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LABORATORY MANAGEMENT REVIEW OF R&D WORK-UNITS





______________________________________________________________________________


This instruction implements AFPD 61-1, Management of Science and Technology, and AFPD 61-2, Management of Scientific and Technical Information.  It includes instructions for division chiefs and directors, project managers, and program/financial management specialists to systematically review technical activities within the Rome Laboratory.  A "technical activity" as discussed in this instruction is a Research and Development (R&D) or R&D support work-unit, commonly referred to by its direct Job Order Number (JON).  This instruction does not apply to the management of Memorandum (Indirect/Overhead) JONs.


The instruction establishes a logical, meaningful, and understandable approach to the management review of RL efforts.  The overall objective is to make sure that the appropriate management levels have accurate, timely, and pertinent information upon which to make sound and timely decisions.  The LMR is also designed to permit decision making at the lowest practical level while rapidly surfacing potential problems or adverse trend data to senior management -- all with a mutual goal of maximizing the return on invested resources.  The review process can and should be used by managers to not only identify areas of potential concern but to provide information to emphasize and recognize exceptional management practices and results.  This instruction also concerns only the internal procedures that the Laboratory uses to approve/disapprove baseline change requests.  This instruction does not govern the contractual procedures necessary to effectuate a change to a contract made by a contracting officer with the appropriate authority.


SUMMARY OF CHANGES


This is the first publication of RLI 61-201.  It replaces RLR 80-25.  It complements AFI 61-202, Work-unit Planning and AFI 61-203, The Work-unit Information System, and updates, clarifies, and formalizes previous guidance on managing R&D technical activities within the Rome Laboratory.    This instruction prescribes RL Form 2913A, Laboratory Program Management Report used in conducting Laboratory Management Reviews (LMRs).  This new form replaces RL Form 2913, Nov 93 which will be phased out over the next 18 months.  All new contractual and In-house JONs will use the RL Form 2913A for LMRs.  Directorates may continue to use the 


former RL Form 2913, Nov 93 or the computer based LMR identified by RLR 80-25 or transfer reporting to the new RL Form 2913A until completion of a current work-unit.


______________________________________________________________________________


Supersedes:  RLR 80-25, 16 Nov 90	Pages:  22


OPR:  RL/XP (Verna Weeden)	Distr:  F;X:   HQ AFMC/XP...........1


Certified by:  Garry W. Barringer


1.  Purpose of This Instruction.  Because the Air Force is faced with dwindling R&D resources, project management becomes critical in controlling technical activities from the initial planning stages through the final completion stages of technical report publication.  Management review or oversight involves proactively monitoring costs, staff hours, schedule, and performance associated with a defined effort or task.


1.1.  The main objectives for conducting LMRs are:


1.1.1.  Ensures that management is continually aware of the status of RL efforts (including any actual or potential problems), enabling management to make effective decisions.  The LMR process does not replace normal reporting procedures; personnel should report problems in any effort to branch, division, or directorate management without delay. Review participants, threshold levels, and frequencies are in attachment 2.


1.1.2.  Provides for the exchange of informa�tion, and the periodic assessment of Labora�tory technical activities and ensures super�visory review of work-unit progress and documentation.


1.1.3.  Establishes internal controls to ensure compliance with the requirements for initiat�ing and maintaining R&D work-units.


1.1.4.  Establishes a method for obtaining Baseline Change request review and approvals.


1.2.  The LMRs are at three levels within the Rome Laboratory organization.  Every work-unit must be reviewed by at least two levels semi-annually.  The three levels are:


1.2.1.  Commander’s Management Review (CMR):


1.2.1.1.  The Commander conducts a quarterly review to focus on selected programs.  CMRs are generally one hour and performed at a directorate office, with CA, CD, FM, JA, PK, and XP participation.  Informal desktop presentations are acceptable.  LMRs should cover the status on technical, finance, and schedule performance, address any issues or concerns, and explain any items identified as "yellow" or "red" in the LMR report (RL Form 2913A).  Specific format is at the discretion of the directorate.


1.2.1.2.  The Commander selects the programs to be reviewed, selection normally based on at least one of the following:


Nominated by the directorates, based on project sensitivity, assessment, or special 	interest.


Recommended by the staff.


Identified by the Commander, Deputy Director, or Chief Scientist.





1.2.1.3.  The Commander may exempt efforts from Lab-level review due to security considerations.  Each directorate will maintain a file of its exempted efforts and the exemption authorizations.


1.2.1.4.  CMRs may include multiple efforts if these are necessary to produce a single, specific end product.


1.2.1.5.  CMRs are based on the RL Form 2913A.  Additional charts/ documentation may be added at the discretion of the Directorate Director.


1.2.2.  Directorate/Division Management Review (DMR):


1.2.2.1.  Directors/Division Chiefs conduct periodic DMRs, frequencies are determined by the threshold levels listed in attachment 2.


1.2.2.2.  Certain job orders are exempt from DMR review.  Generally, these are identified by the following JONs:  XXXXXPEM, XXXXBASE, and XXXXXXLB.


1.2.2.3.  JONs XXXXXXTK and XXXXPROJ should be reviewed from a macro level to ensure the subordinate JONs support the project and task.  Specific JONs reviewed are at the discretion of the Directorate.


1.2.2.4.  Funds sent outside RL strictly for travel or manpower supporting RL efforts are exempt from directorate-level review; however, the supported RL efforts must be reviewed.  Outgoing funds going on contract or to support in-house efforts at another organization are not exempt.


1.2.2.5.  DMRs are documented on the RL Form 2913A.


1.2.2.6.  An electronic copy of the monthly Directorate level DMR RL Form 2913A, (i.e., active category 1 & 2 efforts rated unsatisfactory by Division Chief and others deemed appropriate by the Director) along with a Directorate Executive Summary is provided each month concurrently to XP, CC, CD, FM, PK.


Executive Summary - The Executive Summary should list the efforts reviewed for the report month.  It should also include a DirectorÕs “Comment” where the Director can highlight any concerns and recommend CC review of an effort(s) at a CMR.


1.3  Baseline Change Requests and Approvals.  All RL efforts are baselined for SCHEDULE, FINANCIAL, MANNING, TECHNICAL PERFORMANCE.  Baselines are adjusted as required through the life of the effort; the baseline change history gives a complete picture of the history of the program from contract award to current status, and provides a useful audit trail for management.


1.3.1.  Baseline change requests will use an “out-of-cycle” Form 2913A with some additional information added on an AF 1768.  Instructions for baseline change requests are in attachment 4.  If CC or CD approval of an effort is needed, use AF Form 1768 for staff (FM, PK, JA, XP) coordination prior to forwarding the request to CC or CD.  If staff division review is needed, use AF Form 1768 for XPP, PK and FMD coordination before sending the request to the directorate for approval.


1.3.2. Negotiating and exercising an unpriced option is considered a baseline change, requires approval at the appropriate level, and is documented in the baseline change history.  Exercising a priced option, a no cost extension,  or going from target to ceiling does not need a baseline change request.


1.3.3.  If a baseline change request for a schedule extension necessitates second year financing, it must be accompanied by a second year financing request.  The Budget Division (FMB), OPR for second year financing requests, will not process these baseline change requests if the second year financing request has not been initiated.


1.3.4.  All baseline change request documentation is filed in the R&D case file.


1.3.5.  The RL Commander (or Deputy Director) is the baseline change approval authority for baseline change requests to contracts having a face value equal to or greater than $10M.  RL/CC (or CD) is the approval authority for all change requests to these efforts which exceed the following thresholds:


1.3.5.1.  A change in effort face value greater than $1.5M or cumulative changes that exceed $2M anytime during the contract duration (e.g., a change for $1.2M later followed by a $801K change requires a baseline change request for the $801K change and documents the previous $1.2M change).


1.3.5.2.  An effort schedule extension in excess of six months.  Extensions are cumulative  (e.g., a slip of three months followed by another three month slip anytime during the contract duration requires a baseline change request for the second three month change and documents the previous three month change).





1.3.5.3.  A change in effort technical scope or decrease in deliverables.





NOTE:  An RL Form 2916 is submitted concurrently with requests for CC or CD financial baseline change approval.  Block 36 of RL Form 2916 must include the following:  ÒPending Approval of the Baseline Change Request.Ó  The directorate requesting the change will notify FM and PK when the baseline change request is approved and action may be completed on the RL Form 2916.





1.3.6.  The directorate is the baseline change approval authority for baseline change requests to contracts having face values less than $10M.  While the Commander's or Deputy Director's approval is not needed for these changes, they should be informed of significant baseline changes which would adversely impact Laboratory programs. 





2.  Responsibilities:





2.1.  Two-Letter Directors:





2.1.1.  Develop procedures to ensure LMRs are conducted for all technical activities at least twice a year.  An overview of Directorate LMRs identifying any concerns should be presented to the Commander during the CommanderÕs Management Review. 





2.1.2.  Include copies of the RL Form 2913A in the R&D or R&D Support case files to assure that every R&D work-unit is technically and accurately documented.





2.1.3.  Make sure all findings are documented in publications (journal articles, technical reports, videos, etc.) and submitted to the Technical Library for inclusion in the Technical Library and DTIC data bases.





2.1.4.  Make sure directorate personnel are responsive to questions or comments arising during CMRs.





2.1.5.  Review staff and Commander comments on CMRs.  Ensure directorate personnel follow up on resultant action items.





2.1.6.  Prepare a monthly Executive Summary to XP, CC, CD, FM, and PK concurrently summarizing the status of work-units reviewed at the Directorate level, highlighting any concerns and identifying any work-units recommended for a CMR.  (See paragraph 1.2.2.6).





2.2.  Project Managers:





2.2.1.   Maintain and update an RL Form 2913A.





2.2.2. Report major problems about his or her programs to first-level supervisor as soon as the problem arises.





2.2.3.  Prepare and coordinate Baseline Change Requests, as appropriate.





2.2.4.  If needed, brief the work-unit status to the Commander, Deputy Director, and staff at a CMR.





2.2.5.  Establish and report on cost and schedule mile�stones for management to measure progress.  Specific format is at the discretion of the Directorate.





2.2.6.  Obtain management approval for an R&D or R&D support work-unit prior to establishing a JON or performing any work on the effort.





2.3.  Directorate and Division Management Offices:





2.3.1.  Keep current on changes in LMR guidance and procedures.  Ensure their directorate and divisions are complying with guidance and review schedules.





2.3.2.  Determine which efforts will be documented on RL Forms 2913A.





2.3.3.  Assure the LPMs establish files for new efforts; delete files for completed efforts.





2.3.4.  Forward monthly to XP, CC, CD, FM, PK an electronic copy of the RL Form 2913As with the Director’s Executive Summary signed by the Directorate Director.  (See paragraph 2.1.6.)





2.4.  Staff Office Directors (FM, PK, XP):





2.4.1.  Review RL Form 2913As submitted for their review providing comments as appropriate back to the Directorate Director.  Make recommendations on efforts to be reviewed by the Commander.  





2.4.2.  Coordinate on baseline change requests requiring the Commander's or Deputy Director's approval.





2.4.3.  Maintain cognizance of objectives and status of major RL efforts and programs to provide effective staff support to the Commander. 





2.5.  The Plans and Programs Directorate (XP):





2.5.1.  Maintains standards and establishes procedures for conducting reviews.





2.5.2.  Coordinates with mission directorates and staff directorates on changes to the review procedures.





2.5.3.  Schedules CommanderÕs Quarterly CMRs.





3.  Policy:





3.1.  LMRs are required for all R&D and R&D support work-units.  There are three types of LMRs:  





3.1.1.  Initial LMRs are required to get approval to start a work-unit, establish a JON and establish a baseline.  





3.1.2.  Periodic LMRs are conducted throughout the life of the work-unit to measure progress and allow management the opportunity to make decisions regarding technical progress, funding cuts, potential project duplications, cost overruns, and schedule slippages.





3.1.3.  Final LMRs are conducted when the work-unit is ready for close-out and a final progress report is accomplished.





3.2.  LMRs should be conducted so that all work-units within an area of interest (e.g., by Division, Integrated Project Team (IPT), TAP thrust or subthrust) are reviewed at the same time.   This will allow management to review and assess the total resource requirements of current and planned work-units within an area of interest.  Specific grouping is at the discretion of the Directorate. 





3.3.  All work-units must be reviewed at least twice each year at two levels by the responsible Branch/Division Chief or Directorate Director. The responsible Branch/Division Chief or Directorate Director must be present at the DMR/CMR.





3.4.  Executive Summaries:





3.4.1.  The Branch/Division Chief forwards a summary of the findings, action items, and give an overall assessment of the health of the work-units reviewed at their level to the Directorate Director.  





3.4.2.  The Directorate Director forwards an Executive Summary concurrently to RL/XP, CC, CD, PK, FM, for only those work-units reviewed at Directorate level.





3.5.  All R&D work-units require a literature search, environmental impact assessment, DTIC reporting, and an R&D or R&D support case file unless the activity falls into one of the exceptions addressed in paragraph 4 of this instruction.





3.6.  Management support costs incurred by the technical directorates are indirect costs and should be charged to the Memorandum JONs established to capture those costs for the directorate. These costs are distributed equitably to all R&D work-units in the directorate.





3.6.1.  Typically, a BPAC Manager or an XP 3-letter Program Element Manager (PEM) is responsible for a group of work-units within a Branch/Division/BPAC etc. They should charge their management and support man-hours and other associated costs to the Memorandum JON.  However, any time or support that can be directly related to a specific R&D or R&D support work-unit must be budgeted and charged to that work-unit's JON, and not the Memorandum JON.





4.  Exceptions to LMR Reporting and Literature Searches.  





4.1.  The following do not require periodic reporting on RL Form 2913A, literature searches, DTIC reporting, or separate R&D case files.  However, these exceptions typically support a bona fide R&D or R&D support work-unit, and therefore, the associated costs should be charged to that work-unit.





4.1.1.  Procurement of supplies and equip�ment,  except when provided to an academic institution.





4.1.2.  Ongoing, repetitive data collection and analyses.





4.1.3.  Equipment installations.





4.1.4.  Programming and computational support.  





4.1.5.  Maintenance and support services.





4.1.6.  Routine engineering (including engineering, mathematical, or design calculations, or routine, repetitive ((non-original or non-innovative)) or supporting analyses).





4.1.7.  Efforts involving strategic intelligence data analysis, where the sharing of such information could compromise the national security.





4.1.8.  Conducting conferences and symposia.





4.1.9.  Training.





5.  Work-unit Planning and Documentation.  





5.1.  Decisions on which work-units should be established are made in a number of ways--directions from higher headquarters, local management discussions, proposals from Project Managers, etc.  During the planning process, the Project Manager should be preparing a Program Implementation Plan, RL Form 2916 that contains a specific objective, technical approach, schedules, cost estimates for the entire period of activity (including completion/termination costs), support required from other organizations, identification and assignment of responsibility for all known or projected environmental actions/issues, etc.  It also includes an initial RL Form 2913A. This plan is submitted for approval to the Director and once approved, forms the baseline for the effort.  Work-units are established according to RLR 80-14, RL Form 2885, Job Order Register Input Data.





5.2.  The labor costs of the people involved in the planning for a new work-unit should be charged to the PROJ or TK JON established for S&T projects or the Memorandum JON estab�lished within each directorate for Advanced Planning activities (e.g., INDRxxxx).  Normally the planning process for each new work-unit should not exceed 40 hours total.





6.  Work-unit Assessment.  





6.1.  RL Form 2913A,  Laboratory Program Management Report, is used by management to record the results of the assessment of each work-unit.  The assessment codes used are:  G (Green)- Satisfactory, Y (Yellow) - Marginal, R (Red) - Unsatisfactory, and NA - Not Applicable.  All areas which are given a Y or R rating must have a narrative explanation of the cause, corrective action to be taken, and a suspense date for that action.  Condition�ally satisfactory assessments may also be documented in this manner.  Attachment 3 provides direction for completing the RL Form 2913A and some typical questions/issues that should be discussed in assessing each performance area.





6.2. Key Decision.   Indicate in block 10 if a decision beyond the authority of the Directorate Director is needed.  If so, document the nature of the decision required and forward it to XP, CD, CC in-turn.





6.3. Follow-up Actions on Previous LMRs.  Indicate in block 10 the status of all action items identified in block 14 on the previous LMR.





7.  LMR Approval:





7.1.  Management's review and approval of each work-unit is documented on the RL Form 2913A by signature in blocks 11, 12, & 13.  Partial or contingent approvals must include a narrative explanation of the cause, corrective action to be taken, and a suspense date for that action.  





7.2.  The signed RL Form 2913A is the Program Manager's approval to begin work and/or direction to take action as identified in block 14.





7.3.  Once the JON for this work-unit is established, all further expenses associated with this work-unit must be charged to it.





8.  Final LMR:





8.1.  A work-unit is not complete just because the technical objective has been met.  The publishing and distribution of the technical report (TR) or final project report needs to be completed as well.  The final DD Form 250, Material Inspection and Receiving Report is signed once the final report is accepted and IMPT releases the report for publication. The final report is required regardless of whether the results are conclusive and the work is done in-house, or by grant or contract.  The final LMR can occur and the JON put in “Y” status after the final DD250 is signed.





8.2.  Contract work-units are technically complete when the final DD Form 250 is signed.  A final progress submission must be made to be transmitted to DTIC.  The submission should include a reference to the Technical Report.  The JON should not be closed out at this point, allowing the Project Manager to continue to charge time while arranging for printing and distribution of the final report (which must be included in the R&D case file), and disposing of any residual supplies and equipment.  





8.3.  In-house work-units are technically complete when a LMR shows that the objective has been met or that further progress is not warranted.  The JON should not be officially closed out until a final input is made to be transmitted to DTIC with reference to the final report, and the final report is printed, distributed and filed in the R&D case file, and any residual supplies and equipment are properly disposed.





9.  Record of the Review.  The completed RL Form 2913A and action item memos with follow-ups is the record of review for each work-unit assessment. These will be placed in the R&D case file for permanent retention.   A letter is sent to the 2-letter Director, documenting that a review has taken place and highlighting any accomplishments, issues, or problems the division chief/director wants to mention.








10.  Forms Prescribed.  RL Form 2913A.





	MARK J. LOMERY


	Chief, Technical Resources Division
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS AND DEFINITIONS


(Attachment 1)





Baseline:  The effort currently defined in terms of technical objectives; cost; Reliability, Maintainability, and Producibility (RMP); and manpower.  The initial baseline is defined at the time a job order number (JON) is set up.  Tasks under a TOA contract are baselined at the task level.  SETA support acquired under a cost plus fixed fee (Level of Effort) term contract is baselined at the performance details letter (PDL) level.





Baseline Change Approval Authority:  The level at which changes to the baselines are approved.  See paragraph 1.3.5. of the instruction for criteria.  The format for the Baseline Change Request is in attachment 4.





Contract Funds Status Report (CFSR):  Contractor-generated performance report which summarized funds status for contracts valued greater that $500K, longer than 12 months, and other than firm-fixed-priced.





Cost/Schedule Status Report (C/SSR):  Contractor-generated performance report which summarized cost and schedule status for contracts valued greater than $5M, longer than 12 months, other than firm-fixed-priced and not Level of Effort (LOE).





Indirect Cost:  Indirect cost is any item of cost (or aggregate thereof) which is incurred for joint objectives (i.e., multiple work-units), and, therefore, cannot be identified specifically with a single work-unit. Indirect costs are distinguished from direct and overhead costs in that indirect costs relate to two or more final objectives but not the total operation of the laboratory.





Integrated Project Team (IPT) Project: An IPT Project is the lowest-level collection of JONs that comprise an element of work that cannot be subdivided without losing its technical focus.  An IPT Project is a compilation of work-units with a common goal/objective. A single IPT Project may cross directorate lines (e.g., Information Warfare).





Job Order Categories:  Job order categories are established to separate direct job orders (work-units) into three mutually exclusive categories.  These categories describe how work is performed; contract vs. in-house, and for in-house, the nature (bench work vs. support) of each work effort.  The three categories are Contract Direction, In-house Research and Technology, and In-house Research and Technology Support.  Reference RLR 80-14.





Job Order Category 1, Contract Direction:  This category includes any R&D objective accomplished under a contract, a grant, or an outgoing funding transfer to another Government agency for which the Rome Laboratory has technical direction.  Included in this category are all costs associated with monitoring and administering a contract, grant or outgoing funding document; procurement planning, preparation of the Statement of Work, specifications, MIPRs, Project Orders and other procurement data; proposal evaluation and source selection; procurement coordination; preparation of work effort data and progress reports; evaluation of contractor prepared/delivered reports, data or hardware (technical appraisal and not test and evaluations); and all activities through final close-out of the effort. 





A document to procure materials, supplies, equipment or non-R&D services does not require a separate JON.  If these items are required, they should be referenced in the approach narrative of the R&D work-unit requiring them.





Occasionally a contract will have multiple JONs, as in a Subtask Ordering contract.  Each subtask has a specific objective to be accomplished and therefore has its own JON.   A JON is assigned to a single contract or subtask statement, but a contract can have many JONs that support it.   





Job Order Category 2, In-House Research and Technology:  In-house means that the technical objective is accomplished by our own government civilian and military personnel within the Rome Laboratory facilities.  In-house work-units are characterized as "benchwork" experimentation, or original study designed to accomplish discrete scientific technical advancement. This includes all resources (labor, supplies, equipment, equipment maintenance, TDY) expended in planning, documentation, support, fabrication, test support, and evaluation efforts necessary to perform the in-house research.  





Also included are costs of contracted engineering and technical services or equipment maintenance to support the in-house research.  These contracts support the in-house research, but do not involve R&D objectives of their own.  They should not be a significant portion of the in-house effort.  Examples include: the purchase of supplies and equipment, contracts for data analysis or test facility support, equipment installation, and efforts involving routine engineering.





Job Order Category 3, In-House Research and Technology Support:  This category applies to work-units which are characterized as engineering assistance, consultation, evaluation, and support service provided to other organizations (external to Rome Laboratory) regardless of whether or not the job is funded by that organization.  Included in this category are planning studies, studies and engineering analysis; proposal evaluations, source selection and other procurement assistance (not related to a Category 1 JON); mission analysis for operational commands, and higher headquarters critical design reviews; fabrication or repair shop support services; evaluation or in-house test for other organizations of contractor delivered equipment or hardware; trouble shooting operational equipment; DOD standardization program; patent reviews; Independent Research and Development (IR&D) reviews; and any other technical assistance, consultation or support service provided for a specific customer of the laboratory.  Typically, Category 3 Work-units involving other organizations also require a Budget Estimate Agreement (BEA) per RLR 80-13 (being updated as RLI 65-602).





Category 3 JONs are NOT to be used for management and support activities within a Mission Directorate.  Any costs of support that cannot be identified specifically to a Category 1, 2, or 3 JON should be charged to the indi�rect JON estab�lished to capture those costs. 





Normally, Category 3 JONs do not require a literature search or DTIC reporting.  However, studies and analysis efforts are an exception and do require both.





Category 3 JONs require an R&D support case file so progress can be measured and reported to the customer and/or RL management.  The case file is also the best way of transferring the history of this activity to another Project Manager.  





Job Order Number (JON):  Each R&D or R&D support work-unit is assigned a direct JON to accumulate all costs associated with the approved effort.  The JON is an eight character alphanumeric code with the project typically identified by the first four characters; the task identified by the fifth and sixth characters; and, the work-unit as the last two characters.  If a JON is multiple funded, the project providing the larger share of the funding will be used to establish the first four characters of the JON.  Once the JON is established, it should remain the same regardless of changes to the share of funding.  Each individual contract requires its own JON.





Laboratory Management Review (LMR):  A periodic review of Laboratory work-units or aggregation of work-units.  The aggregation of work-units is an important aspect of LMRs.  LMRs should be arranged to review all work-units within an area of interest (e.g., by Division, Directorate, IPT, TAP thrust or subthrust).  LMRs are performed at several levels -- Commander’s Management Review (CMR), Directorate/Division Management Review (DMR).





Mission Area Plan (MAP):  The MAP summarizes and uses the products of the Mission Area Assessment and the Mission Needs Analysis processes to identify key technologies and weapons systems modernization efforts required to correct known deficiencies.  The MAP is the primary planning document for acquisition strategies, national and Air Force laboratory efforts, and industrial Independent Research and Development (IR&D) programs.  It provides a focus for limited investment dollars.  The MAP process holder is XPP.





Program Element (PE):  A combination of manpower, equipment, and facilities related to a mission capability or activity.  Laboratory program elements are assigned at the Air Staff by the Directorate of Science and Technology (SAF/AQR) and are typically a line item in the President's Budget.





Project:  There is at least one project within each program element.  Projects are assigned by SAF/AQR and are identified by their Budget Program Activity Code (BPAC).





Research and Development (R&D):  Research pertains to all effort directed toward increased knowledge of natural phenomena and environment and toward the solution of problems in all fields of science.  This includes basic and applied research.  (1) Basic Research - That research activity which has as its goal to increase scientific knowledge rather than its practical application.  (2) Applied Research - The research activity which follows basic research and attempts to determine or expand the potentialities of new scientific discoveries or improvements in technology, materials, processes, methods, devices and techniques, and advances "the state of the art."





Development refers to the systematic use of scientific and technical knowledge in the design, development, test or evaluation of a potential new product or service for the purpose of meeting specific performance requirements or objectives.





Task:  There are normally several tasks within each project, which are locally assigned by the Directorate/Program Manager.





Technology Area (TA):  A TA is a defined portion of the Air Force Science and Technology (S&T) program and is the fundamental building block of the program.  Rome Laboratory has one TA:  Command, Control, Communications, Computers and Intelligence (C4I).  TAs are subdivided into thrusts and subthrusts. Thrusts represent major scientific disciplines or categories.





Technology Area Plan (TAP):   The TAP is a key planning and advocacy document for the Air Force S&T program.  The TAPs represent a strategic plan for satisfying the requirements for future warfighting technology.  Each TAP documents the objectives, approach, program plans, and resources to develop and demonstrate technology in a TA. 





Technology Investment Plan (TIP):  A TIP is the planning and approval document required for a contractual solicitation or non-in-house effort (e.g., Military Interdepartmental Purchase Request (MIPR), Project Order, etc.) totally or partially funded by 6.2 or 6.3A PEs in the Air Force S&T program and with total anticipated value below that requiring a SAF/AQR acquisition plan approval.  





Technology Movement:  The movement of science and technology engineering efforts to the next higher level of development with an ultimate plan to:





Transition to a product center or user or be incorporated into another development effort or program (e.g., program 6.1 to 6.2, 6.2 to 6.3, etc., or to use in a laboratory to enhance capability).


Transfer to other government agencies, state and local government, industry, academia, etc.


Integrate a new technology into other science and technology engineering efforts, which will later transfer.





Work Breakdown Hierarchy:  R&D work-units fall into two types of work breakdown hierarchies.  The lowest common denominator of each is the work-unit. 





The funding hierarchy is the Program Element, Project, Task, and Work-unit.


The technical hierarchy is Technology Area, Thrust, Subthrust, and Work-unit.





Work-unit:  The work-unit is defined as the smallest segment into which R&D efforts are divided for local administration or control.  Each work-unit has a specific objective, a definite beginning and end, and a tangible or reportable end product (e.g., a technical report, a piece of hardware).  It is a technically distinct, in-house or extramural effort (i.e., contract, grant, Cooperative Research and Development Agreement).
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LMR THRESHOLDS AND FREQUENCIES	


(Attachment 2)





REVIEW LEVEL�
CRITERIA�
REVIEW BY�
FREQUENCY�
�
Commander-Level�
Selected by the Commander or�
Commander�
Quarterly and other times as required�
�
CMR�
nominated by a Directorate or Staff 2-Ltr�
Deputy Director


Chief Scientist�
�
�
�
 �
Director�
�
�
�
�
Comptroller�
�
�
�
�
Director of Contracting


Director of Staff Judge Advocate�
�
�
�
�
Director of Plans & Programs�
�
�
Directorate-Level�
Efforts greater than $3M �
Director�
Quarterly�
�
DMR�
All active category 1 and 2 efforts rated unsatisfactory by Division Chief and others deemed appropriate by Director�
�
Monthly�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
All active category 1 and 2 efforts greater than $1M and less than $3M or those less than $1M but considered highly critical by the Director and all In-house efforts�
�
Semi-annually�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Division-Level�
Efforts greater than $3M and all In-house efforts rated unsatisfactory by Branch Chief or Project Manager�
Division Chief


Branch Chief�
Quarterly�
�
�
�
�
�
�
DMR�
All active category 1 and 2 efforts rated unsatisfactory by Branch Chief or Project Manager�
�
Monthly�
�
�
�
�
�
�
�
All active category 1 and 2 efforts less than $3M and all In-house efforts�
�
Semi-annually�
�
�
�
�
�
�
Note: Efforts include all contractual vehicles plus TOAs, TEMs, PDLs, & CRDAs.�



INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING RL FORM 2913A


(Attachment 3)





Block 1.  	Enter the as of date that the form is prepared.


Block 2.  	Check the appropriate indicator for the type report, e.g., Initial, Periodic, Final or 	Baseline Change. Enter the date of the previous report.


Block 3.  	Enter with slashes between each element:


	- title of the work-unit/program being reported


	- Funding Source Program Element (PE).  If more than one PE is funding the 			effort, use the PE providing the majority of funds.


	- Funding Source, e.g., AFMC, DMA, ESC, etc.


	- JON of the work-unit being reported.  If more than one work-unit is involved, 			enter ÒmultipleÓ.


	- TAP Thrust number work is reported under.  Enter “N/A” if work is not 			reported in TAP.


Block 4.  	Enter with slashes between each element:


	- Program Manager’s name


	- Program Manager’s office symbol


	- Program Manager’s DSN phone number and e-mail address


Block 5.  	Enter with slashes between each element:


	- Contract Number


	- Type Contract


	- Name of prime Contractor performing work


	- Date of contract award/In-house start up


	- Date of negotiated contract completion/In-house work completion


Block 5a.  	Enter all funds in millions.  Provide data for prior year funds, current FY, FY+1-	5, to complete and the total program funds.


	BL - Show the current baseline totals (all PEs) approved and allocated to the 	effort


	Reqd - Show the required funds necessary to complete the project.  The Reqd 	funds line should be changed whenever the LPM projects change that will have a 	financial impact on the effort.


	Oblig - Enter actual dollars obligated to date in each fiscal year.





Block 6. 	Describe the technical objective and approach being taken to address the user 	need/deficiency.  Identify key goals, deliverables, and acceptance criteria.  Enter 	MAP Deficiency ID number.


Block 7.	Describe the current technical progress and status.  Identify corrective actions 	taken as a result of reviewer comments in the last report.  Identify any issues that 	could impact successful completion of the effort.


Block 8. 	Complete this area after contract award or in-house work has been started.  Rate 	each of the areas of the assessment as follows:  Use G (satisfactory) if 	assessment area has no problems.  Use Y (marginal) if known problems or 	available management information or trend data show that your objectives of the 	contract or in-house work will not, or may not be met, or action has been taken at 	the management level making the assessment to correct the deficiency.  Use R 	(unsatisfactory) if problems exist within an assessment area which are 	jeopardizing effort objectives and resolution of the problem requires 	involvement at a higher management level.  Financial assessment includes 	evaluation of funding levels, funds status, and cost performance. The manning 	assessment rates both manpower and staffing on the work-unit.


To expedite the LMR process, it is recommended that the Project Manager fill in each of the assessment areas on the RL Form 2913A with a suggested rating.  The Project Manager then justifies each rating in the LMR briefing.  This will expedite the review process, and management can accept the suggested ratings or make changes as required before signing off on the form.


The blank space is used for any other assessment area pertinent to the work-unit; it is not mandatory.


The overall assessment is for a collective evaluation of all aspects of the work-unit.  If any of the baseline elements (technical performance, financial, schedule, or manning) are rated less than satisfactory, the total program is given the same assessment.  For example, if technical performance is assessed Y and financial is assessed R, the total program is R.


For in-house work, assess technical performance, schedule, manning, testing.  Enter N/A in the other blocks.


The following are typical questions the LPM should address in assessing each area:


1.  Assessment Area a. - Technical.  The achieved performance should be compared with the forecast performance.


	- Does the stated objective adequately describe the needed work?


	- Is the objective sufficiently specific to allow measurement of progress against 			that objective?


	- Is the end product of this effort clearly defined?


	- Is exit criteria adequately defined to be able to recognize completion of the 			effort?


	- Is there a stated requirement for this product?


	- Can the user apply the technology?


	- Does the technical approach appear to be a logical method of achieving the 			objective?


	- What other alternatives were considered?


	- Is the rationale for selection of the stated approach adequate?


	- Has a literature search been accomplished?  Are there similar/related efforts 			going on elsewhere?  What were the results?


2.  Assessment Area b. - Financial.


	- Does the cost estimate reflect the total cost of accomplishing the effort 				(including labor, travel, contracts, environmental analysis, indirect/overhead, 			etc.)?


	- What is/are the source(s) of funds?  Do we have written commitments or letters 		of intent from all of the sources?


	- Does the projected rate of spending (forecast of commitments and obligations) 			agree with the proposed technical plan?


	- If funds are required in more than one fiscal year, do outyear budgets include 			this effort?


	- If the work is to be contracted; in addition to the contract costs, what are the 			associated in-house costs for managing the contract (e.g., civilian salaries, 			travel, indirect/overhead, and other direct costs)?


	- Are Military Construction (MILCON) funds required?


	- Are there any shifts in FY funding required?


	- Are there any potential contractual overruns?


	- For in-house work-units, Job Order Cost Accounting System (JOCAS) labor 			and expenditure data should be compared with planned estimates.


	- For contractual work-units, contract cost data should be compared with planned 		expenditures and percent of work accomplished.


	- Variations should be analyzed and documented if there is an impact on the 			objective, schedule, or the cost of the work-unit.


3.  Assessment Area c. - Schedule.


	- Do the milestones and the projected schedule agree with the technical and 			financial plan?


	- If the effort is to be contracted; does the schedule include a date for the 			Purchase Request submission to Contracting and a forecast obligation (i.e., 			award) date?


	- If this is a contracted effort, does the schedule provide sufficient time for 			preparation and processing of the purchase request?


	- Does the urgency of the work warrant special attention from support personnel?


	- Are technical and contractual milestones being met?  If any milestones are 			more than 30 days late, this should raise a concern.  The specific rating should 			be a joint decision of the program manager and the reviewer.





4.  Assessment Area d. - Contracting.  


Almost all work-units require procurement of supplies, equipment or services.  Purchase Request initiations, obligations, Technology Investment Plan (TIP) processing, cost overruns, and unliquidated obligations (ULO) are among potential problem areas to be reviewed.


	- Have contracting personnel been involved in, or advised of, pending 				procurement actions?


	- If this is to be an R&D contract and Air Force Science and Technology (S&T) 			funds are being used, has a TIP been approved by the Directorate of Science 			and Technology at Air Staff (SAF/AQR)?


5.  Assessment Area e. - Deliverables.


	- If the effort is to be contracted, what are the deliverables?


	- Is there a suspense system set up to monitor the receipt of deliverable items?


	- Are deliverables in compliance with the Contract Data Requirements List 			(CDRL)?  If any deliverables are more than 30 days late, this should raise a 			concern.  The specific rating should be a joint decision of the program 		


6.  Assessment Area f. - Manning.  


Contractor as well as government manning should be considered.


	- How much RL manpower will be required?


	- Are other RL directorates (including support directorates) involved?  If so, do 			you have their concurrence?	


	- Is the manpower currently available?


	- Does applying manpower to this work-unit affect any other ongoing work-unit?


	- If this is a contracted work-unit, who (by name) is being suggested for the 			technical evaluation team?	


	- Are actual labor charges consistent with the forecast reimbursables?


7.  Assessment Area g. - Testing.


	- Will a test plan be prepared?


	- Will test equipment, facilities and personnel be available when needed?


	- If hardware is a deliverable, is acceptance testing well defined in terms of 			location, division of responsibility, and procedures?


8.  Assessment Area h. - Other.  


These are at the discretion of the Directorate.


	- Identify here one or more additional areas for rating assessments based on the 			unique aspects of the program being reported.  Use the reverse of the form if 			necessary.  These could include but are not limited to Logistics, Environmental			Facilities, Documentation, Intelligence, etc.  The following are representative 			questions relative to these “other” areas.


	- Logistics. 


		-- Does supportability, producibility, reliability, maintainability, affordability 				apply?  If  not, why not?


		-- Has this effort been coordinated with your acquisition logistics specialist?


		-- Are supportability and affordability requirements consistent with user 				expectations?	


	- Environmental.  


		-- Has the environmental impact of this work-unit been considered?  


		-- What are the results of the Preliminary Environmental Assessment?


		-- Review the status of the AF Form 813 approval process. 


		-- If additional environmental analysis is required, has funding been budgeted?


	- Facilities.


		-- Are current facilities adequate?


		-- Will any construction or facility modifications be needed?


		-- Is a DD Form 1391, Military Construction Project Data, required and has it 				been initiated with RL/DO?	


		-- Are MILCON funds required?


	- Documentation.


		-- Is the work-unit plan adequate?


		-- What procedures or contingency plans exist in the event of a loss of the most 			critical research data?


		-- Has an R&D or R&D support case file been established?


	- Intelligence Requirements.  Determine whether the acquisition of technical 			intelligence and foreign technology is necessary for achieving the objective of 			the work-unit. 


	- Requirement Validation.  Review the relationship to technology planning 			objectives, foreign threat technology, or other motivating requirements, and 			validate/revalidate program priority relative to other efforts and the need to 			continue the effort.


		-- Does the technical objective adequately support the identified Mission Area 				Plan (MAP) deficiencies and the TAP/Thrust goals?


		-- Is the objective consistent with the Program Management Directive or 				Program Management Agreement (PMD/PMA) and Descriptive Summary?


		-- Is the work within RL's mission?


	-- If the work-unit involves an external organization, do we have a current 			Budget Estimate Agreement (BEA), Memorandum of Agreement/				Understanding (MOA/MOU) or Cooperative Research & Development 			Agreement (CRDA) that covers this effort between RL and the organization?  		Reference RLR 80-13 (being updated as RLI 65-602) for BEA guidance.


	- Militarily Critical Technologies List.  


		-- Has this technology been reviewed to determine military criticality as 				defined in the Militarily Critical Technologies List (MCTL)?


		-- If this effort involves MCTL information, is it being adequately protected 				and controlled?


Block 9.  	Enter the Laboratory Program Manager’s and Contractor’s estimates for percent 	of Schedule Completion, Technical Completion and Funding Spent on the effort.  	Enter the trend status for both Schedule Variance (SV) and Cost Variance (CV) 	using the following criteria:


		Improving - At least three consecutive months improvement in the appropriate 			indices


		Stable - No discernible trend in the indices over the last three months		


		Declining - At least three consecutive months decline in the appropriate 			indices	


Enter “N/A in Contractor column if data is not provided by the contractor or for In-house efforts.  


Enter an “X” if a transition plan is signed and the date signed.  Enter in block 10 if a transition plan is pending and milestone date projected for signature.


Block 10.	If any assessment element or the overall assessment in Block 8 is less than 	satisfactory, explain the problem and state what effect this has on other 	programs.  State the Program Manager’s Major Concern that he/she feels 	will negatively impact the program if it occurs.  This may be any aspect of 	the program and is not necessarily a problem area.  This is basically the 	Program ManagerÕs best engineering judgment of where he/she may have to 	be especially vigilant to assure success.  Also identify in block 10 any key 	decision(s) which have to be made by higher headquarters which could 	seriously impact the program.


Block 11-13.	Enter reviewerÕs signature, organization symbol and date the report was 	reviewed.


Block 14. 	Enter reviewer follow-up actions imposed at the review.

















�






BASELINE CHANGE REQUEST


(Attachment 4)


Baseline Change Requests will be submitted using an out-of-cycle RL Form 2913A with an addendum page (AF Form 1768, Staff Summary Sheet) as described below:





1.  RL Form 2913A:  


	- Blocks 1-4, 6-9, and 11-13 will be completed as a normal LMR.


	- Block 5 check Baseline Change


	- Block 10 provide an “EXPLANATION OF PROPOSED CHANGE:  (Describe the change to include: the reason for the change, the date it first surfaced, alternatives considered, rationale for the selected alternative, key decisions required, impact on other programs, and impact of disapproval.  Show if resources are available to accomplish the change.)





2.  Addendum Page:  Provide the following information on the AF Form 1768, Staff Summary Sheet or on a separate page attached to the RL Form 2913A to request approval for all baseline changes to contracts, TOA tasks, or SETA PDLs for which RL/CC or CD is the change approval authority or obtain XP, FM, PK coordination.  Only include on the AF Form 1768 those items being changed.





PROGRAM TITLE:				JON: 			DATE OF REQUEST:





BASELINE ELEMENT TO BE CHANGED: TECH GOAL FINANCIAL SCHEDULE MANNING:  (Circle all elements that will change even if, individually, they do not require CC or CD approval)


If the baseline change includes a change in the technical goal:  (A descriptive summary of the changes, including what is to be added to or deleted from the contract.)


If the BCR includes a change in the schedule:





	Current Completion Date:


	Proposed Completion Date:





If the BCR involves a change in the financial baseline, include a complete funding profile.


Current Funding Baseline:





					PRIOR FY 	FY-l	CFY	 	FY+l	TO COMPLETE


FUNDING SOURCE (PE)   	$	XXXX		XXXX	XXXX	XXXX		XXXX


FUNDING SOURCE (PE)   	$	XXXX		XXXX	XXXX	XXXX		XXXX


TOTAL			$	XXXX		XXXX	XXXX	XXXX		XXXX














Proposed Funding Baseline:


FUNDING SOURCE (PE)  	$	XXXX	XXXX	XXXX	XXXX	...


FUNDING SOURCE (PE)  	$	XXXX	XXXX	XXXX	XXXX	...


TOTAL			$	XXXX	XXXX	XXXX	...














If the BCR includes a change in manning: (Contractor and/or RL)





						FYXX	FYXX	FYXX	...


	Current Manning:		MYs	 XX	 XX	 XX	...


	Proposed Manning:		MYs	 XX	 XX	 XX	...











(Director’s Signature) 	 (CC/CD Action, Signature & Date


	  Approve/Disapprove	
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