.

Guidance: The Program Manager may request that the Secretary of Defense waive the requirement for a Replaced System Sustainment Plan.  The waiver request shall provide rationale that satisfies one or more of the statutory requirements for an exception: 
1.	The existing system is no longer relevant to the mission; 
2.	The mission has been eliminated; 
3.	The mission has been consolidated with another mission in such a manner that another existing system can adequately meet the mission requirements; or 
4.	The duration of time until the new system assumes the majority of responsibility for the existing system’s mission is sufficiently short so that mission availability, capability, interoperability, and force protection requirements are maintained.
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Attachment 14 

Technical Data Rights and Intellectual Property Strategy



PROGRAM NAME – ACAT LEVEL XX



SUPPORTING MILESTONE X



DD Month YYYY



Version 1.1 – 24 Jan 2019




























1) Introduction

This template is designed to be utilized by the program office to outline their Technical Data rights and Intellectual Property (IP) Strategy as it relates to their program.  The information requested in this attachment is directly in line with the Technical Data Rights Strategy (formerly the Data Management Strategy) contained within the DoD Acquisition Strategy template (Section 7.6) dated 20 April 2011. For inclusion in the Life Cycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP), the IP strategy is required when a program reaches Milestone B, C, and subsequent Life Cycle Sustainment Plan updates, including major modification programs), per AFI 63-101/20-101, para. 7.7.5.5. and should reflect a program’s sustainment approach to IP.

2) Technical Data Rights Strategy

Summarize the current status of the Technical Data Rights strategy for meeting product life-cycle data rights requirements and to support the overall competition strategy.  

Considerations to Include:

a) Analysis of the data required or acquired to design, manufacture, and sustain the system as well as to support re-competition for production, sustainment, or upgrade (should consider, but is not limited to, baseline documentation data, analysis data, cost data, test data, results of reviews, engineering data, drawings, models, and Bills of Materials).

b) Identify what deliverables (Contract Data Requirements List (CDRL)) must be acquired or have been acquired.

c) Identify the estimated or actual cost of those CDRL(s).

d) Describe how the program office would or does store, manage and review the content of those CDRLs, and identify who will be or is responsible for ensuring those activities are performed. 

 

3) Technical Data Rights, Access, and Delivery

Summarize the current status of how the program will or does provide for rights, access, or delivery of technical data the government requires for the system's total life cycle sustainment.  

Considerations to Include:

a) Analysis of data needs to implement the product support life cycle strategy (should consider areas such as materiel management, training, Information Assurance protection, cataloging, open architecture, configuration management, engineering, technology refreshment, maintenance/repair within the technical order (TO) limits and specifically engineered outside of TO limits, and reliability management).

b) Identify what IP rights the Government will or has acquired to which CDRLs and the rationale for acquiring those levels of license rights.

c) Explain how the acquisition of those rights is consistent with 10 USC 2320, DFARS 227.71/227.72, and the life-cycle needs of the program.

d) Identify the DFARS clauses that will be or were included in the contracts.

e) Identify the estimated or actual costs of the IP rights to those CDRLs.

f) Describe the process the program will or does follow to question or challenge contactor assertions or markings.

g) Describe the approach for maintaining the software and associated documentation once software maintenance is transferred from the OEM to organic.

h) Describe to what extent an Integrated Data Environment (IDE) will be or is used during contract performance, including any required interfaces to government data systems/repositories, how those requirements will be or are satisfied, the digital format standards to be used, and why the team selected those standards.

i) As applicable, describe what evaluation criteria will be used to evaluate IP rights proposed by offerors during source selection



4) Business Case Analysis (BCA)

Summarize the current status of the business case analysis calculation, conducted in concert with the engineering tradeoff analysis that outlines the approach for using open systems architectures and acquiring technical data rights.  (Note:  This is not the Product Support BCA).

Considerations to Include:

i) Identify and document the contractor's economic interest in such IP that potential offerors developed exclusively at private expense by performing market research.

ii) Identify and document the Government's costs to acquire, maintain, store, retrieve and protect the data, repair/maintenance/overhaul philosophies, spare/repair parts considerations, and whether procurement of the items, components or processes can be accomplished on a form, fit or function basis

iii) As applicable, compare the results of each analysis to justify an investment decision to implement (or not implement) or acquire (or not acquire) rights in technical data and SW for the program



5) Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA)

Summarize the current status of the cost-benefit analysis of including a priced contract option for the future delivery of technical data and intellectual property rights not acquired upon initial contract award.

Considerations to Include:

a) Program office should determine (based on TRA), whether critical technology elements will mature to such an extent that a component that cannot be repaired at the present can be repaired by a depot-level maintenance facility in the future. 

b) Can a company other than the software developer can deliver software patches/updates of equivalent quality at a cheaper price?

c) The program office will acquire Unlimited/Unrestricted Rights to all deliverables needed for the life-cycle of the weapon system as part of the basic contract.



6) Risk Analysis

Summarize the current status of the analysis of the risk that the contractor already has or may in the future assert limitations on the government's use and release of data. 

Considerations to Include:

a) Review all relevant contracts, including CDRL content

b) Review copies of FAR/DFARS standard clauses incorporated by reference into those contracts

c) Review any asserted rights restrictions made by the contractor prior to award of those contracts

d) Review copies of the deliverables submitted under those contracts to which are affixed restrictive markings that indicate what license rights the Government acquired to those deliverables

e) Review copies of the contractor's accounting records that identify the sources of funding used to create the items, components or processes associated with those deliverables

f) Review Contract Performance Reports that may identify those sources of funding.
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AFLCMC Classified LCSP Process

1

Program Office runs AFLCMC LCSP Reviewer’s Checklist

LCSP is provided to OSF for review.

OSF Validates  LCSP

OSF and Program Office provide LCSP to AFLCMC/LG-LZ for SCR Signature

Return to program office for rework

AFLCMC/LG-LZ completed SCR Signatory

End



Program Office develops LCSP

Yes

Reach-back to LZS PSE SMEs as needed

Reach-back to LZS PSE SMEs as needed

No

Multiple points for LG-LZ Reach-back Support; 

no Enterprise PSER required









AFLCMC… Providing the Warfighter’s Edge
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Life Cycle Sustainment Plans (LCSP)

Change Management Plan

1) Overview

a) Define the change:  Updated standard process for Life Cycle Sustainment Plans (LCSP) for all AFLCMC.

b) Purpose and Objective of change:  The purpose of this standard process is to provide assistance and guidance to the Program Office to aid in the standardization of the development and coordination of program LCSPs across the center.

c) Measures for success:  As defined in Section 5 of the LCSP SP, AFLCMC will utilize the Logistics Health Assessment Demographic Questions process to assess compliance with process. “Green” is achieved when 90% of AFLCMC programs have a valid LCSP completed.

d) Barriers to implementation:  None.

2) Change Management Approach

a) Communication plan:  The process will be taught at future focus weeks and  as requested by individual program offices.  

b) Training plan:  Focus Week Training- Quarterly as required..  Roadshows: Annual.


c) Resistance management plan:  N/A

d) Stakeholder(s) Identification:  The main stakeholders are the PEO Directorates and the functional staff offices involved in the coordination process. 

3) Plan for Post-Change Assessment

a) Assessment of the change in relation to the change objective and Process Maturity Model (PMM) level criteria:  We hope to see improvements in the metrics as the community becomes aware of the new requirements through training events offered. 


b) Control mechanisms and corrective actions:  If the metric uncovers issues, AFLCMC/LG-LZ will work with the specific program offices that are not compliant.  Additionally AFLCMC/LG-LZ will elevate to our leadership and/or the S&P Board as defined in Section 5 of the LCSP SP until a “green” metric is achieved.

Attachments: 
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Stkholder Group Defined


			STAKEHOLDER GROUP			DEFINITION			MAIN CONTACT NAME			Phone			Email			Stakeholder Issues / Concerns			Other Notes


			AFLCMC/LG-LZ


GERRITSEN, TRAVIS B CIV USAF AFMC AFLCMC/XPT: The information on this row is provided as an example.			LG Home Office as AFLCMC LCSP Process Owner			Amanda Woodruff			674-7230			amanda.woodruff@us.af.mil


			PEOs			PEOs where LCSPs are being developed			Amanda Woodruff			674-7231			amanda.woodruff@us.af.mil









































Key Milestones


			Date			Event


GERRITSEN, TRAVIS B CIV USAF AFMC AFLCMC/XPT: Significant events (conferences, meetings with stakeholders, etc.) for which a message should be prepared.  Purpose is to tie messages to specific events and/or milestones.			Definition			POC			Email			Phone


			3/17/16			AFLCMC LCSP Standard Process Approval 			S&P Board approval complete			Amanda Woodruff			amanda.woodruff@us.af.mil			674-7230








Key Messages


			Key Message			Description			Target Audience


Liechty, Melinda: Liechty, Melinda:
See Stakeholder Group list			Delivery Method


Liechty, Melinda: Liechty, Melinda:
See Communication Vehicles			Event Date/ Release Date			Messenger			Developer			Prepared by Date			Deliver Date			Reviewer


			AFLCMC/LG-LZ  SharePoint			Populate SharePoint with the latest information concerning LCSP			AFLCMC Community			Memos/Documents			30-Apr-16			Woodruff/Siens			Woodruff/Siens


			AFLCMC'LG-LZ Roadshows (Hanscom AFB)			LG Home Office visits each location to discuss logistics issues/concerns and provide updates/training to the Logistics community			Logisticians			Briefings			30-Apr-16			Woodruff			Woodruff/Siens


			Focus Week Training			LCSP Training 			AFLCMC Community			Briefing			31-Jul-16			Woodruff/Siens			Woodruff/Siens


			AFLCMC'LG-LZ Roadshows (Tinker/Hill AFB)			LG Home Office visits each location to discuss logistics issues/concerns and provide updates/training to the Logistics community			Logisticians			Briefings			31-Jul-16			Woodruff			Woodruff/Siens


			AFLCMC'LG-LZ Roadshows (Eglin/Robins AFB)			LG Home Office visits each location to discuss logistics issues/concerns and provide updates/training to the Logistics community			Logisticians			Briefings			30-Sep-16			Woodruff			Woodruff/Siens


			Continuous Communication			Have list of FIAR POCs from each directorate.  Pass them new information as necessary.			PEOs			Email/Briefings			Continuous			Woodruff/Siens			Woodruff/Siens































































































































































































































































































Communication Vehicle Guide


						LCSP Standard Process 			Frequency			Tone and Level of Detail			Content/Purpose			Target audience


GERRITSEN, TRAVIS B CIV USAF AFMC AFLCMC/XPT: Identify the segment of the population targeted by the communication (specific organization, specific groups of people/stakeholders, individuals, etc.)
			Advantages			Disadvantages			Comments						Zuständigkeiten


						One-way-media: Print


						AFLCMC Standard Process  			As needed			Formal			Announcements, comments			Open			Message seen as "official". 			Impersonal, not widely read.





						One-way-media: Electronic


						Did You Knows 			2 times per year			News / explanation of major events			Announcement			Targeted workforce - depends on newsletter			Available for all employees; read at all levels			Unclear if message absorbed by intended audience.									Abt. Für Öffentlichkeitsarbeit


						PSM Crosstalks/Email message			As needed			Formal/Interactive			Announcement of intent, status, expectations, etc.			Entire workforce			Message is sent unobstructed to all affected.			Unclear if message absorbed by intended audience.			Next PSM Crosstalk 14 Apr 2016


						Focus Week Training			As needed			Explanatory			Create awareness, educate			Targeted segment(s) of workforce; Managers/others as necessary			Provide uniform instruction and direction. Can use pictures, video and text to convey message. 			Difficulty to get the right tone.  Unclear if message absorbed by intended audience.





						One-way-media: Person-to-person


						Speeches, presentations/briefings			As needed			Interactive			Can address large segments of workforce.  Can invite targeted segments of audience or specific stakeholder groups.			Targeted segment(s) of workforce; Managers/others as necessary			Speaker able to set correct tone with audience.  Follow-up Q & A session possible.			Unclear if message absorbed by intended audience.			Customizable. Tailor presentation to the specific audience.  Can implement via video teleconference and record for future viewing.						Individual


						Two-way-media: Print


						LCSP Staff Packages			As needed			Formal			Gain approval/coordination of specific tasks/actions			Senior Staff/Leaders			Follows protocol for decisions and coordination			Can take excessive time for all leadership involved to fully coordinate. Can lose meaning as message gets further away from content owner.			SSS and e-SSS are standard means of gaining coordination of and approval of high level documents/communications


						Two-way-media: Electronic


						PSM Crosstalk Video Teleconferencing (VTC)/DCO			As needed			Interactive			Open			Stakeholders and organizations located at multiple locations. 			Visually supported communication. May reach larger audiences at multiple locations.			Technical difficulties / network bandwidth constraints. Familiarity of system(s) by personnel.			Requires well structured agenda and moderation to be efficient. Important to practice prior to actual event.





						AFLCMC/LG-LZ SharePoint			Daily			Formal			Share wide variety of message content (documents, FAQ, training information, etc.) with multiple stakeholders. 			AF internal employees (can be customized to specific segments of AF population). 			Accessible medium, customizable to audience. Visually supported communication. 			Technical difficulties / network bandwidth constraints. Familiarity of system(s) by personnel.  Unclear if message absorbed by intended audience.			Widely used medium.  Important to manage data and maintain currency of information. 


						Two-way-media: Person-to-person


						Seminars, Trainings and AFLCMC/LG Roadshows 			As needed			Interactive			Can address affected segments of workforce.  Can invite targeted segments of audience or specific stakeholder groups.			Targeted segment(s) of workforce; Managers/others as necessary			Speaker able to set correct tone with audience.  Follow-up Q & A session possible.			Can be costly. Requires significant pre-planning and facility coordination.			Some training is poorly received; value and benefit in eyes of receiver (perception based); planning and execution together with training team.						Zentraler Servicebereich Personal


						Focus Groups/IPTs/RIE			As needed			Formal			Smaller groups of people / stakeholders. 			Specific stakeholders for intended message (i.e., subject matter experts)			Allows for detailed discussion			May require multiple sessions to address all stakeholder groups.			Topics to be determined by teams; not necessarily included in communications planning.




















































































































