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JSCC Background: Joint Space Cost Council (JSCC)

Joint Space Cost Council

> Established by the Undersecretary
of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology, and Logistics Support
to improve collaboration with
oversight and service/agency
levels

» Focus on cost credibility and
realism in estimates, budgets,
schedules, data, proposals and
program execution

> Broad participation across industry
and government

> Initiatives consistent with
government and industry focus on
Affordability

JSCC is an effective forum for government and industry collaboration to
improve EVM implementation




Workshop Topics

JSCC

Joint Space Cost Council

> Introduction to the Better EVM Implementation Study
» Phase | Actions, including themes and recommendations

> Industry Partner Pilots and NRO Pilots

Better EVMS

» Phase Il Kickoff ORecommendations Implementation

Data Analysis

Q‘Survey Data

9 Study Scope



Setting a Realistic Study Scope

JSCC

Joint Space Cost Council

» The scope of the study is the Delta Implementation Cost Impact between
EVM implemented on Government Programs and EVM implemented on
Commercial, Internal or Fixed Price Programs

EVM required
by Government
Customer

Y
>

Projects,
Programs, and
Contracts
which use
EVMS

DELTA

MPLEMENTATI
IMPACTS
SCOPE

)

<

EVM performed on
Commercial, Internal or
Fixed Price Programs

Industry identified cost areas perceived as being Government driven and rated
the impact high, medium, low or no impact
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Industry and Government Study Phases

JSCC Grouping of 78 Y Industry Survey > Phase |
Industry Day V| Industry Cost to assess cost Recommendation
(joint Drivers/Areas areas as high, Report, focusing on high
Government/ medium, low, no and medium cost impact
Industry impact = —— areas
participation) ‘ = ‘
% DATE TBD
. . ‘ . Joint
Government-Industry Collaboration through all phases of the survey and analysis S}gﬁi;:‘yme”t/
Implementation
Plan
DATE TBD DATE TBD DATE TBD C :J
JSCC j. Results will be > Government j Phase ll
Government grouped into Survey to assess Recommendation
Day (joint Government Value areas of high, Report, focusing on low
Government/ medium low, and and medium value areas
Industry no value .
participation) G




Jsce Phase | Overview

Joint Space Cost Council

Programs in JSCC Survey by $ Value
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<50SM < 100SM <500 SM <1SB >=1SB Not
Identified

The survey results contain 46 programs, 17 over $1 Billion, as well as 7 in the
$20-$100 million range
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The Structure of the JSCC Survey

Cost Driver

1. Variance Analysis

6. WBS

10. Customer Directed Changes

01.01 Reportmg Variance at Too Low a Level of the WBS

01.02 Volume - Lack of Meaningful Thresholds

01.03 Frequency of Variance Analysis Reporting

01.04 Number of Approvals Before Submitting Variance Analysis
01.05 Developing Corrective Actions

01.06 Tracking Corrective Actions

06.01 Level

06.02 Recurring/Non-Recurring

06.03 Clin Structure Embedded

06.04 Non-Conforming

06.05 Conforming

06.07 Unique Customer Driven Requirements

2. Level of Control Account

7. Documentation Requirements

02.01 Plan

02.02 Analyze

02.03 Report

02.04 Volume of Corrective Actions

07.01 Interim WADs
07.02 IPMR/CPR/IMS
07.03 Logs

07.04 EAC/CEAC

Cost Area

3. Integrated Baseline Reviews

03.01 Attendance

03.02 Frequency

03.03 Depth

03.04 Data Requests

03.05 Qverlap with Surveillance

07.05 Frequency of Reportin
07.06 Level of Detail

07.07 Accounting Reconciliation

07.08 Expectation that Every Doc Stands Alone Drives Redundancy
07.09 Overly Prescriptive

10.01 Delta IBRs

10.02 Baseline Change/ Maintenance

10.03 Baseline Freeze Period

10.04 Changes to Phasing of Contract Funding
10.05 Baseline by Funding, not Budget

10.06 Poorly Definitized Scope

10.07 Level of Control Account

10.08 Delay in Negotiations

10.09 Volume of Change

11. Subcontractor EVMS Surveillance

11.01 Customer Involvement
11.02 Duplication of Prime/Customer Review
11.03 Supplier Cars Flow to Prime

12. CLINs Reporting

8. Interpretation Issues

4. Surveillance Reviews

04.01 Attendance

04.02 Frequency

04.03 Breadth/Depth

04.04 Data Requests

04.05 Dcma Internal Reviews by Cage Code
04.06 Layers of Oversight

04.07 Derived Requirements

04.08 Zero Tolerance for Minor Data Errors
04.09 Prime/Subcontractor Surveillance

08.01 Differing Guidance

08.02 Sub Invoice Trace

08.03 Lack of Understanding/Inexperienced Auditors

08.04 Schedule Margin

08.05 Inconsistent Interpretation Among Reviewers

08.06 Limited Recognition of Materiality / Significance of Issues

12.01 Multiple CLINs

12.02 Tracking MR

12.03 Embedding Clins in WBS

12.04 Separate Planning, Tracking & Reporting Reqmts
12.05 CLIN Volume

13. M5

9. Tools

13.01 Integration of Subs

13.02 Volume of Tasks/Level of Detail
13.03 45 Day NTE Task Durations

13.04 Float NTE 45 Days or Some Number

5. Maintaining EVM System

09.01 Inadequate EVM Tools
09.02 Cost Schedule Integration
09.03 Prime Sub Integration
09.04 Materials Mgmt Integration

14. Reporting Requirements

14.01 Tailoring
14.02 Add'T Regmts Beyond CDRLs
14.03 Volume of Ad Hoc / Custom Reports

05.01 Forms
05.02 Processes

15. Funding/Contracts

15.01 Changes to Phasing of Contract Funding
15.02 Incremental
15.03 Volatility Drives Planning Changes

Survey based on 78 industry-identified cost areas - Respondents Categorized
each Cost Area as High, Medium, Low or No Impact to the Cost of EVM
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Stakeholders

Contractor
Program

Management

Government
Program
Management

Oversight

 Contractor Program
Management

» Contractor EVM process
Owner

» Government Program
Management

 Contracting Officer

» Cost Estimators

» Defense Contract Audit
Agency (DCAA)

» Defense Contract
Management Agency
(DCMA)

* DoD Performance
Assessment and Root
Cause Analysis Group
(PARCA)




Primary Stakeholders for the ~26% of Cost Areas with
Jscce High and Medium Impacts to the Cost of EVMS

Joint Space Cost Council
Stakeholders
for High and
This presentation Medium
Impacts Not Provided
explores these P NRO ECE

944 High and %

. Gov Program Mgmt
Medium Impacts

40%

VI CHLITT

Cost Estimators a’:’ooo’oooooo

2%
KTR Program Mgmt
~74% of all survey data points (2,644 of 10%
the 3,588 answers) had Low to No cost KTRETM Process

premium identified to comply with 12% 8%

i Government EVM reguirements ‘

Of the ~26% identified as High and Medium Impacts Government Program Management was
identified as Primary Stakeholder, followed by DCMA. Contractor EVM Process Owner and
Contractor Program Management also identified as “Significant” Stakeholder .




Cost Driver Dashboard of Top Quartile Cost Areas
Jscce on the High-Medium Index

Joint Space Cost Council

All Cost Areas 1. Variance Analysis 2. Level of Control Account 3. Integrated Baseline ReviewJ L I f
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DRAFT Summary of Industry Survey Responses 10




sce Better EVM Implementation Report Context

Joint Space Cost Council

SURVEY DATA Captures Industry

Cost Areas Stakeholders Comments AL

EVM Expert Working Group Analysis — Converting Survey Data into a Report

Cross-Cutting Themes Problem Statements

w/survey data support

Recommendations Recommendation Titles
ARE the
Recommendation

Stakeholder and Suggested Actions

Mandatory Content:

- Specific bounded actions that support the recommendation

- Specific actions are actionable by an identified stakeholder or stakeholder group
- Include government and industry stakeholders as appropriate

Optional Content:

- Context of the recommendation

- Implementation advice

- Examples of barriers to change

- Explanation of why recommendation was made, relationship to cost area

Suggested Actions and
Content of the
explanatory text




Direct Linkage from Study data to
JSCC | Recommendations and Actions

Joint Space Cost Council

Theme 1: The Control Account level (size and number) significantly impacts the cost of EVM
Recommendation 1: Ensure WBS, Control Accounts and Reporting Levels are appropriate for the contract type,
scope, risk and value

The following are the final JSCC Themes for Better EVM ) ) )
Y Recommendation 2: Define a product oriented WBS and do not allow it to be replicated by CLIN or other
Implementation: reporting needs
» Theme 1: The Cont
significantly impacts
»  Theme 2: Program
program scope as w

3 Themes Recommendatio

impact the cost of EVMS, just as any other program

management discipline

Theme 3: Volume of IBRs and compliance/:
reviews and inconsistent interpretation of t

748 Guidelines impacts the cost of EVM

ecommendation 3: Align the IBR objectives to focus on the fisk, pre- and post- award o assess the contractor's
ammy 1o deliver mission capabites within cost, schedule and performance targefs.
e 3: Volume of IBRs and i reviews and inconsi

748 Guidelines imsacts the sost of EVIA
uasts for Surveillance reviews should focus on the standard artifacts/outputs of the

of the 32 EIA

s for IBRs should focus on standard artifacts/output that support mutual
f the PMB

uld ot replicate the surveillance review

consistent definition within each organization of severity and the remediation

2 or surveillance finding
Ph 2 fisk-based approach to scheduling surveillance reviews, minimizing reviews by
timeframe and site
6: Reduce i i ion of EVMS

G- was

01,01 Reporting Variance st Too Low a Levelof the WBS.
s

iing Varlance Analysis

06,01 Level
106,02 Recurring/on ecuring.
106.0% Cin Structure Frberider
06,04 Nor-Conforming

106,05 conforming,

o

o208 Zer TarancoforwinorDaarors
03 Pt . o

ost Drivers - 78 Cost Ar

[07.01 e WADs
l07.02 1Pvt/com/vs

l07.03 1gs

l07.00 eaciceac

lo7.05 Freauency of osorting
07.06 Ll of Detsil

107.07 Accounting Reconciation

10.01 et 1R
10.02 Bas0line Change aintonance
10,03 Baseline Freese Period
10,04 Changes o Phasing of Contract Funding
10.05 Bascline by Funding, not Bucget
08 Poorly Definized Scope
10.07 L euel of Corrol Account
10,08 Delay in Nogoriatons
10,09 Vlume of Change.

EVMS Surveilance

07.09 Overly Prescriptive

1101 Customer Invalvemer.
ofb

[12.CLiNs Reporting
12.01 MlipleClINs
12,02 Tracking M.

[03.01 Diftering Guidance

108,02 Sub Invice Trace

08.03 Lock of Understanging/nexperienced Audtors

05,04 schedule Margin

105,05 nconsistent Interprataion Among Reviwers
Materily { Sigificance of ssues

9. Tools

12,04 Separate lanning, Tracking & Reporting Recmts
12,05 cLiK Votume.

1301 Intogration of subs.
13.0 Volume of Tasks/l el of Deral
13.03 45 Day NTE Task Durations.

13,01 Flost NTE 15 Days o Some Number

09,01 Inadequare PV Tonls
109,02 costschectule Ineration

14.01 Taioring
ih.02 i

Theme 2 Recommendation 1: Scale the EVM and EVMS Implementation (depth)
to the Program based on program size, complexity and risk.

EVMS includes people, processes and tools.

Stakeholder ‘Suggested Action

appropriate application) ensuring the correct people on the team early in the
process to make the decisions — complete the process using appropriate
governance to ensure the tools are aligned with the acquisition.
Government PM
Avoid copy and paste from prior procurement's EVM requirements.

Be cognizant that the wording of CDRLs can impact the evel
contractor establishes Control Accounts.

Contractor EVMS
Educate the contractor program management office at
Process Owner

‘Avoid establishing Control Accounts many levels below th
Contractor PM
reporting requirements.

Include EVM as part of the acquisition strategy (coordination check list to ensure

Provide OSD Guidance on Waivers and Deviations to ensure EVM is
appropriately applied. (appropriate program size and contract type)

PARCA Train the buying community.

Use governance process to ensure EVM expertise employed in RFP
development process.

Define EVMS scalabilty to ensur
Government and Industry. Ensur
NDIA describe how to establish effective
Guidelines 1-5) when companies
complexity and an array of custo!

78 Actions




Theme 1 — Breakout of Impacts by Cost Area
Jscce

Joint Space Cost Council

50 40 30 20 10 O 10 20 30 40 50

01.01 - Reporting Variance at too low a level of
01.02 - Volume - lack of meaningful thresholds

01.03 - Frequency of Variance Analysis Reporting

=
—— Pulling a thread — how the EVM
01.05 - Developing Corrective Actions : # Expert Worklng GroUp analyzed
01.06 - Tracking Corrective Actions 1 # data, ConS|dered Comments, to

=

—

E—

—T—

no M

01.04 - Number of Approvals before submitting Va

I S develop recommendations and
actions

02.03 - Report

02.04 - Volume of Corrective Actions
05.01 - Forms

06.01 - Level

LN, b

|

06.02 - Recurring/non-recurring

I 06.03 - CLIN Structure embedded

06.04 - Non-conforming

06.05 - Conforming

06.07 - Unique customer driven requirements
07.01 - Interim WADs

07.02 - IPMR/CPR/IMS

07.03 - Logs

07.04 - EAC/CEAC

07.05 - Frequency of Reporting
07.06 - Level of detail
07.07 - Accounting Reconciliation .
07.08 - Expectation that every doc stands alone . H Ig h | m paCt
07.09 - Overly prescriptive
08.06 - Limited recognition of materiality / sig
09.01 - Inadequate EVM tools
09.02 - Cost Schedule Integration
09.03 - Prime Sub Integration
09.04 - Materials Mgmt Integration

O Low Impact

10.06 - Poorly definitized scope
10.07 - Level of Control Account
12.01 - Multiple CLINs

12.05 - CLIN Volume

B No Impact

Male aleten gonnladn

13.02 - Volume of tasks/level of detail

— T
——
—
—
E—
——
——— O Medium Impact
——
——
——
——
—
—m—
=== |
——

1

13



Survey Comments on Cost Impact due to Multiple CLINSs,
JSCC CLINs in the WBS and Planning Control Accounts

Joint Space Cost Counci

Maintaining multiple CLINs
drives additional effort by
Program Controls in
generating government
reports. Is not value added to
the contractor over and above
simply tracking by WBS.

[Gov Program Mgmt]

Need for unique CLINs, even though
following Mil-STD 881 from a CWBS
standpoint causes additional effort for
contractors and subcontractors.
Accounting structure, contract
administration, invoicing, subcontract
administration, proposals/cost
estimating, etc. [Gov Program Mgmt]

This contract has
multiple CLIN/SLINs
(~25) which drives
complexity in each
EVMS process.

[Gov Program Mgmt]

The level of reporting required for a DFAR
program is at a much lower level than a
non-DFAR program, driving 3-4X the
number of control accounts that would be
used if strictly internal... [Gov Program
Mgmt]

Customer driven CLIN structure acts as a
multiplier in the number of control accounts
created. Currently, the program is
comprised of 14 CLINs and approximately
38 sub-CLINs which is expected to grow.
[KTR Program Mgmt]




Jsce JSCC Considerations

Joint Space Cost Council

>

Reporting level of detail could have a significant impact on the planning infrastructure for the
performance measurement baseline. Level of Control Accounts impacts the span of control discussion. The
EVM Expert Working Group bounded the issue by observing, in a typical program, 1 Control Account Manager
(CAM) per 100 engineers is too large a span of control and may not lead to good performance, while 1 CAM per 3
engineers is wasteful. The optimized span of control is somewhere in between. When the customer determines
the WBS reporting level, they could be unduly influencing the span of control, rather than providing some degrees
of freedom for contractors to establish Control Accounts at the optimal, risk-adjusted level in accordance with their
EVMS.

Companies can use charge (job) numbers or other reporting mechanisms to collect costs. The low level of
Control Accounts may be driven by specific customer reporting requirement(s), which otherwise could be achieved
with the flexible use of a charge number structure. Accounting system data (actual cost) is less costly to obtain
than EVM data (for budgeted cost of work planned, budgeted cost of work performed, and actual cost of work
performed), and a Control Account may not need to be established to collect this data. However, actual cost data
alone may not always satisfy some customer reporting requirements if there is a requirement to provide all data
associated with a Control Account (e.g., Estimate at Complete, etc.).

Setting the reporting level at the appropriate level of the WBS can lead to more efficiency in program
execution. Just as proposals with higher level WBS (2, 3, or 4) may result in better accuracy and quicker turn-
around times in parametric cost-estimating (because they do not rely on engineering build-ups), setting the
reporting level at the appropriate level of the WBS may lead to more efficiency in program execution.

A uniform level of reporting (e.g. WBS level 6) can cause cost with no added benefit. Although WBS level 6
reporting might be appropriate for a high risk end item, applying the same WBS level uniformly across the entire
contract may force the contractor to decompose LOE areas such as quality engineering and program office much
lower than is efficient or necessary for oversight.

Program management needs to become more aware of the impacts of the levied requirements. When
preparing an RFP, the program office sometimes cuts and pastes a previous RFP rather than carefully considering
the level of detail of management insight and reporting needed for the new program. Additionally, Government
managers need to understand the linkages between WBS set-up and span of control in program management.

Lower levels of reporting increase cost in planning infrastructure, but may help management identify
risks and problems early, significantly decreasing program execution costs.




Jsce Theme 1 Recommendation 2 Actions

Joint Space Cost Council

Theme 1: The Control Account level (size and number) significantly impacts the cost of EVM

Recommendation 2: Define a product oriented WBS and do not allow it to be replicated by CLIN or other
reporting needs

Stakeholder Suggested Action

Conduct a post-award conference within 60 days of contract award to verify that the reporting requirements for
WBS and related CDRLs meets the needs for both the Customer and the Contractor (holding this as soon as

possible after award can improve program EVMS set-up).

Include the phrase “for cost collection only” in RFP and Contract language in order to clarify requirements for cost
reporting that do not necessarily apply to EVM reporting and to help Industry provide the data without expanding
the CWBS and the IPMR.

Government PM

Do not require the same CDRL in separate instances by CLIN.

Avoid broad direction for the contractor to report to a particular (uniform) level of MIL-STD-881C.

Consider requiring an offeror to provide a non-dollarized Responsibility Assignment Matrix (RAM) in the proposal

management volume for evaluation of the contractor’s proposed extended CWBS and organization.

Avoid over-complicating an EVMS infrastructure implementation by establishing separate instances of EVM

engine databases by CLIN.

Contractor PM When the RFP embeds CLINs or other reporting requirements in EVM reporting requirements, offer alternative
methods such as charge codes or standard reports to satisfy independent program needs for cost, funding
management, and performance management objectives (this communication should take place pre-award, during

negotiations, post-award).

16



Theme 2 — Breakout of Impacts by Cost Area
Jscc

Joint Space Cost Council

50 40 30 20 10 O 10 20 30 40 50

|
Pulling a thread — how the EVM
—— Expert Working Group analyzed
— = data, considered comments, to
develop recommendations and
actions

03.02 - Frequency
03.03 - Depth
03.04 - Data requests

i

03.05 - Overlap with surveillance

H.ﬁﬁﬂ m

06.01 - Level

06.02 - Recurring/non-recurring

|

06.03 - CLIN Structure embedded
07.01 - Interim WADs

07.02 - IPMR/CPR/IMS

07.03 - Logs

07.04 - EAC/CEAC

09.02 - Cost Schedule Integration

09.03 - Prime Sub Integration
09.04 - Materials Mgmt Integration
10.01 - Delta IBRs

(o . AP Al

I 10.02 - Baseline change/ maintenance

10.03 - Baseline freeze period

O

10.04 - Changes to phasing of contract funding
10.05 - Baseline by Funding, not budget

10.06 - Poorly definitized scope
10.08 - Delay in Negotiations

I 10.09 - Volume of Change
12.01 - Multiple CLINs
12.02 - Tracking MR

IR

| B High Impact

Tnftys

|

12.04 - Separate planning, tracking & reporting
12.05 - CLIN Volume

O Medium Impact

I

13.02 - Volume of tasks/level of detail
14.02 - Add't reqmts beyond CDRLs D LOW I m paCt
14.03 - Volume of ad hoc / custom reports
15.01 - Changes to phasing of contract funding

B No Impact

15.02 - Incremental

Atfeett
il

I 15.03 - Volatility drives planning changes

17



Survey Comments on Cost Impact from baseline
JSCC changes due to program or funding volatility

Joint Space Cost Council

Medium Impact
Comment: Customer
utilization off AUW & AAPs

High Impact Comment: There are

extensive baseline changes, but we are glad (Advanced Auth to .
for the new business. The complication/cost Rroqged), and NTE's drlv_e
comes when integrating these into the significant EVM complexity

and PMB maintenance
[Gov Program Mgmt]

existing baseline and making sure the
Customer and Contractor are on the same
page regarding the cost/schedule impacts.
Many times the Customer sees these
changes in isolation and not necessarily as
parts of an integrated framework.

High Impact Comment:
Funding profiles drive the
planning of the program.
Continuous changes
mean continuous
adjustments to align with
the funding [Gov
Program Mgmt]

High Impact Comment:
Funding is driving how
budgeting is performed and
that drives constant
replanning. [Gov Program
Mgmt]

No Impact Comment:
We baseline by scope
and budget, not funding.



Jsce JSCC Considerations

Joint Space Cost Council

» The full JSCC discussed Theme 2, and made the following comments and observations

» Lower level of detail of reporting without scope clarity does not usually result in quality data.

» Baselining to funding rather than the entire contract scope is not an effective way to manage a
program with EVMS.

» A particular contract was cited as having a corrosive contracting process. The program received
400 modifications in a single year to incrementally add scope. This had a major effect on how the
program was managed. The extreme volatility impacted not just the program controls team, but
the CAMs and engineers as well. When a program experiences frequent and significant customer
directed changes, the contractor’'s change management practices for planning and executing
Authorized Unpriced Work must be efficient and timely.

> In another case, the Government issued a contract modification for $100 million, with an NTE

amount of $600k. The remainder of the work was baselined $600k at a time, creating volatility and
decreasing visibility into performance against the scope of work.




Jsce Theme 2 Recommendation 2 Actions

Joint Space Cost Council

Theme 2: Program volatility and lack of clarity in program scope as well as uncertainty in

funding may impact the cost of EVMS, just as any other Program Management Discipline
Recommendation 2: Plan the authorized work to an appropriate level of detail and time
horizon, not just the funded work

Stakeholder Suggested Action

Government PM Do not force a detailed plan of the entire scope of the contract when there is likely volatility in the future.

Government ) ) . o o

5 _ Ensure adequate guidance is available to understand the 60-day ‘rule of thumb’ to distribute undistributed budget.
versig

Use Authorized Unpriced Work (AUW) to establish scope for the entire near term plan rather than just developing a
Contractor PM
project plan for the amount of incremental funding provided.
Consider updating the DoD DID to move IPMR Guide paragraph 4.4.2 language into the IPMR DID.
PARCA . . .
Provide FIPT guidance that encourages program managers to understand proper ways of planning, so there are no
unintended consequences (update EVMIG).

Ensure that Contractor's EVM system descriptions adequately describe how to address planning authorized

Contractor Process

5 unpriced work based upon customer directed changes. Also, Contractor process owners should be aware of the
whner
differences between the IPMR DID and guide language.

Theme 2 addresses the Government Acquisition Environment, not conditions
directly attributable to EVM




Theme 3 — Breakout of Impacts by Cost Area
Jscc

Joint Space Cost Council

50 40 30 20 10 O 10 20 30 40 50

 — Pulling a thread — how the EVM
——r== Expert Working Group analyzed
ﬁ data, considered comments, to
i develop recommendations and

——] actions

03.01 - Attendance

03.02 - Frequency

03.03 - Depth

03.04 - Data requests

03.05 - Overlap with surveillance

04.01 - Attendance

04.02 - Frequency

04.03 - Breadth/depth

04.04 - Data requests

04.05 - DCMA Internal Reviews by CAGE Code

04.06 - Layers of oversight

04.07 - Derived Requirements

04.08 - Zero tolerance for minor data errors
04.09 - Prime/Subcontractor surveillance
05.01 - Forms

05.02 - Processes

08.01 - Differing guidance

08.02 - Sub Invoice trace

08.03 - Lack of understanding/inexperienced aud

N IR T

B High Impact

08.04 - Schedule Margin

ﬁ

08.05 - Inconsistent interpretation among review

08.06 - Limited recognition of materiality / sig

=== O Medium Impact

10.07 - Level of Control Account

11.02 - Duplication of Prime/Customer Review
13.03 - 45 day NTE task durations

13.04 - Float NTE 45 days or some number
14.02 - Add't reqgmts beyond CDRLs

pha ot

— —

——

e O Low Impact
)

:H-":._l_‘_ B No Impact

14.03 - Volume of ad hoc / custom reports
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JSCC Survey Comments on Surveillance Reviews

Joint Space Cost Council

High Impact Comment: having
different reviewers interpretations
creates inefficient corrective
actions to the contractor- this
adds extra cost as well as
extending review activity

High Impact Comment:
Issues that are minor
receive outsized attention.
[Gov Program Mgmt]

High Impact Comment:
There are VERY
SIGNIFICANT differences in
the impacts depending on
which DCMA auditor is doing
the review. Costs impacts
range from Low to beyond
High. ... [DCMA]

High Impact Comment: Lack
of knowledgeable auditors
results in extensive data
requests and numerous
reviews. Immaterial or
irrelevant findings often
elevated without recognition
of minimal actual impact.
[DCMA]

High Impact Comment:
Lack of perspective and
extreme level of detail drive
unnecessary reviews,

questions, etc. [DCMA].



scc  JSCC Themes for Better EVM Implementation

Joint Space Cost Council

Theme 1: The Control Account level (size and number) significantly impacts the
cost of EVM

Theme 2: Program volatility and lack of clarity in program scope as well as

uncertainty in funding may impact the cost of EVMS, just as any other Program
Management Discipline

Theme 3: Volume of IBRs and compliance/surveillance reviews and

inconsistent interpretation of the 32 EIA 748 Guidelines impacts the cost of
EVM

23




Jsce JSCC Considerations

Joint Space Cost Council

>
>

Y VvV

Number of guidelines reviewed, and (breadth and depth) can impact the cost of reviews

Sometimes there are typos on documentation such as WADs. During surveillance, DCMA issues
CARs for errors such as typos, and that causes a cost impact to a program to work the CAR to
resolution.

Sometimes there is not a cost-benefit analysis; approach is not proportional to the risk

Contractors are sensitive to overlapping scope, duplication, and timing of internal surveillance,
joint surveillance (DCMA), DCAA Audits and IBRs. This can be compounded by other reviews
(regulatory, such as Sarbanes-Oxley Compliance).

Government personnel conducting surveillance have, at times, requested excessive data,
requiring contractor preparation time, for surveillance reviews.

Minor errors have been incorrectly identified as major issues (e.g., one out of 1,000 records, or a
signature performed at 34 days instead of 30, etc.). These can be noted and fixed without
requiring either a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) or root cause analysis.

Other related issues include better definitions of materiality and assessment of EIA guidelines in a
risk-based model.



Jsce Theme 3, Recommendation 6 Actions

Joint Space Cost Council

Theme 3: Volume of IBRs and compliance/surveillance reviews and inconsistent interpretation of the 32 EIA 748
Guidelines impacts the cost of EVM
Recommendation 6: Reduce inconsistent interpretation of EVMS implementation

Stakeholder Suggested Action

Develop process for escalation through functional specialist chain for adjudication of any

identified discrepancies.

Government
Oversight (DCMA

Continue implementing the data-driven approach to surveillance reviews and provide

feedback to the acquisition community.

Develop DoD EVMS Interpretation Guide to set the parameters of EVMS compliance.

Contractor Establish periodic review of processes and work products which may be duplicative or
Process Owner not well integrated.
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Phase | Roadmap for Practical Improvements for
Jscce Government and Industry

Joint Space Cost Council

» Distribution of Final Recommendations
« JSCC Cover memo to Stakeholders
« JSCC Membership
« PARCA Website
« JSCC/AIA Website
« EVM World Conference Package

» Phase | Follow-up
« NRO/Industry Pilots, how to implement EVMS better
« Training updates
« Stakeholder feedback on recommended action items
» Re-visit recommendations based on Phase |l, Value results

The JSCC study can and should be leveraged to provide

organizational emphasis for EVMS improvements!
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LOCKHEED MARTIN

in partnership with the

JOINT SPACE COST COUNCIL

Better Earned Value Management (EVM)
Implementation

 Introduction and Overview
» Distribution of Recommendations
« Select Recommendations and Responses

Suzanne Perry
Corporate Director, PA&E
Lockheed Martin Corporation



Distribution of Recommendations

JSCC by Theme and Stakeholder

Joint Space Cost Council

Major Stakeholder No. of Recommendations

USG INDUSTRY CONTRACTOR
THEME PM | Oversight | Nowusce,etc.| py | EVMS Process Total
Owner
1) The Control Account level (size and number) 1 3 0 6 2 22
significantly impacts the cost of EVM
2) Program volatility and lack of clarity in program scope g 6 1 3 2 17
as well as uncertainty in funding may impact the cost of
EVMS, just as any other Program Management
Discipline
3) Volume of IBRs and compliance/surveillance reviews 6 14 10 0 3 33
and inconsistent interpretation of the 32 EIA 748
Guidelines impacts the cost of EVM
Total 22 23 11 9 7 72

Formal document published 28 April 2015
Broad communication and dissemination underway




Jsce “Pilot” Projects at NRO

Joint Space Cost Council

» Choosing a “pilot” - Where could the study be most impactful?

* We had three programs in either in mid-RFP or initial post-award stage, which fit the profile
for the time phase of Themes 1 and 2 recommendations.

» Assessment Approach
+ Determine what should reviewed, provide meaningful feedback to the program office.
+ Maintain line-of-sight between study data and the assessment feedback

Assessment Options — All used as described

Study Data Assessment Utility
Good starting point, but limited to framing the assessment recommendations
Themes
Recommendations and Very useful as ready-made recommendations and actions, but need to perform the
Actions assessment first

Most useful starting point for an assessment, particularly relied on the top quartile to

Cost Drivers narrow the effort

Supporting element to help hone in on the specifics within a cost driver that deserve

Cost Areas attention

Comments Provide additional evidence to support assessment recommendations
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JSCC

Joint Space Cost Council

“Pilot” Project Results

“Pilot” Study Results: Reach-out effort to work with PMs to leverage the
Better EVM Implementation study results and follows up with
recommendations:

« Program 1 (post award/pre-IBR)

« Recommendations included

Establish proper relationship between CLINs and the WBS
Eliminate duplication and reduce number of control accounts
Ensure traceability of WBS and scope definition

 Results

Recommendations briefing to SPO Director and PM was timely and well accepted
Briefing subsequently forwarded to contractor as blueprint for change

IBR training completed, which included pilot recommendations and provided practical
solutions

Meeting with PM and contractor further refined a way forward that should create an
efficient integrated program management approach that meets both government
requirements and fits the company EVMS policies and procedures.
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Jsce “Pilot” Project Results

Joint Space Cost Council

“Pilot” Study Results: Pilot studies demonstrate that communication
about EVM is necessary throughout program initiation stages, before
“problems” get built in.

Programs 2 and 3 (RFP stage)

* Updates to SOW and CDRL requirements, to include
« Streamline variance reporting,

« Adjust (raise) control account reporting levels for management
accounts

« Use charge numbers versus EVM system for CLIN reporting

« Add language to ensure cost allocation reporting does not drive
the number of control accounts
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Phase || Government Value Survey



Government Pilot Survey — What we Learned

JSCC

Joint Space Cost Council

JSCC attempted to capture Government value in Phase |

» Obtained better insight into the points
of view that need to be emphasized in
the future Value Survey

» Lessons Learned...

« Government Values did not map neatly
into Industry Survey

|t was difficult to assign Value for some
Cost Impacts

« The Government may not need a value
statement for every cost driver or cost
area

» Limited to one stakeholder: Program
Management Office
» Effort was limited and decision was

made to work this effort as Phase Il of
the JSCC Study

VALUE

H

Notional Chart

L 1

DELTA COST IMPACT FOR ALL COST IMPACTS

H




Summary — Weak Government Value Correlation to the Industry
|dentified Cost Drivers

JSCC

Joint Space Cost Council

Maintaining the EVMS
Contractor EVM Tools
Documentation
Requirements
Interpretation Issues

Customer Directed
Changes
Funding/Contracts

CLINs reporting
Integrated Master
Schedule

Variance Analysis

Level of Control account
WBS

Reporting Requirements
IBRs

Surveillance
Subcontract Surveillance

Some of the cost drivers are a ‘means to
an end’, but the Government does not
have insight into them, so the
Government respondents did not have a
true value assessment of them:

Respondents considered Acquisition
Environment Cost Drives to be a given,
not something that should be assessed
as having high, medium or low value:

Day-to-day Program Office EVM
operations. Respondents had strong
opinions on the value these cost drivers.

Some Cost Drivers have a long-term
benefit rather than an immediate payoff
and were not highly valued in the
Government Program Management
Survey

Mapped Cost Drivers

Consider removing these from the Government
Value survey

Consider a different perspective for the
Government Value survey questions (managing
change well rather than minimizing change)

Consider obtaining Government Value
assessment that is applicable to the delta
implementation impact.

Consider asking if the respondent values
trustworthy data, executable program plans,
and then ask surveillance value in achieving
those goals

Consider adding senior managers to respond
on the value that people outside the program
office see in trustworthy data and an executable
program plan



Jsce Phase Il — Government Value Study

Joint Space Cost Council

» Determine areas Government considers high value
» Compare Industry Cost Impacts to Government Value Assessment

» (Generate a report that provides:

« Prioritized list of areas that program management perceives as
having/not having value

« Comments supporting value point of view
« Program management perception of cost impact vs value
« Linkage between industry cost impact and value

» Enable more informed interaction between Government and Industry

« Bridges the gap between what industry identifies as driving costs, and what
government identifies as having value to program management

* Improved understanding and use of the data at less cost
» Opportunity to better communicate
» Ability to shape management practices and reporting requirements



JSCC

Joint Space Cost Council

Phase Il Framework

>
>

Build on Phase |, which identified the significant Cost Impacts

Focus on Phase Il is to determine value of EVM Requirements and
Management Practices

Elicit the opinions of multiple players within and outside the program office
« Program Manager, EVM Analyst, Contract Officer, System Engineers

Secondarily, from a Government Perspective, hypothesize Areas of High Cost
Impact, to identify any disconnect with cost impact identified by industry

Phase |l Survey Structure

» Artifacts: Describe specific reports, plans or documents and their usefulness

« Activities: Recurring or periodic activities performed, level of difficulty or time v value
« Qutcomes: Higher level discussion of expectations and results

« EVM Perspectives: Benefits, opportunities, what should be changed
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Speaker Contact Information

lvan Bembers

Chief of the National Reconnaissance
Office Earned Value Management
Center of Excellence

Michelle Jones

Cost and Acquisition Assessment
Group Support
Booz Allen Hamilton

Email jones_michelle@bah.com

Suzanne Perry

Director, Program Assessment and
Evaluation
Lockheed Martin

Email suzanne.perry@Imco.com

Jeff Traczyk

Earned Value Management Center of
Excellence Support

Welkin Associates

Email traczykj@nro.mil
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