JSOW CASE INSTRUCTOR'S GUIDE (SOFTWARE VERSION)
Dr. Mark E. Nissen, Naval Postgraduate School

Terminal Learning Objective
Given an acquisition program (military or commercial, large or small, hardware or software) context and strategy, students will be able to assess the relative benefits of using integrated product teams (IPTs) in general, and alpha contracting in particular, score the likelihood of alpha-contracting success for the program, and plan the integration of alpha contracting into the ongoing development, production or support IPT activities for the program.

Enabling Learning Objectives
1. Understand the relative advantages and disadvantages of alpha contracting.

2. Plan and map both a serial- and alpha-contracting process flow diagram for a program.

3. Appreciate the key factors required for effective alpha contracting.

4. Score a program on its likelihood of alpha-contracting success.

5. Compare and contrast the appropriateness of alpha contracting on various acquisition programs.

Assignment
· Read Nissen, "JSOW Alpha Contracting Case Study (Software Version)."

· Prepare formal case analysis based on JSOW case questions.
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Lesson Conduct
This case can be used to support either a one-hour (50 minute) or two-hour (100 minute) class session and is intended to be used in an open, participatory, semi-structured manner generally associated with case-method instruction. The use of a black/white board for incremental development of ideas is recommended in lieu of prepared presentation slides, and the instructor is encouraged to draw most of the material and discussion out of the students. Each student is presumed to have read the case in advance and (preferably) to have completed a written (graded) case analysis to be turned-in at the beginning of class. The case material can also be used without the formal case analysis.

One-Hour Session
1. Instructor uses board to review nature of software acquisition (e.g., military functionality, success record, risks of software-intensive programs); important points are drawn from students and noted on board. Mention is made that JSOW represents a software-intensive program.

2. Instructor reviews key elements of JSOW program context; important points are drawn from students and noted on board. Contextual categories (e.g., operational/technical, cost/schedule, programmatic) are listed on board to classify factors mentioned by students. For example:

· Operational/technical factors: autonomous navigation and interdiction; all-weather, standoff, glide weapon; multiple aircraft integration and test; high kill probability; high availability rates; all contribute toward a technical challenge.

· Cost/schedule factors: aggressive unit production cost target and program-cancellation risk if cost threshold is breached; relatively rapid development progress (5 years for EMD); shift from cost-reimbursement to fixed-price type contract.

· Programmatic factors: joint (USN-USAF) program with three variants (BLU-97, BLU-108, Unitary) in different program phases (LRIP, flight test, development); JSOW is part of multi-program "neckdown" strategy (along with JDAM and JASSM); geographical separation of USN (CA), USAF (FL), and RTIS (TX); balance between competition and cooperation in acquisition strategy; heavy reliance on IPPD/IPTs.

3. Two students (volunteers) use board to map the key steps (esp. SOW prep, draft RFP, develop proposal, factfinding, negotiation) associated with both the linear-contracting process and its alpha-contracting counterpart; all students assist with this mapping and note key similarities and differences.

· Key similarities: same basic steps; same inputs and outputs (black box look); both satisfy all laws, regulations and procedures; both can be applied to sole-source procurements.

· Key differences: "stovepipe" vs. collaborative development; no "factfinding" per se for alpha contracting; major feedback loops "earlier" in process flow for alpha; more trust required for alpha; alpha requires more upfront effort; expectation that alpha will shorten overall preaward cycle time, even though joint SOW/RFP development may take longer than individual (i.e., government-only) effort; alpha approach not generally considered for competitive procurements.

4. Instructor reviews key alpha-contracting steps/techniques employed by JSOW (e.g., thermometer chart, CCB/PCB, Web site, MOP, organizational learning); important points are drawn from students and noted on board (possibly for just one or two, such as the CCB/PCB and/or Web site/MOP).

5. Students discuss key JSOW problems and successes in terms of program management in general, and alpha contracting in particular. The applicability of the JSOW approach, steps and techniques are discussed with respect to other programs with which students are familiar (either through course readings or operational experience). Expected alpha-contracting difficulties and mitigation tactics are envisioned and discussed by students in the context of other programs, and students try to generalize lessons from the JSOW case/experience.

6. Students discuss and compare answers to Case Questions 3 & 4; note: Questions 2 & 4 can be addressed here instead for classes with a good grasp of modeling.

Two-Hour Session
The two-hour version of this case is identical to the one-hour session described above for the first hour; that is, the instructor can accomplish steps 1-6 above in the first hour, and steps 7-10 in the second. This is recommended in particular when the two, one-hour class sessions are not conducted in adjacent time periods (e.g., before and after lunch, on different days, etc.). Alternatively, if the first and second class sessions are separated by only a short break (i.e., a two-hour class session), then items 7-10 below may be introduced after step 4 above. The choice is largely a matter of instructor preference and class scheduling. 

7. Instructor uses board to review Alpha Contracting Model from case; important points are drawn from students and noted on board.

8. Instructor uses prepared slide to review scoring dimensions from Alpha Contracting Model; students draw from course reading or operational experience to provide examples for each of the model elements (i.e., from Table I in the case).

9. Instructor used board to review scoring of the two JSOW alpha-contracting phases (i.e., LRIP Lots I and II); important points are drawn from students and noted on board. Discussion is encouraged.

10. Students discuss and compare answers to Case Questions 1 & 2 (and 3 if skipped from above).

