Affordability Considerations:
Cost Effective Capability

Joe Bobinis M.E.. PMP.
Lockheed Martin Sr. Fellow

INCOSE Affordability Working
Group

A A
¢ & ” A

l - &
) 1



\
Inleium

Philadelphia, PA
June 24-27, 2013

Standard Issue Army Hummer — Joe Bo’s Hummer - COTS

M1152 without Armor .
©$92,200 Unit Cost 535,000 Unit Cost (fully loaded)
¢18000 Miles Between Maintenance *50000 Maintenance Free Period
Actions *70000 Mile Warranty
eNo Warranty eEmbedded Vehicle Diagnostics

eNo Diagnostics

eRemote Diagnostics and Reports
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Which is mostAffrdabIe?
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Some Industry thoughts on the Problem g9

« Affordability has been defined by NDIA, INCOSE and MORS, in discussiongune 24-27, 2013
at the recent MORS Special Meeting on Affordability Analysis: How Do We
Do It? (Oct.2012), all industry groups have discovered that affordability
analysis is a contextually-sensitive Problem. (Life Cycle, Procurer,
Developer, Environment).
— Affordability is the result of a disciplined decision making process — requiring

systematic methodologies that support selection of the most affordable
technologies and systems.

— Methods for affordability analysis can be improved, measured and predicted — any
methods that enable analysts to forecast expected affordability of alternative
technologies and systems and to measure improvement in affordability of a given
system; should be implemented as a core trade element for Analysis of

Alternatives.

— Affordability trade space and methods must provide structures and frameworks for
analytical path from determining requirements to fielding affordable systems.

— Affordability and Design for Affordability concepts are not same as “cost analysis”
which is a subset of the Affordability Trade Space...

Problem: If Affordability is the determination of “VALUE"...

Is it a subjective judgment,
more like Aesthetics than Science?
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Hierarchical Nature of Affordability Problem
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Cost versus Performance

Most Bang for the Budget
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Tuttle & Bobinis (2013)
“Specifying Affordability”
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Integration (SOS)
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PrimaryiSystem
Functionality

Enabling System
Functionality
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Environment LT

DTC - Loop Until Cost Targets Are Met Lr:::gil_gl;laé(;%

The Mission Effectiveness Affordability
Need / Trade Space = any point in the System
Threat life cvele.

Environment

1. What happens when technology changes?
2. lf the need or the threat environment
changes?

3. How calcaulate true cost of System
Capability?

4. How calculate true cost of Operational
Availability?

S. How calaulate true cost of Mission
Effectiveness?

Primary System Technology Enabling System

argets And A, Are Met
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Design & Production Supportability Design

Engineerin
g Tool Suite Supportability

System Capability Logistics Capability Tool Suite

Whatif the need Changes? Or the trheat?

K Fundamental
ey Operational Equation of
Performance Availability

SOSin Environment
Parameters

Sustainment:
A,=R*M+S

Does it answer the need?

Analysis - : -
Illustration by Mitchell. SCEA 2010 Tool Mission Effectiveness Ao =Operational Availability is
Conference Paper; INCOSE AFFWG Suite proportional to reliability R (how
MISSION. Terry Mitchell, Joe Bobinis, Ed often things break). maintainability
Dean, & Paul Tuttle. M (howlong it takes to fix) &
supportability S
(howlong to get the resources we
need)
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Synthesis — Considerations of an Affordability
Trade Space
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Survey

Please take the time to rate this presentation
by submitting the web survey found at:

www.incose.org/symp2013/survey
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