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1.
Purpose

This document provides the procedures and tools needed by the DoD Program Manager (PM) to implement the requirements of reference (a) with regard to the selection of Automatic Test Systems (ATS).  It presents the process for preparing requests for deviation to the DoD ATS acquisition policy when the selection process yields a non-Family ATS solution and the validation process when a commercial tester is selected.  PMs may obtain assistance and advice on the processes contained herein from their Service’s ATS Management Board (AMB) member (see Attachment (1)).

2.
Scope

This guide applies to all ATS acquired within DoD for use at all levels of maintenance and for use at the factory (in either a production role or a support role) when provided as GFE. 

3.
Policy Overview

Reference (b) provided OSD's initial guidance to minimize unique types of ATS being introduced into the DoD inventory by using designated DoD ATS Families and by encouraging the use of commercial testers.  This policy was incorporated into reference (a).  The intent of reference (a) is to define an acquisition environment that makes DoD the smartest, most responsive buyer to meet our warfighters’ needs. It requires the use of a Cost and Benefit Analysis (CBA) to ensure that the ATS chosen is the most beneficial to the DoD over the system life cycle.  This will be accomplished through the use of ATS families and commercial products to meet specified hardware and software interfaces.  Additionally, an open systems approach that achieves a flexible architecture based on defined interfaces using commonly accepted standards shall be followed.  Via reference (c), the ASN (RDA) was assigned as the ATS Executive Agent (EA) and the Naval Air Systems Command, Aviation Support Equipment Program Office (PMA-260) was appointed as the DoD ATS EA Office (EAO) to assist the EA in implementing the DoD ATS acquisition policy.  As part of this tasking, the ATS EA was directed to establish a policy deviation process for those programs that propose not to use the DoD designated standard families of ATS.  This document outlines that process as well as the process for validating that a proposed commercial tester meets the appropriate criteria.  In addition, the EAO performs an annual survey of DoD-wide planned ATS acquisitions to determine if there are other ATS initiatives within DoD that have similar requirements so that a common solution might be pursued.

4.
ATS Organization

The DoD ATS Organization is graphically depicted in Figure 1. Each Service has designated ATS Senior Executives who are responsible for their Service’s implementation of the ATS Policy.  They also serve as members of the Over-arching IPT (OIPT) that will resolve issues raised by the AMB and make recommendations to the Milestone Decision Authority (MDA) when the AMB fails to reach agreement on a proposed ATS acquisition.  The EA also established the AMB, which is a joint-component board comprised of representatives from the Army (PM-TMDE), Air Force (ATS PGM (SA-ALC/LDA)), Marine Corps (MARCORSYSCOM (TMDE)), United States Special Operations Command (SOAL), and Navy (NAVAIRSYSCOM, PMA-260).  The AMB, chaired by the Director of the EAO, provides advice and recommendations to the EA, the ATS Senior Executives, and the Weapon System IPTs (WIPTs).  The AMB also reviews policy deviation requests and commercial tester acquisition validation requests, and provides recommendations.  Each Service’s AMB representative is the Service lead on all DoD ATS matters.  The EAO has a designated representative from each Service to coordinate all ATS issues.  Several IPTs have been established under the EAO and AMB to carry out the main technical functions of the EA.  Key points of contact within the ATS EAO and each Service ATS organization are provided in Attachment 1 and are available to assist and advise WIPTs on these processes.  Each Service ATS organization includes subject matter experts in the areas of the selection process itself, preparation of the CBA, and performance of parametric analyses.
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Figure 1.  DoD ATS Organization

5.
ATS Master Plan

The ATS Executive Agent is responsible for maintaining a DoD ATS Master Plan which addresses the implementation of DoD ATS acquisition policy, investment strategy, and modernization strategy.  The Master Plan also describes each of the ATS families currently in the DoD inventory.

6.
ATS Selection Process

The DoD ATS Acquisition Handbook provides, in a simplified, non-technical format, all of the basic information needed to make educated decisions concerning requirements for off-system automatic testing of electronic components.  This document is available for download from http://dodats.osd.mil/handbook.htm.



When an ATS is required, whether it is during the development of a weapon system, replacement due to obsolescence, or modification of an ATS, an appropriate ATS solution must be selected.  The process shown in Figure 2 provides a structured approach to ATS selection. This process consists of four primary steps:  (1) definition of weapon system support/test requirements, (2) definition of ATS alternatives, (3) alternative analysis, and (4) alternative selection.
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Figure 2.  ATS Selection Process

A.
Requirements Definition


The selection process begins with an understanding of the test requirement, i.e., parametric (performance), maintenance and operational test requirements for the targeted UUTs.

B.
Support Alternatives


Once the test requirements are thoroughly defined, potential ATS alternatives can be considered.  The intent of the policy is the selection of ATS in a DoD context: i.e., DoD’s investment in ATS must be leveraged within the Service and/or across each Service.  The following hierarchy is provided for the selection of ATS consistent with the DoD ATS acquisition policy:

· DoD Designated ATS Family

· Commercial Tester1
· Current weapon System/Service ATS2
· Other DoD Inventory ATS2
· New Development ATS2


1 Commercial Tester Acquisition Validation Required



2 Policy Deviation Required

C.
Selected Alternative Analysis


Prior to selecting an ATS alternative, an analysis must be made to assess the ability of each alternative to support the maintenance and operational requirements of the weapon system in a cost-effective manner over the life-cycle of the system.  The analysis must include the DoD ATS Families.  While the specifics of how these analyses are performed are not mandated, the ATS EAO has made two tools available to facilitate the process:  (1) the System Synthesis Model (SSM+) to assist in the parametric analysis, and (2) an automated CBA.  The use of these tools is encouraged to facilitate consistent and comprehensive analyses.  When required, the results of these analyses can be used to support a policy deviation request or a commercial tester acquisition validation request.

(1)
Parametric Analysis


As part of the ATS selection process, an objective comparison of UUT parametric test requirements versus the test capability of candidate testers must be performed.  To facilitate these parametric analyses, the ATS EAO has identified an automated tool that compares UUT testing requirements against ATE test capabilities.  SSM+, maintained and managed by NAWCADLKE, contains a database of the parametric test capabilities of a variety of ATE within DoD, including the DoD ATS Families, and a mapping function for comparing UUT testing requirements to these tester capabilities.  Once UUT testing requirements have been loaded into SSM+, analyses can be performed to determine which Family tester can best support the specific testing requirements.  The analyses will also identify UUT test requirements that the candidate testers cannot meet and will output these requirements as "exceptions".  Additional ATE can be included in the SSM+ for mapping.  The specifications of the ATE will be provided to NAWCADLKE, so the ATE’s parametric test capabilities can be modeled in SSM+, allowing the test requirements to be mapped to the ATE.  Attachment 2 provides further guidance on using SSM+.

(2)
Operational Assessment


Operational constraints must be evaluated in conjunction with the UUT test requirements.  Operational requirements such as transportability (e.g., man portable), environmental (e.g., excessive temperature, EMI or humidity), or deployability (e.g., rapidity of deployment) of the ATE may be factors in the determination of an effective ATS solution.

(3)
Cost and Benefit Analysis


Another component of the ATS selection process is a CBA to ensure that the ATS chosen is the most cost beneficial to the DoD over the life cycle.  The alternatives to be considered by the program office in the trade-off must include a DoD ATS Family member.  The proposed alternative may take several forms:  a commercial tester, the use or modification of existing ATS, or a weapon system-peculiar new development ATS.  To assist the PM with this analysis, the ATS EAO has developed a CBA specifically for this purpose.  A guide to using the CBA Tool is provided at Attachment 3.  The CBA Tool may be downloaded from the ATS EA WWW site (http://dodats.osd.mil) in Microsoft Excel 5.0 format.

D.
DoD ATS Families

(1)
Family Evaluation


The analysis for selecting an ATS alternative begins with evaluation of the DoD ATS Families.  To conduct a thorough evaluation of the ATS Families, the Family PMs will provide cost, schedule, and performance information regarding their ATS programs to the Service ATS representative conducting the evaluation.  The weapon system/ATS PM is ultimately responsible for the evaluation.  However, throughout the ATS selection process, the Service ATS representative will act as a liaison to the ATS Family program managers, assist in the decision making process, and will advise the weapon system/ATS PM regarding the documentation for this process.  If the information provided by the ATS Family PM reveals an obvious cost, schedule, or performance deficiency with their system, the Service ATS representative can make recommendations and assist in preparing an abbreviated policy deviation request or Commercial Tester Acquisition Validation Request on this basis.  The abbreviated requests will follow the same process but may forego the more detailed analysis otherwise required.  Additionally, the ATS EAO is available for assistance at any step of this process.  Any questions regarding this process should be directed to the points of contact provided at Attachment 1.

(2)
New Family Criteria


The use of ATS Families is encouraged and is in compliance with the acquisition policy.  However, if the analysis yields a non-family solution and the weapon system/ATS PM believes the solution demonstrates similar characteristics as an ATS Family, there are provisions for introducing a new family into the DoD inventory.  An ATS Family consists of ATSs that are interoperable and have the capability to support a variety of weapon system test requirements through flexible hardware and software architectures that permit addition or expansion of testing capability with minimal impact to the ATS logistics support profile, system software, and TPSs.  For a tester to be considered as a new family the following criteria must be met:

· the tester must be capable of supporting multiple weapon systems

· the tester must have flexible hardware and software architectures that are expandable and tailorable with minimal impact to existing logistic support profiles and TPSs

· the tester must provide a capability that an existing ATS Family does not

· the tester must provide a more cost effective/beneficial ATS solution than use or modification of the applicable existing ATS Family and,

· the tester must be reprocurable, and must have a dedicated management office with a process in place to ensure long term tester viability is maintained and that the tester will evolve to support future requirements.

To initiate action to establish a new DoD ATS Family, contact the Service AMB member.

7.
Policy Deviation Process and Flow
A.
Deviation Criteria


A policy deviation request is required prior to the acquisition or modification of any ATS in the following cases:

· development or procurement of new ATE that is not part of a designated ATS Family unless it is validated as a commercial tester

· re-procurement of existing ATS that is not part of a designated ATS Family

· modifications to existing ATE that is not part of a designated ATS Family when the modification adds capability to the ATE for testing additional UUTs

· development or procurement of new TPSs for use on ATE that is not part of a designated ATS Family unless the target ATE is a validated commercial tester, and

· modification or rehost of an existing TPS for use with ATE that is not part of a designated ATS Family when the change/rehost adds capability to the ATS for testing additional UUTs, unless the target ATE is a validated commercial tester.


The only exception to this policy is the use of validated commercial testers, which is further discussed in section 8.0.

Table (1) summarizes the requirements for policy deviations.

	Situation/Desired ATS Solution
	Policy Deviation Required?
	Commercial Tester Acquisition 

Validation Required 

(CTAVR)?
	Decision Authority*

	DoD-designated ATS Family Member


	No
	No
	N/A

	Sustainment effort that does not add capability to the ATS for testing additional UUTs
	No
	No
	N/A

	Non-ATS Family Commercial Tester 
	No
	Yes
	ATS Senior Executive

	Current weapon system/Service ATE
	Yes
	NA
	CAE

	Other DoD inventory ATE


	Yes
	NA
	CAE

	Development of new ATE

	Yes
	NA
	CAE

	Reprocurement of existing ATE that is not part of a designated ATS Family or validated commercial tester
	Yes
	NA
	CAE

	Modifications to existing ATE that is not part of a designated ATS Family or validated commercial tester when the modification adds capability for testing additional UUTs
	Yes
	NA
	CAE

	Development or procurement of new TPSs for use on ATE that is not part of a designated ATS Family or validated commercial tester
	Yes
	NA
	CAE

	Modification or rehost of an existing TPS for use with ATE that is not part of a designated ATS Family or validated commercial tester when the change/rehost adds capability to the ATS for testing additional UUTs

	Yes
	NA
	CAE


 *or Component-Designated

Approval Authority

Table 1.  Requirements for Policy Deviations


A program office with an ATS acquisition requirement should consult with their Service's AMB member to determine whether the proposed ATS solution deviates from the policy.  This decision will be reviewed by the AMB, which will make a recommendation to the appropriate decision authority.

B.
Deviation Approval Form


A structured form has been developed to process the policy deviation request.  The deviation approval form is provided as Attachment 4 and must be completed before the deviation request begins the approval process.  The form provides a means to address the issues related to the selection of the ATS and to provide the results of any analysis that may be required to identify the cost (CBA), schedule, parametric, and/or operational deficiencies that led to a decision not to select a DoD ATS Family as a solution.  It also provides a means to document whether the request is approved or disapproved by the appropriate approval authority.  A copy of this form can be downloaded from the ATS EA WWW Site (http://dodats.osd.mil) in Microsoft Word 6.0 format.

C.
Deviation Approval Process Flow
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The submittal and review process for deviation requests is provided as Figure 3.  Each Service will be responsible for establishing internal procedures for processing deviations, and the Service ATS representative will provide assistance to the WIPT.  For ACAT I weapon systems programs that have not completed Milestone III, the AMB will review the deviation request for necessity, completeness, and accuracy.  The AMB will evaluate the request from a DoD perspective rather than a program specific basis.  If there is agreement among the AMB members, a recommendation will be provided to the Component/Service approval authority.  If the AMB does not reach agreement, the deviation request will be forwarded to the ATS OIPT for review and recommendation to the Milestone Decision Authority (MDA).  The Service approval authority may recommend approval and forward the request to the ATS EA for endorsement by the Defense Acquisition Board (DAB) or disapprove the deviation request and return it to the WS/ATS PM for reconsideration.  For ACAT I programs beyond Milestone III and all lesser ACAT programs, the process is the same except that the Service approval authority will have the final approval/disapproval of the deviation request and will inform the EA of the decision.  Historically, this has been the process most deviation requests follow.  Again, if the analysis reveals an obvious cost, schedule, or performance deficiency with the ATS Families, the Service ATS representative can make recommendations and assist the WS/ATS PM in preparing an abbreviated policy deviation request on this basis.  The abbreviated requests will follow the same process but may forego the more detailed analysis otherwise required.

Figure 3.  ATS Policy Deviation Process
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Figure 4:  Roles and Responsibilities in the ATS Selection Process

8.
Commercial Tester Acquisition Validation Process

The acquisition of commercial testers is in compliance with the DoD ATS acquisition policy, however; each tester must go through a validation process.  The validation process consists of completion of a validation request form that ensures:

· the tester meets the definition for a commercial item in the DFAR

· the commercial tester acquisition is the most economical solution-based on a simplified Life Cycle Cost (LCC) analysis and

· the tester meets all Critical Interfaces (CIs) published by the ATS EAO.  Check the ATS EAO Web Site (http://dodats.osd.mil) for the latest release of Critical Interfaces.  CIs that have been identified to date are as follows:
	Critical Interface (CI)
	CI Name
	CI Specification

	1
	Digital Test Format (SDF)
	LSRTAP (SDF) Specification

	2
	Frameworks
	VPP-2 System Frameworks Specification

	3
	Instrument Driver
	VPP-3.x Family of Instrument Driver Specifications

	4
	Instrument Communication Manager
	VPP-4.x Family of Instrument Software Architecture Specifications

	5
	Computer to External Environments (CXE)
	Hardware must support TCP/IP

	6
	Network Protocols (NET)
	DARPA Internet Program Protocol (Std 5) and Transmission Control Protocol (Std 7) Specifications


Table 2.  DoD ATS Critical Interfaces

In addition, a description of any non-recurring effort associated with integrating components must be provided.  The approval process for the CTAVR is provided as Figure 5.  The request form will be prepared by the WS/ATS PM with assistance from the Service ATS representative.  A copy of this form is provided as Attachment 5.  A copy of this form can also be downloaded from the ATS EA WWW Site (http://dodats.osd.mil) in Microsoft Word 6.0 format.
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Figure 5.  DoD ATS Commercial Tester Acquisition Validation Process

Attachment 1.  DoD ATS Selection Process Key Points of Contact

ATS Executive Agent

ATS EA:

Dr. Herbert Buchanan

Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Research, Development & Acquisition)

Department of the Navy

Washington, DC  20350-1000

Phone:  (703) 697-4928; DSN 227-4928

ATS EA:

Mike Walsh

ASN(RDA)

Department of the Navy

Washington, DC  20350-1000

Phone:  (703) 614-0957

E-mail:  walsh.michael@hq.navy.mil
ATS Executive Agent Office

ATS EAO Director:

Ms. Marie A. Greening

PMA-260

Naval Air Systems Command

47123 Buse Road, Unit IPT

Patuxent River, MD 20670

Phone:  (301) 757-6900; DSN 757-6900

FAX:  (301) 757-6902; DSN 757-6902

E-mail: greeningma@navair.navy.mil

ATS EAO Assistant Director:

William Ross

PMA-260ATS

Naval Air Systems Command

47123 Buse Road, Unit IPT

Patuxent River, MD 20670

Phone:  (301) 757-6907; DSN 757-6907

FAX:  (301) 757-6902; DSN 757-6902

E-mail: rosswa@navair.navy.mil

Service ATS Senior Executives

U. S. Army:

Bob DuBois

Director, U. S.  Army TMDE Activity

U. S.  Army Missile Command 

AMSAM-DSA, Bldg 5308

Redstone Arsenal, Alabama 35898-5000

U. S. Navy:

Mr. William Balderson

Deputy Commander for Acquisition and Operations (AIR 1.0)

Naval Air Systems Command

47123 Buse Road, #IPT

Patuxent River, MD  20670-1547

U. S. Air Force:

Mr. Blaise Durante

Associate Deputy Assistant Secretary (Management Policy and Program Integration) 

USAF (SAF/AQX)

Washington, D.C.  20330-1060

U. S. Marine Corps:

Mr. Larry Kreitzer

Executive Director, Marine Corps Systems Command

2033 Barnett Ave., Suite 315

Quantico, VA  22134 

U. S. Special Operations Command:

Mr. Harry Shulte

Acquisition Executive

7701 Tampa Point Blvd.

MacDill Air Force Base, FL 33621-5323

ATS EA IPT Leaders

ATS Modernization Program:

Dawn Gratz

AMSAM-DSA -TMDE-A

Redstone Arsenal, AL  35898-5000

Phone:  Comm: (256) 955-6884; DSN 645-6884

Fax:  Comm: (256) 955-6361; DSN 645-6361

E-mail:  gratz-dm@redstone.army.mil
John Rosenwald

ATS PGM Advanced Diagnostics Technology Insertion Center (ADTIC)

SA-ALC/LDAE

404 Greig Street, Bldg 178

Kelly AFB, TX  78241-5000

Phone:  Comm: (210) 925-4401 ext 3086; DSN 945-4401 ext 3086

Fax:  Comm: (210) 925-2585

E-mail:  jrosenwa@ldapo.kelly.af.mil

TPS Standardization Program:

Ed Holland

11X725B

Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division Lakehurst (NAWCAD LKE)

Highway 547

Lakehurst, NJ  08733-5000

Phone:  Comm: (732) 323-1929; DSN 624-1929

Fax:  Comm: (732) 323-4029; DSN 624-4029

E-mail:  hollandge1@navair.navy.mil

ATS Investment Planning Program:

Will Broadus

PMA-260D2

Naval Air Systems Command

47123 Buse Road, Unit IPT

Patuxent River, MD 20670

Phone:  (301) 757-6831; DSN 757-6831

FAX:  (301) 757-6902; DSN 757-6902

E-mail:  broaduswa@navair.navy.mil 
ATS Program Analysis:

Marty Reagan

PMA-260ATS1

Naval Air Systems Command

47123 Buse Road, Unit IPT

Patuxent River, MD 20670

Phone:  (301) 757-6907; DSN 757-6907

FAX:  (301) 757-6902; DSN 757-6902

E-MAIL:  reaganmw@navair.navy.mil

ATS R&D Program:

Mike Malesich

483100B

Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division Lakehurst (NAWCAD LKE)

Highway 547

Lakehurst, NJ  08733-5000

Phone:  Comm: (732) 323-4877; DSN 624-4877

Fax:  Comm: (732) 323-7445; DSN 624-7445

E-mail:  malesichma@navair.navy.mil

Service Program Coordinators

Air Force Programs Coordinator:

Alton Jenkins

Automatic Test Systems (ATS)/Product Group Manager (PGM)

SA-ALC/LDAA

308 Avionics Circle, Suite 2

Kelly, AFB, TX  78241-5947

Phone: (210) 925-9008; DSN 945-9008, ext 414

FAX:  (210) 925-0545; DSN 945-0545

E-mail: alton.jenkins@kelly.af.mil

Army Programs Coordinator:

Peter Chen

Director, US Army TMDE Activity

10115 Duportail Rd

Ft. Belvoir, VA 22060

Phone:  Comm: (703) 704-2407/2607; DSN 654-2407/2607

Fax:  Comm: (703) 704-2796; DSN 654-2796

E-mail:  pchen@belvoir.army.mil

Navy Programs Coordinator:

Will Broadus

PMA-260D2

Naval Air Systems Command

47123 Buse Road, Unit IPT

Patuxent River, MD 20670

Phone:  (301) 757-6831; DSN 757-6831

FAX:  (301) 757-6902; DSN 757-6902

E-mail:  broaduswa@navair.navy.mil

Marine Corps Programs Coordinator:

Mike Heilman

TMDE-A

Marine Corps Systems Command

2033 Barnett Avenue, Suite 315

Quantico, VA  22134

Phone:  (703) 640-4489; DSN 278-4489

FAX:   (703640-2168; DSN 278-2168

E-mail:  heilmanml@mcsc.usmc.mil

Air Force POCs

Service ATS Management Board (AMB) Representative:

COL Wright A. Nodine, Jr.

Automatic Test Systems (ATS)/Product Group Manager (PGM)

SA-ALC/LDA

308 Avionics Circle, Suite 2

Kelly, AFB, TX  78241-5947

Phone: (210) 925-3351; DSN 945-3351, ext 617

FAX:  (210) 925-5411; DSN 945-5411

E-mail:  wanodine@ldapo.kelly.af.mil

ATS Selection Process/Policy:

Polly Gavord

ATS PGM Operations Office

SA-ALC/LDAA

308 Avionics Circle, Suite 2

Kelly, AFB, TX  78241-5947

Phone: (210) 925-9008; DSN 945-9008

FAX:  (210) 925-0545; DSN 945-0545

E-mail: polly.gavord@kelly.af.mil

Cost and Benefit Analysis:

Michael Burdin/Roxana Vargas

SA-ALC/FMXC

485 Quentin-Roosevelt

Kelly, AFB, TX  78241-5635

Phone: (210) 925-6137; DSN 945-6137 

FAX:  (210) 925-6139; DSN 945-6139

E-mail: rvargas@sadis01.kelly.af.mil

E-mail:  mburdin@fmgate.1.kelly.af.mil

Parametric Analysis/SSM+:

John Rosenwald

ATS PGM Advanced Diagnostics Technology Insertion Center (ADTIC)

SA-ALC/LDAE

404 Greig Street, Bldg 178

Kelly AFB, TX  78241-5000

Phone:  Comm: (210) 925-4401 ext 3086; DSN 945-4401 ext 3086

Fax:  Comm: (210) 925-2585

E-mail:  jrosenwa@ldapo.kelly.af.mil
Army POCs

Service AMB Representative:

COL Jerry Hamilton

AMSAM-DSA TMDE

Redstone Arsenal, AL  35898-5000

Phone:  Comm:  (256) 876-4792; DSN 746-4792

FAX:  Comm:  (256) 955-6361; DSN 645-6361

E-mail: albert.hamilton@redstone.army.mil

Alternate Service AMB Representative:

Dawn Gratz

AMSAM-DSA TMDE - A

Redstone Arsenal, AL  35898-5000

Phone:  Comm:  (256) 955-6884; DSN 645-6884

FAX: Comm:  (256) 955-6361; DSN  645-6361

E-mail:  gratz-dm@redstone.army.mil

ATS Selection Process/Policy:

Mike Ayres

U.S. Army TMDE Activity

AMSMI-TMDE-MP

Redstone Arsenal, AL  35898-5400

Phone:  Comm:  (256) 876-1559; DSN 746-1559

FAX:  Comm:  (256) 955-6175; DSN 645-6175

E-mail:  mayers@redstone.army.mil
Navy POCs

Service AMB Representative (Chairman):
Ms. Marie A. Greening

PMA-260

Naval Air Systems Command

47123 Buse Road, Unit IPT

Patuxent River, MD 20670

Phone:  (301) 757-6900; DSN 757-6900

FAX:  (301) 757-6902; DSN 757-6902

E-mail:  greeningma@navair.navy.mil

ATS Selection Process/Policy:

Marty Reagan

PMA-260ATS1

Naval Air Systems Command

47123 Buse Road, Unit IPT

Patuxent River, MD 20670

Phone:  (301) 757-6907; DSN 757-6907

FAX:  (301) 757-6902; DSN 757-6902

E-mail:  reaganmw@navair.navy.mil

Cost and Benefit Analysis:

Angel Matta

Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division Lakehurst (NAWCAD LKE)

425000B

Highway 547

Lakehurst, NJ  08733-5000

Phone:  Comm: (732) 323-4124; DSN 624-4124

Fax:  Comm: (732) 323-1988; DSN 624-1988

E-mail:  mattas@lakehurst.navy.mil

Parametric Analysis/SSM+:

Jim Deffler

Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division Lakehurst (NAWCAD LKE)

11X723

Highway 547

Lakehurst, NJ  08733-5000

Phone:  Comm: (732) 323-1202; DSN 624-1202

Fax:  Comm: (732) 323-1202; DSN 624-1202

E-mail: defflerjp@navair.navy.mil
CASS Technical Support:
Bill Birurakis

NAWCAD 4.8.12.4

CASS Class Desk

NAWCAD Patuxent River

Patuxent River, MD  20670-1622

Phone:  (301) 342-4270/71; DSN 326-4270/71

Fax:  (301) 863-2611; DSN 326-2611

E-mail:  birurakiw@navair.navy.mil
Marine Corps POCs

Service AMB Representative:

LCOL Marie Juliano

TMDE

Marine Corps Systems Command
2033 Barnett Ave. Suite 315

Quantico, VA 22134

Phone:  (703) 640-4457; DSN: 278-4457

FAX:  (703) 640-2168; DSN 278-2168

E-mail:  julianomg@mcsc.usmc.mil

ATS Selection Process/Policy:

Mike Heilman

TMDE-A

Marine Corps Systems Command

2033 Barnett Avenue, Suite 315

Quantico, VA  22134

Phone:  (703) 640-4489; DSN 278-4489

FAX:  (703) 640-2168; DSN 278-2168

E-mail:  heilmanml@mcsc.usmc.mil

Parametric Analysis:

Bruce Scott
Marine Corps Multi-Commodity Maintenance Center

Automatic Test Support Business Center Code 883

Marine Corps Logistics Base

Albany, GA  31704-1128

Phone:  (912) 439-6307; DSN: 567-6307

FAX:  (912) 439-6157; DSN: 567-6157
USSOCOM POCs

Service AMB Representative:

COL Norman Gebhard, US Army

Code:  SOAL-LM

U. S. Special Operations Command

7701 Tampa Point Blvd

MacDill AFB, FL 33621-5323

Phone:  (813) 828-3158; DSN 968-3158

FAX: (813) 828-3885; DSN 968-3885

E-mail: gebharn@socom.mil
ATS Selection Process/Policy:

Maj Nancy Kunkle, USAF

Code:  SOJ4-LM

U. S. Special Operations Command

7701 Tampa Point Blvd

MacDill AFB, FL 33621-5323

Phone:  (813) 828-3861; DSN: 968-3861

FAX:  (813) 828-3885; DSN 968-3885
Attachment 2.  System Synthesis Models (SSM+)

SSM+ Overview:  SSM+, maintained and managed by NAWCAD Lakehurst, is an integral part of the Navy’s ATS planning process.  It provides a parametric mapping model to determine optimum ATE station configurations and a workload model to determine optimum station quantities.  It is also a valuable tool that can be used in performing parametric analyses as part of the DoD ATS selection process.  SSM+ provides DoD Program Managers with an automated tool for mapping a weapon system’s Unit-Under-Test (UUT) test requirements to ATS within the DoD ATS Family or any other target ATS platform.  SSM+ maps UUT test requirements to target ATS test capabilities and identifies limitations of candidate ATS platforms to support the UUT test requirements.  Currently there are over a dozen ATS Families modeled in SSM+, including CASS, IFTE, the F-15 Downsized Tester, RF METS, TETS, and the Teradyne L393 Family of ATE.  For ATS not currently modeled in SSM+, users can provide ATS specifications to NAWCAD Lakehurst for inclusion in the SSM+ ATS Test Capability database. 

SSM+ Parametric Analysis Process:  SSM+ parametric analysis is a three step process consisting of:  (1) UUT Parametric Test Requirement Data Collection, (2) UUT Parametric Test Require-ment Data Entry, and (3) SSM+ Parametric/Exception Analysis.  These three steps are explained herein.

Step 1.  UUT Parametric Test Requirement Data Collection:  SSM+ data sheets outline SSM+ UUT test requirement data which must be collected to run SSM+ against a set of UUTs.  There are currently a total of 28 test categories, each of which contain several parametric fields as required to specify the test requirement.  Figure 6 shows a sample of the test categories and associated parametric fields.
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Figure 6.  SSM+ Test Categories and Parametric Fields

For each UUT, SSM+ data should be collected for all applicable test categories.  SSM+ data sheets are available through the Service AMB representative and NAWCAD Lakehurst.  These sheets may also be downloaded in Microsoft Word format for the DoD ATS EA Web Site (http://dodats.osd.mil).

While it is recognized that the collection of UUT test requirement data can be the most time-consuming and difficult part of the process, the collection of the most complete and accurate data available is essential to obtain valuable SSM+ results.  It is also recognized that the level of parametric data available for a given weapon system or set of UUTs is directly dependent on its life cycle phase.  For each specific program phase of the weapon system’s acquisition, the following guidance is provided for collecting test requirement data:

· Concept Exploration & Definition (CE&D) Phase:  During the CE&D phase, parametric test requirement data is not expected to be available.  ATS analysis at this time would likely be limited to identifying any unique operational or environmental ATS requirements need to support the system (man-portable, for example).

· Demonstration & Validation (D&V) Phase:  During the D&V phase, SSM+ parametric test requirement data will typically consist of the parametric data envelope of the weapon system as a whole.

· Engineering & Manufacturing Development (E&MD) Phase:  During the E&MD phase, SSM+ parametric test requirement data should be available for each WRA/LRU and SRA/SRU.  This parametric test requirement data can be found in the contractual specification for each WRA/LRU and SRA/SRU at the time of the Critical Design Review (CDR).

· Production & Deployment (P&D) Phase:  During the P&D phase, SSM+ parametric test requirement data should be available for each WRA/LRU and SRA/SRU.  This parametric test requirement data should be based on actual parametric data for each WRA/LRU and SRA/SRU at the time of the First Article Test (FAT).

· Operation & Support (O&S) Phase:  During the O&S phase, SSM+ parametric test requirement data should be available for each WRA/LRU and SRA/SRU.  This parametric test requirement data should be based on actual parametric data for each fielded WRA/LRU and SRA/SRU.  SSM+ data should be updated as Engineering Change Proposals (ECPs) are incorporated into the weapon system.

Test requirement data should be captured by technical/engineering personnel familiar with the design and operation of the weapon system UUTs.  Ideally, the requirement to provide SSM+ parametric data should be imposed upon the prime contractor responsible for design and development of the weapon system.

Step 2.  UUT Parametric Test Requirement Data Entry:  Once SSM+ parametric test requirement data has been collected against a weapon system or set of UUTs, this data needs to be entered into the SSM+ UUT Test Requirement Database.  SSM+ operates on a digital Equipment Corporation VAX/VMS family of computers and is hosted at NAWCAD Lakehurst.  All approved users can access this computer via local network, modem, or Internet, using VT200, or higher, series of terminals or a PC emulating these terminals. Representatives from each service have been provided with SSM+ accounts and trained in the use of SSM+.  It is planned that access to SSM+ will be available over the World Wide Web through a standard Web Browser in FY-00. Service Parametric Analysis/SSM+ points of contact identified in Attachment 1 may be contacted for assistance in loading UUT Parametric Test Requirements into SSM+.

Step 3.  SSM+ Parametric/Exception Analysis:  Once UUT test requirement data has been entered into SSM+, it can be mapped to ATE test capabilities for all ATS Families contained in the SSM+ database.  A variety of reports can then be generated which identify how well each ATS alternative can support the UUT test requirements.

One of the key SSM+ outputs for the DoD ATS selection process is the exception report which provides an assessment of the limitations of a target ATE station to fully support a UUT without Interface Device (ID)/Interface Test Adapter (ITA) or Test Program Set intervention.  SSM+ classifies these exceptions into one of the following three categories:

· Soft Exceptions:  These are considered negligible and no ID/TPS intervention is anticipated.

· Medium Exceptions:  Minor ID/TPS intervention is anticipated to overcome these exceptions (voltage dividers, for example).

· Hard Exceptions:  Complex ID/TPS intervention is anticipated to overcome these exceptions (complex circuitry in ID, external test equipment, for example).

Evaluation of these exceptions should be performed by engineering or technical personnel familiar with the weapon system UUTs and/or the target ATS platforms.  Exception classifications serve to provide initial guidance in evaluating exceptions and to assist in comparing suitability of various ATE platforms to support a weapon system’s test requirements.  In assessing the ability of various ATS platforms to provide overall support to a weapon system, the following should be considered:

Number of UUTs requiring ID/TPS Intervention:  50 exceptions against 5 UUTs may prove more desirable than 20 exceptions against 10 UUTs.

· Number of Hard Exceptions:  Hard exceptions would typically result in costly TPS development efforts.

· Number of Medium Exceptions:  Medium exceptions may increase TPS development costs.

· Diversity of Exception Types:  Numerous exceptions of one type may require only one complex ID while several different exception types may drive several complex IDs.

An iterative process for ATS Selection by exception analysis is provided in Figure 7.
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Figure 7.  ATS Selection by SSM+ Exception Analysis

SSM+ Customer Support:  A SSM+ user account and User’s Manual can be obtained by contacting the following:

Jim Deffler

11X723

Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division Lakehurst

Highway 547

Lakehurst, NJ  08733-5000

Phone:  (732) 323-1202 or DSN 624-1202

Fax:  (732) 323-4029

E-mail:  defflej1@lakehurst.navy.mil

Help with SSM+ can be obtained by contacting the appropriate Service representative identified in Attachment 1 or the NAWCAD Lakehurst representative identified above.

Attachment 3.  Guide to Using the CBA Tool


To simplify the process of performing CBAs, the ATS EAO has developed an automated CBA tool in Microsoft Excel 5.0 format that can be downloaded from the ATS EA Web Site (http://dodats.osd.mil). Sample screens that a user would see when using these tools and these back-up forms are provided in section (1) of this attachment.  This CBA has two major components:

1.  Qualitative Factors, Weights, and Analysis:  A standard set of weights for the qualitative criteria used in the CBA have been established.  Section (2) of this attachment contains definitions of these criteria along with examples of what would be considered a low (level 1), medium (level 2), and high (level 3) rating.  Section (3) of this attachment provides instructions on the procedure.  Expected performances and confidence values for ATS Family members can be requested from the respective program office if required.  To further support this request, the office submitting the policy deviation request is encouraged to provide for each option a qualitative back-up form and summary of pros and cons to assist the decision authority in evaluating the request.

2.  Cost Factors:  Provided in section (4) of this attachment are the definitions of the cost categories that must be considered in the CBA.  These cost categories are considered the major cost areas for any ATS analysis and must be addressed in this CBA.  The costs with back-up for each option need to be provided on the form in section (1).  The costs associated with CASS and IFTE can be obtained by contacting the respective ATS Family Program Manager’s office.  Refer to Attachment 1 of this Guide for the points of contact.

Section (1).  Sample Screens and Back-Up Forms

DoD ATS Selection Process Guide Worksheets
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Qualitative Data Back-Up

ALTERNATIVE:
[NAME OF ATE]
EASE OF USE
RATIONALE:
[Please provide explanation for value given]
POINT OF CONTACT:   [Name/Phone#/ORG]    
OPERATIONAL SUITABILITY
RATIONALE:

     
POC:     


      
TRANSPORTABILITY
RATIONALE:

     
POC:  


     
UPGRADEABILITY
RATIONALE:

     
POC: 


     
AGE OF ATS
RATIONALE:

     
POC:  


     
VERTICAL COMMONALITY
RATIONALE:

     
POC:  


     
HORIZONTAL COMMONALITY
RATIONALE:

     
POC:  


     
LIFE CYCLE SUPPORTABILITY
RATIONALE:

     
POC:  


     
EASE OF TPS DEVELOPMENT
RATIONALE:

     
POC:  


     
ADAPTABILITY
RATIONALE:

     
POC:  


     
Cost Data Back-Up

ALTERNATIVE:
NAME OF ATE
COST FACTOR

INVESTMENT COSTS
ATE DEVELOPMENT/PRODUCTION:
BASIS OF ESTIMATE:  [Please provide explanation for assumptions, source of information, and the basis of estimate used]
POINT OF CONTACT:
[Name/Phone#/ORG]
TPS DEVELOPMENT/PRODUCTION
BOE:
     
POC:
     
INITIAL TRAINING
BOE:
     
POC:
     
INTERIM SPARES
BOE:
     
POC:
     
ATE S/M INITIAL
BOE:
     
POC:
     
SUSTAINING COSTS

MANPOWER
BOE:
     
POC:
     
TRAINING
BOE:
     
POC:
     
ATE SUPPORT MAINTENANCE
BOE:
     
POC:
     
ATE/TPS ISE
BOE:
     
POC:
     

Section (2).  Definition of Qualitative Criteria

	Criteria
	Definition

	Level 1 (Worst Case)
	Descriptions of levels are provided merely as relative examples of ATS capabilities that

	Level 2
	would rate as either level 1, 2, or, 3 and to provide additional clarity on the definition of

	Level 3 (Best Case)
	the qualitative criteria.  Descriptions are not intended to be comprehensive.


	Ease of Use
	The extent to which the ATS facilitates the operator's ability to use the system.

	Level 1
	1.  Paper technical manuals

2.  UUT specific training required for operators

	Level 2
	1.  Menu driven interface

2.  UUT specific training required for operators

	Level 3
	1.  Graphical user interface with integrated technical manuals

2.  Representative UUT training versus UUT specific training required for operators


	Operational Suitability
	The ability of the ATS to operate in its intended environment.

	Level 1
	1.  Extensive facility/ATS modifications required for temperature, pressure, moisture, filtration, and/or power fluctuations inherent to operating environment

2.  If mobility is a requirement, ATE can not be relocated

	Level 2
	1.  Requirements of temperature, pressure, moisture, filtration, and/or power fluctuations inherent to operating environment can be supported with external augmentation

2.  If mobility is a requirement, ATE can not be relocated without extensive set-up/tear-down time and external equipment

	Level 3
	1.  No external augmentation is required to operate in intended environment

2.  If mobility is a requirement, ATE is man-portable and requires no alignment procedures


	TPS Transportability
	The ability to transport a Test Program Set (TPS) to a DoD standard ATE.

	Level 1
	1.  New TPS hardware and software would be required;  Unique ATS environment

	Level 2
	1.  TPS can be transported with minimal modifications to either the TPS hardware or software;  Translator would have to be developed or the TPS would have to be only recompiled.

	Level 3
	1.  TPS can be transported without modification to hardware and software;  DoD ATS standard environment


	Upgradeability
	The ability of the test system to be enhanced.

	Level 1
	1.  Custom design (Peculiar Support Equipment)

2.  ATS does not use industry standards

	Level 2
	1.  Common system design (Common Support Equipment)

2.  ATS uses a mix of industry and system unique standards

	Level 3
	1.  Common Support Equipment with an open architecture

2.  ATS is an industry standard


	Age of ATS
	Years since IOC

	Level 1
	1.  10 years or more

	Level 2
	1.  5-10 years

	Level 3
	1.  0-5 years


	Vertical Commonality
	The extent to which the ATE will be used to support the weapon system at field, depot and factory levels such that the non-recurring investment made in ATS can be minimized.

	Level 1
	1.  Field, depot, or factory only

	Level 2
	1.  Field and/or depot and/or factory (two of three levels)

	Level 3
	1.  Field, depot, and factory


	Horizontal Commonality
	The extent to which the ATE is used by other weapon systems either within a service or in DoD.

	Level 1
	1.  PSE

	Level 2
	1.  Supports multiple systems within a single service or a single system in multiple Services

	Level 3
	1.  Supports multiple systems within multiple services


	Life Cycle Supportability
	Ability to support ATS through its intended life cycle.

	Level 1
	1.  No guarantee of ILS through life cycle

2.  No CFA involvement

	Level 2
	1.  Incomplete ILS through life cycle

2.  CFA involvement

	Level 3
	1.  Full ILS established for intended life cycle

2.  Full CFA involvement or CLS for the life of the system


	Ease of TPS Development
	The extent to which the engineering effort associated with TPS development is facilitated. (Parametric analysis using SSM+ will both facilitate and substantiate these scores)

	Level 1
	1.  No tools available; must generate software and algorithms without automated tools

2.  Complex conventional software coding

3.  Extensive and complex hardware interface design

4.  Extensive and complex hardware/software integration requirements

	Level 2
	1.  Peculiar software tools available

2.  Moderately complex software coding

3.  Moderately complex hardware interface design

4.  Moderately complex hardware/software integration requirements

	Level 3
	1.  Extensive availability of industry standard software tools

2.  Graphical user interface with standardized or open environment for software development

3.  Simple hardware interface design

4.  Minimally complex hardware/software integration requirements


	Adaptability
	The ability of a test system to be reconfigured to test a UUT not previously tested on that system.

	Level 1
	1.  None; hardware and software is not reconfigurable

	Level 2
	1.  Contains modular standard interfaces for hardware and software

2.  ATE contains provisions for expansion

	Level 3
	1.  Contain open architectures


Section (3).  Procedures for Qualitative Analysis


To perform the qualitative analysis for each alternative under consideration, a series of tables need to be completed.  The first group of tables is provided in Tables 5a-j and provides the necessary input information for the final evaluation (Table 6).  In order to complete these tables, three items of information are required:

1.  Expected Performance:  Represents how well the alternative is expected to satisfy a given criteria.  The rating definitions, or levels, are in section (2) of this attachment with examples of what would be considered a low (level 1), medium (level 2), and high (level 3) rating.  The conversion of these levels into numerical rating values is provided in Table 3.
	Rating

Level
	Description
	Rating

Value

	Level 1
	Minimum Acceptable
	1

	Level 2
	Average
	3

	Level 3
	Exceptional
	5


Table 3:  Rating Values for Qualitative Analysis

2.  Confidence Levels:  Represents a measure of the certainty that the benefits will be achieved for each alternative.  A low confidence level rating indicates that the benefits included in an alternative may never be realized.  The determination of the confidence level is subjective.  It should be based upon the validity of the facts or opinions that lead to the ratings assigned.  Numerical values or "discount factors" for various confidence levels is provided in Table 4.

	Confidence Level
	Value

	Very Confident (VC)
	0.9

	Confident (C)
	0.6

	Moderate Confidence (MC)
	0.3

	Very Little Confidence (VLC)
	0.1


Table 4: Confidence Values for Qualitative Analysis

3.  Support:  Is the source of the information used to assign values to "expected performance" and "confidence levels."

	Criteria
	Alternative
	Expected

Performance
	Confidence
	Support

	
	
	
	
	

	Ease of Use
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Table 5a.  System Simulation Table - Ease of Use

	Criteria
	Alternative
	Expected

Performance
	Confidence
	Support

	Operational
	
	
	
	

	Suitability
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Table 5b.  System Simulation Table - Operational Suitability

	Criteria
	Alternative
	Expected

Performance
	Confidence
	Support

	TPS
	
	
	
	

	Transportability
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Table 5c.  System Simulation Table - TPS Transportability

	Criteria
	Alternative
	Expected

Performance
	Confidence
	Support

	
	
	
	
	

	Upgradeability
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Table 5d.  System Simulation Table - Upgradeability

	Criteria
	Alternative
	Expected

Performance
	Confidence
	Support

	
	
	
	
	

	Age of ATS
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Table 5e.  System Simulation Table - Age of ATS

	Criteria
	Alternative
	Expected

Performance
	Confidence
	Support

	Vertical
	
	
	
	

	Commonality
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Table 5f.  System Simulation Table - Vertical Commonality

	Criteria
	Alternative
	Expected

Performance
	Confidence
	Support

	Horizontal
	
	
	
	

	Commonality
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Table 5g.  System Simulation Table - Horizontal Commonality

	Criteria
	Alternative
	Expected

Performance
	Confidence
	Support

	Life Cycle
	
	
	
	

	Supportability
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Table 5h.  System Simulation Table - Life Cycle Supportability

	Criteria
	Alternative
	Expected

Performance
	Confidence
	Support

	Ease of TPS
	
	
	
	

	Development
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Table 5i.  System Simulation Table - Ease of TPS Development

	Criteria
	Alternative
	Expected

Performance
	Confidence
	Support

	
	
	
	
	

	Adaptability
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Table 5j.  System Simulation Table - Adaptability

	Alternative:
	
	
	
	
	

	Weight
	Criteria
	Expected

Performance
	Benefit
	Confidence

Value
	Discounted

Benefit

	
	Ease of Use
	
	
	
	

	
	Operational Suitability
	
	
	
	

	
	TPS Transportability
	
	
	
	

	
	Upgradeability
	
	
	
	

	
	Age of ATS
	
	
	
	

	
	Vertical Commonality
	
	
	
	

	
	Horizontal Commonality
	
	
	
	

	
	Life Cycle Supportability
	
	
	
	

	
	Ease of TPS

Development
	
	
	
	

	
	Adaptability
	
	
	
	

	
	Total Benefit
	
	
	
	

	
	Total Discounted

Benefit
	
	
	
	

	
	Overall Confidence
	
	
	
	

	
	Life Cycle Cost
	
	
	
	

	
	Cost Benefit Ratio
	
	
	
	


Table 6.  Sample Evaluation Table

After the tables 3a through 3j are completed, the final evaluation table must be assembled.  A sample is provided in Table 4.  The following values must be entered:

1.
Weight:  There are three sets of weights depending upon the operational environment for the ATS;  i.e., field, depot, or factory.  These weights are provided in Table 7.

	Criteria
	Field
	Depot
	Factory

	Ease of Use
	1.20
	1.09
	1.13

	Operational Suitability
	1.25
	1.13
	1.20

	TPS Transportability
	0.93
	0.92
	0.97

	Upgradeability
	1.09
	1.07
	1.13

	Age of ATS
	0.62
	0.58
	0.61

	Vertical Commonality
	0.86
	0.95
	0.93

	Horizontal Commonality
	0.88
	0.85
	0.78

	Life Cycle Supportability
	1.17
	1.29
	1.15

	Ease of TPS Development
	0.94
	1.07
	1.02

	Adaptability
	1.06
	1.07
	1.11


Table 7.  Weighting Factors for Qualitative Criteria

2.
Expected Performance:  Provided from system simulation table of the specific criterion.

3.
Benefit:  Calculated by multiplying the weight of the criterion by the expected performance of the criterion.  

4.
Confidence Value:  Provided from system simulation tables of specific criteria.

5.
Discounted Benefit:  Calculated by multiplying the criterion benefit by its confidence value.

6.
Total Benefit:  Sum of benefits for all criteria.

7.
Total Discounted Benefit:  Sum of discounted benefits for all criteria.

8.
Life Cycle Cost:  Life cycle cost computed in accordance with the Selection Process Guide.

9.
Cost Benefit Ratio:  Calculated by dividing the total discounted benefit for an alternative into its life cycle cost.

Section (4).  Determination of Life Cycle Cost Factors


Guidance for performing Life Cycle Cost (LCC) Analyses when preparing Policy Deviation Requests (PDRs) and Commercial Tester Acquisition Validation Requests (CTAVRs) is provided herein.  Definitions are provided for each cost category that must be considered.  Guidance is also provided on acceptable cost estimating methodologies and sources of information.  To insure that the cost estimating methodology applied is consistent across all ATS alternatives, substantiating documentation must be provided to support all assumptions, sources of information, basis of estimates and calculations.  The quality and completeness of costing information will be used as an indicator of the validity of the LCC Analysis.  LCC factors that must be considered when preparing PDRs or CTAVRs are as follows:

	Cost Category
	Required for PDR LCC and Cost Benefit Analyses
	Required for CTAVR

	1.0  INVESTMENT COSTS

	1.1  ATE Development (NRE)
	Yes
	No Note 1

	1.2  ATE Production
	Yes
	Yes

	1.3  TPS Development
	Yes
	Yes

	1.4  TPS Production
	Yes
	Yes

	1.5  Initial Training
	Yes
	No Note 2

	1.6  Interim Support
	Yes
	No Note 2

	1.7
Initial ATE Support/   

Maintenance Acquisition
	Yes
	Yes

	2.0  SUSTAINING COSTS

	2.1  Manpower
	Yes
	No Note 2

	2.2  Sustaining Training
	Yes
	No Note 2

	2.3  ATE Support/Maintenance
	Yes
	Yes

	2.4  ATE In-Service Engineering
	Yes
	Yes


Note 1:
ATE Development costs are sunk for DoD ATS Family testers and should not be incurred for commercial testers.

Note 2:
These costs have typically been insignificant factors in previous CTAVRs and are not required.  These costs may be included at the option of the office preparing the CTAVR.

1.0  Investment Costs: 
Costs associated with the development and acquisition of all required ATE and TPSs, initial ATE operator/maintainer training, interim weapon system support, and the acquisition of all required ATE support/maintenance equipment should be included as investment costs.  Any costs associated with extending the service life of the ATE and/or TPSs for their intended life cycle, i.e., the service life of the weapon system(s) supported are also included.

1.1  ATE Development (Non-Recurring Engineering) Costs:
Definition:  ATE development costs include all costs associated with the development and testing of the ATE, including ILS, technical data, and documentation.  Any future investments required to upgrade or sustain ATE should also be considered.  Unique modifications required to provide additional capability to support the candidate weapon system(s) testing requirements on the DoD ATS Families should be reflected in the costs of Test Program Sets (TPSs).  For DoD ATS Families, the development cost is considered sunk.

Acceptable estimating methodologies:  Formal contractor cost proposal, escalated historical buys of similar equipment, parametric hardware/software models, or engineering cost estimates.

1.2
ATE Production (Recurring Engineering) Costs:

Definition:  ATE production costs include all recurring costs to satisfy the inventory objective. For DoD ATS Families, including CASS, as with any common support equipment, only a fair share of this cost, based upon the workload required to support the weapon system(s) at the scheduled sites, should be reflected.

Acceptable estimating methodologies:  Actual contract costs, formal contractor cost proposal, escalated historical buys, parametric hardware/software models, or engineering cost estimates.  For DoD ATS Families, the latest ATE production costs can be obtained from the appropriate Program Office.

1.3
TPS Development Costs:

Definition:  All costs associated with the development and testing of TPSs including ILS, technical data, and documentation are included under TPS Development Costs.  Any costs associated with modifying these TPSs to accommodate future ATE modifications should also be considered.

Acceptable estimating methodologies:  Actual contract costs, formal contractor proposal, escalated historical buys, or TPS Cost Model.  The Standard TPS Cost Management System (STCM) is currently being developed to provide a standard TPS cost estimation methodology across all ATE platforms and is scheduled for release over the WWW in FY-99.  The NADEP Jacksonville ROM Model is also available for obtaining CASS TPS Cost Estimates.  Assistance in generating TPS development costs for DoD ATS Family testers may be obtained from the appropriate Program Office.  The office preparing the cost analysis must show that equivalent TPS development tasks are considered across each ATE platform to ensure consistency among TPS cost estimates.

Note:  TPS development and production costs should be equivalent across ATE platforms with similar test capabilities and may be considered a “wash”.  When shortfalls exist with a tester platform to fully support a UUT, the costs to provide additional test capability can be captured as either a TPS or ATE Development/Production cost. For DoD ATS Family members, these costs should be determined with assistance from the technical POC for the ATS Family member.

1.4
TPS Production Costs:
Definition:  TPS production costs include all recurring costs to satisfy the TPS inventory objective.

Acceptable estimating methodologies:  See 1.3 TPS Development Costs.
1.5
Initial Training:

Definition:  Initial training includes all non-recurring costs associated with establishing training schools/courses and initial field-level ATE operator/maintainer personnel training.  For DoD ATS Families, the cost to develop training courses is considered sunk.  Any costs associated with TPS developer training should be included and separately itemized in 1.3 TPS Development Costs.

Acceptable estimating methodologies:  Formal contractor proposal, escalated historical training cost data, or logistics estimates. For DoD ATS Families, the latest ATE training costs can be obtained from the appropriate Program Office.

1.6
Interim Support Costs:

Definition:  Interim Support Costs are those costs associated with supporting the weapons system until TPSs are available.  Assuming TPSs can be made available at the same time for all ATS alternatives, this cost should be considered sunk.  Where selection of one ATS alternative results in a delay in providing ATS support to the weapons system, the delta cost to provide interim support should be identified. 

Acceptable estimating methodologies: Formal contractor proposal, escalated historical logistics cost data, or logistics estimates.

1.7
ATE Support/Maintenance Initial Acquisition Costs:

Definition:  ATE Support/Maintenance Initial Acquisition Costs include all non-recurring and recurring costs associated with procuring initial support capability for the ATE itself (support of support equipment, spares, depot repair capability and software support, for example).  A description should be provided of the ATE's maintenance plan with support equipment requirements itemized. ATE Support/Maintenance Initial Acquisition requirements should be driven by the planned ATE maintenance philosophy.  Costs to be considered under various ATE maintenance philosophies are as follows:

· Contractor ATE Support – Initial maintenance/calibration contract and spares pool investment.

· Organic ATE Support – Calibration standards, support equipment, provisioning spares investment, and special tools/fixtures. For the DoD ATS families, only the incremental costs associated with providing this capability at new/existing sites should be considered.

To ensure consistency among LCC analyses, the same ATE maintenance philosophy should be considered for all ATE alternatives.

Acceptable estimating methodologies:  ATE's Logistics Requirement Funding Summary or other logistics funding information document, formal contractor proposal, escalated historical logistic cost data, or logistics estimates. For DoD ATS Families, the latest ATE Support/Maintenance Initial Acquisition Costs can be obtained from the appropriate Program Office.

2.0 Sustaining Costs:

Sustaining costs include all costs associated with operating and maintaining the ATS over the intended life cycle for the weapons system.  These costs should be priced out annually for the life of the weapons system.

2.1
Manpower:

Definition:  Manpower consists of the annual cost of ATE operator and maintainer personnel over the life cycle.  Assuming that the DoD ATS Family tester and the proposed ATE have sufficient test capability, comparable test times can be expected.  Weapon system failure rate will not vary with ATE.  Consequently, operator cost should be equivalent across alternatives and may be considered a “wash”.  Maintainer and technician support costs should be driven by the ATE maintenance philosophy under consideration.  ATE maintenance personnel costs are expected to decrease at sites where ATE is already in place to support another program.

Acceptable estimating methodologies:  ATE's Logistics Requirement Funding Summary or other logistics funding information document.  For DoD ATS Families, the latest ATE manpower requirements can be obtained from the appropriate Program Office.

2.2
Sustaining Training:

Definition:  This cost includes sustained training of operators, maintainers, and technicians over the life cycle.  For ATE operated and maintained by military personnel, this is usually 1/3 of initial training.  These costs are expected to decrease when civilian personnel are utilized due to lower turnover rates.

Acceptable estimating methodologies:  ATE's Logistics Requirement Funding Summary or other logistics funding information document.

2.3
ATE Support/Maintenance:

Definition:  The annual cost of intermediate and depot level maintenance repair and calibration actions on the ATE.  If the ATE will be supported through a maintenance contract with the ATE prime contractor, then back-up documentation should be provided to show what is included in the contractor support package and the expected operational availability.  In order to select the most cost beneficial alternative, the Program Manager’s office performing the ATS selection should evaluate all feasible support maintenance philosophies for the alternatives being considered in the CBA.

Acceptable estimating methodologies:  ATE's Logistics Requirement Funding Summary or other logistics funding information document. For DoD ATS Families, the projected annual ATE Support/Maintenance costs can be determined with assistance from the appropriate Program Office based on the planned ATE support philosophy.

2.4
ATE In-Service Engineering (ISE):

Definition:  ATE ISE includes all annual recurring costs incurred for the government to provide sustaining engineering (e.g., resolving engineering investigations and parts obsolescence issues) and logistics (e.g., maintaining technical manuals) support.  This cost category should include the costs of establishing and operating a Program Management Activity/Cognizant Field Activity (PMA/CFA) for the ATE as well as any annual software licensing fees.  This cost category is considered sunk for DoD ATS Family testers because PMAs and CFAs are established and annual operating costs will not vary with the number of stations and/or sites.

Acceptable estimating methodologies:  ATE's Logistics Requirement Funding Summary or other logistics funding information document.

Attachment 4.  DoD Non-Standard ATS Policy Deviation Approval Form

From:
Program Manager, __________________

To:
Component Approval Authority
Via:

Service ATS AMB Representative



ATS Management Board

Title:
ATS Recommendation for ___________________ 


[State the weapon system(s) requiring support]

Background:
[State the support requirement in terms of parametric, operational and maintenance level requirements, the ACAT level and milestone phase of the weapon system, and the program status of the proposed Non-Standard ATS alternative]

Alternatives Considered:  [State the ATS options considered in the analysis]

Problem/Issue:
[Present the cost, schedule, and/or parametric/operational deficiency in capabilities as justification for not using a DoD ATS Family as the support solution]

Discussion:
[Provide any additional supporting background, rationale, or justification]

Recommendation:

Back-Up Information: (as required)

(1)  Parametric Analysis

(2)  Cost/Benefit Analysis

(3)  Summary of Pros and Cons

(4)  Any Additional Substantiating Data


Approved


Disapproved

_____________________________

Component Approval Authority

Attachment 5.  Commercial Tester Acquisition Validation Request Form

	Point(s) of Contact:

	Name:
	Phone:

	Activity:
	E-mail:

	Tester Description  (Attach Commercial Specification Data Sheet if available):

	Manufacturer:
	Model Number:

	Type of Tester:  (Analog, Digital, RF, EO, etc)

	Instrument List:  (DMM, O-Scope, Counter/Timer, etc)



	Tester Application:

	Weapon System(s):
	Maintenance Level(s):  (O / I / D / F)

	No. of WRAs/LRUs:
	No. of SRAs/SRUs:

	Weapon System Support Date:  (ATE/TPS Need Date)

	(1)  Show that the tester meets the commercial item definition in the DFAR:

	Is the tester regularly used for other than Government purposes and sold or traded in the normal course of business?  (Yes / No)

	Example of a Commercial Application:
	Example of a Government Application:



	(2)  Show how the tester provides a more economical solution than a DoD ATS Family tester:

	Costs
	Commercial Tester
	“Closest Fit” DoD Family Tester

	ATE Acquisition
	
	

	ATE Support/Maintenance Initial Acquisition
	
	

	TPS Development
	
	

	TPS Production
	
	

	ATE Support/Maintenance
	
	

	ATE In-Service Engineering
	
	

	TOTAL COSTS
	
	

	(3)  Show how the tester meets each defined DoD ATS Critical Interface (CI):

	

	(4)  Other than TPS Development efforts, identify all non-recurring costs associated with this acquisition:
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 Low Voltage (volts)
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CAPABILITIES





ATS TEST





Ripple (volts p-p)





Current (amps)





Voltage Tolerance (volts)





Voltage (volts)





UUT Pin Type (code)





REQUIREMENTS





UUT TEST





Electro-Optics





…...





RF Measurement





Digital Stimulus





Pulse Generation





DC Power Supply
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