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�
I.	BACKGROUND





	A.	General Background.  The operation and maintenance of most Air Force hardware, from test equipment to aircraft, is governed by Technical Orders (TOs).  TOs also prescribe the handling and management of a wide variety of consumables.  There are over 250,000 TOs in use in the Air Force.  There are actually two organizational approaches to TO management currently coexisting within Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC).  Within the Product Centers there is decentralized execution of the TO mission with total responsibility residing in the individual Single Manager Organizations.  Within the Air Logistics Centers (ALCs) the TO mission responsibility is shared between several organizations with no one having control of the entire process.  There also exists an antiquated automated centralized tracking system (G022) for TOs that services both the Product Centers and ALCs.  





	Efforts are underway to automate many TO functions.  The joint Computer-aided Acquisition and Logistic Support (JCALS) program was selected by DoD from a number of similar service programs with the goal of moving DoD out of the world of paper and into the digital arena.  JCALS is to be the backbone for the DoD infrastructure eventually electronically linking all Air Force bases and sites in order to pass digital information, including Technical Orders.  JCALS is intended to replace G022.





	B.	Valid Need for a Reengineered TO System.  A November 1993 HQ AFMC Stan/Eval report faulted flight manual update timeliness and determined that air crews were not getting accurate and timely information.  Recognizing a potential command-wide problem, AFMC/CC directed a process review of the entire flight manual process.  The results of the review, HQ AFMC/IG report PN 94-22, included a recommendation that an Integrated Product Team (IPT) be formed to "redefine command policy and direction."  The report also noted that the flight manual concerns were only a sub-set of the larger TO problem.  HORIZONS Action Item HST&TE94/19 tasked HQ AFMC/EN with forming an IPT to "implement and maintain continuous flight manual process improvement."  The IPT uncovered widespread customer dissatisfaction with the accuracy, useability and timeliness of flight manuals in particular and TOs in general.  AFMC/CC approved expanding the effort to "Reengineering the TO Process" on     21 Jul 94.  A "heading check" briefing outlining the proposed IPT methodology was given to AFMC/CC at Vision III on 28 Sep 94 with no change in direction indicated.








II.	REENGINEERING METHODOLOGY





	The decision to reengineer the TO system created the opportunity to make fundamental changes in the overall Air Force TO system.  Whereas previous initiatives to improve the system involved identifying (and attempting to fix) various problems within the existing process, the reengineering approach sought to redesign the system from the ground up.  The IPT made a conscious decision to reengineer at a "macro" process level in order to effect structural improvements to the overall TO system.  Attempts to focus on office-level procedures were viewed as sub-optimal with any resulting changes having only limited impact.  The reengineering approach made sense for a number of reasons.  First, several well-documented attempts had already been made to "fix" the current  process without success.  Second, major environmental changes, including the creation of AFMC, the installation of the Integrated Weapons System Management (IWSM) concept, and the establishment of the Mission Element Board structure as the Command management framework, had occurred without any concomitant effects on the TO process.  Third, the opportunity to materially involve the customer community in the development of a system designed to support them was too good to pass up.  The reengineering methodology developed and matured based on stakeholder inputs.  The effort proceeded in a series of well-defined predetermined steps.





	A.	Identify and Include All Stakeholders.  Early on, an effort was made to provide a clear balance between the current process "owners" and the customers of the process.  Accordingly, while stakeholders from within the AFMC infrastructure including all of the ALCs were included, the IPT also included representatives from every major using command, the Air Force Reserve and the Air National Guard.  Both flying and non-flying customers were included.    Eventually, over 45 separate organizations and in excess of 60 people were involved.  A list of participating organizations is located at Appendix A. 





	B.	Identify Areas for Reengineering.  The IPT first examined the existing TO system to determine the root causes of the prevalent customer dissatisfaction, and identified four core issues.





	First, the current TO sustainment system is perversely both monolithic in management structure and fragmented in process ownership.  Centralized management organizations at the Air Logistic Centers attempt to apply singular, rigid policies to a broad spectrum of products without recognition of differing operational or economic factors applicable to those products.  At the same time the various portions of the TO sustainment process (technical content, change management, printing, distribution, etc.) are "owned" by different organizations.  The combination of "one size fits all" management and an incoherent sustainment process results in gridlock that stifles innovation and adaptation and keeps the TO system wedded to paper products (and associated high printing and distribution costs) in an increasingly electronic world.





	Second, the IPT noted that poor cost tracking in the current system made it difficult to isolate cost drivers and improve the overall process.  The "lack of visibility" into TO costs prevents market forces from acting on the process to reduce cost and increase efficiency.  Common sense business decisions become impossible without a proper frame of reference.  Furthermore, the TO budget process does not in reality treat TOs as commodities necessary for weapon system operation.  Operational TO mission requirements fall into the "discretionary" funding category and compete with local requirements for both O&M and COD dollars.  (See Appendix C for further information on the TO budget process).





	Outdated equipment and processes was the third issue identified by the IPT.  Reliance on "paper age" editing, printing and distribution technologies keeps the TO system tied to the current processes and paper media.





	Lastly, the IPT noted that current TO printing is costly and slow, particularly when compared to commercial alternatives.  The use of paper products also adversely effects overall distribution costs including storage (warehouses) and shipping (postage).





	In light of the failings of the current system and the above core issues, the IPT decided on four reengineering focus areas: organization and policy; business practices; equipment; and media (enabling migration from paper products to electronic media).





	C.	Develop Process Specification.  To aid in the design of the reengineered process the IPT developed a list of required, weighted, measurable attributes that a TO system must   meet in order to satisfy customer requirements.  The list included accuracy, timeliness, business practices, schedule, useability, customer service and technological flexibility.  In order to provide some means for comparing alternative solutions, the process specification was used as a basis for an evaluation guide that was used by IPT members to rate alternative TO system approaches.  The evaluation guide contained definitions of specification items and a series of benchmark questions to be answered on a 1-6 Likert scale.  The process specification also provided the basis for a set of metrics to measure the performance of the reengineered system.  





	D.	Evaluation of Alternatives.  The IPT tasked an evaluation team (representative of overall IPT demographics) with evaluating alternative approaches to performing the TO mission.  The team looked at both government and contractor efforts inside and outside the Air Force, and also examined some non-government organizations that seemed to offer features which might be of use to an Air Force TO system.  Consistent use of  the evaluation guide by a stable team of evaluators provided a means to comparatively rate the different alternatives.  In this fashion sixteen different alternatives were evaluated.  Some of the alternatives merely offered equipment upgrades within the context of the current organization and others also offered significant changes in organization, business practice, and customer support.  All of the alternatives were ranked mathematically.  The four highest ranking alternatives that were clustered at the top of the range shared many common features pertaining to the reengineering areas previously identified by the IPT. 





	E.	Identify Features of "Ideal" CONOPs.  In accordance with the areas the IPT had decided to reengineer, the evaluation team examined the highest rated systems to determine which common features of their organization/policy, business practices, equipment and use of media most contributed to their success. These features were collected and identified as attributes an ideal TO system should embody to maximize mission performance and customer satisfaction.  These attributes are listed below:





		1.	Organization/Policy.  The organization should be product specific; it should provide a single face to the customer; the organization should be empowered (should control most aspects of its TO process).





		2.	Business Practices.  The organization should identify the resources required to support its customers.  Those TO resources should be controlled by the responsible organization; this in turn forces decisions to be driven by cost benefits, bona fide customer needs, and common sense.





		3.	Equipment.  The use of Commercial Off-The-Shelf (COTS) technology should be maximized;  equipment should be justified on the basis of supporting customer needs and cost benefits.  (Note: JCALS, although a government procured system, is comprised primarily of COTS equipment and software.)





		4.	Media.  Customers should drive the media requirements; digital technology (especially CD-ROM) is currently available and should be made available to the customer.








III.	CONCEPT OF OPERATIONS





	A.	General Overview.  Under IWSM, all aspects of the procurement and sustainment of a weapons system over the entire life cycle are handled by a single office -- the System Program Director (SPD).  Similar products/items are grouped together and are also handled by a single office -- the Product/Material Group Manager (PGM/MGM). These "Single Managers" (SMs) are given the responsibility and authority for all facets of system development and sustainment. The primary advantage of this approach is that it presents a single face to the customer for each system, ensuring that the customer knows who to turn to for help with that system and improving logistics support.  (Note: Under the current system, SMs have responsibility for procuring TOs during the acquisition phase; during the sustainment phase SMs do not have responsibility for TO sustainment.)





	The focus of this CONOPS is the designation of each of the SMs as the Office of Primary Responsibility (OPR) for all aspects of the TOs associated with their system(s) for both acquisition and sustainment.





		1.	Organization/Policy. Since the technical content responsibility for the majority of AF TOs is already assigned to individual SMs, MGMs, or PGMs along with the associated equipment or processes, this CONOPS merely expands SM management responsibility to include functions currently managed by the ALC/TI organizations such as configuration management, publishing, printing, etc.  Under this CONOPS, TO managers currently assigned to ALC centralized management offices will be reassigned to individual SMs.  Some functions currently performed by the ALC centralized management office such as ATOS publishing operations may remain, in the interim, as service organizations.  The SM organizations will be responsible for meeting customer requirements, planning and budgeting TO resources, and ensuring the  execution of all functions associated with developing, acquiring, maintaining and distributing TOs.  The SMs will be accountable for adhering to existing policies, procedures and standards governing the acquisition and maintenance of AF TOs.  The SMs will be the "single face" to the customers for all TO concerns.





		2.	Business Practices.  SMs will identify and budget for all TO costs.  Current TO activities that provide general support such as warehouses and organic page production may continue to operate, but they will have TO task funding provided by the SMs, and the SMs will be free to seek out the most cost-effective solutions for their tasks.  Participation in programming and budgeting processes will be modified to allow the SMs to work directly with their customers to prioritize the use of resources for their systems.  (Refer to Appendix C for further information concerning changes to the TO budget process).





The intent is to have customer and SM control of the budget drive common sense decisions on a system by system basis.  Common sense business options may include the use of alternate media, direct shipments of products (without staging through a distribution warehouse), and "just-in-time" production of both printed and digital products.





		3.	Equipment.  Complete decentralization can not take place until a system (interim or JCALS) is in place that can connect AF users and process owners with the management and information services (currently maintained in G022) necessary to accomplish the mission.  Individual SM decentralization initiatives prior to JCALS should be encouraged if the return on investment or improved support to the customer justifies their expense.  Interim solutions must be readily able to transition to JCALS upon implementation.  This will require close coordination between SMs, customers and JCALS developers.  The extent and speed with which the centers will migrate to total decentralization may be impacted by the methods used to support existing TOs.  For example, for TOs currently maintained through a sustaining contract with a prime contractor, responsibility can be more readily transitioned to the SM than those maintained organically using ATOS.  Decentralization of TO tasks and responsibility does not preclude the use of a central center database with decentralized access for the SMs.





		4.	Media.  Digital conversion of legacy data and migration to a "paperless" TO environment requires numerous business decisions and close coordination with the users and with the Air Force CALS Program Office (AFCPO).  AFCPO controls the overall AF Digital Data Conversion Strategy which will ultimately convert all paper TOs to the CALS digital format.   Paper-to-digital migration preceding the AFCPO strategy can be implemented either centrally using a center-wide migration plan (WR-ALC/TI decentralization plan is an example) or by individual SMs where customer requirements and cost-benefits dictate action.  SM organizations responsible for "their" TOs will be best suited for the task of responding to their customers for particular media applications.  CD-ROM information handling technology is available today, and some customers are already moving towards it.  SMs should let their customers drive the rate of change towards digital media.  However, in order to ensure interoperability and to prevent the proliferation of stand-alone systems, SMs must operate within the confines of CALS/JCALS digital requirements.  (Refer to Appendix B for information about the Air Force CALS Program Office).  The HQ AFMC role will be to ensure interoperability and compliance with TO policies and standards -- not to drive SMs and customers to single solutions.


























	B.	Key Player Responsibilities.  The interfaces envisioned by this CONOPS are illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1.





		1.	HQ USAF.   Establish acquisition and logistics policies pertaining to TOs via the existing Centralized Technical Order Management (CTOM) committee structure.  HQ USAF/LGMM currently chairs the CTOM.  Additionally, overall acquisition policies governing data acquisition are the responsibility of SAF/AQ.  These policies will be communicated to the MAJCOMs.  The majority of this authority is currently delegated to HQ AFMC/EN.





		2.	Operating Commands.  The operating commands represent the users to the policy-making bodies.  They will  command TO policy and requirements, and provide technical and operational expertise to the decision makers above and the operating bases below them.  Under an improved budget process the operating commands will work directly with the SMs to generate budget requests and prioritize TO requirements for execution.





		3.	Operating Bases (End User).  The end users will provide TO policy inputs to their MAJCOMs.  They will perform local TO account maintenance and input TO change requests.





		4.	Other End Users.  These include Foreign Military Sales (FMS) customers, contractors, Freedom of Information  requests, other services, and other customers.  TO requests and requirements for these customers will be processed through the SM organizations.





		5.	HQ AFMC.  HQ AFMC/EN will act as the command focal point for TOs.  The  HQ AFMC staff organizations will help develop and enforce TO policy and standards, develop and establish TO training programs, collate and review metric data, and address personnel and equipment issues.  HQ AFMC, working with customer representatives from the other operating commands, the Air Force CALS Program Office, and the Air Force JCALS PM will develop and promulgate equipment and presentation software requirements and digital data standards as required.  An expanded use of an Internet "TO Page" for disseminating TO information is envisioned.  HQ AFMC/EN will use TO "Home Office" organizations as staff interface points for the dissemination of TO policy and feedback during CONOPS transition.





		6.	 Product/Logistic Center TO "Home Office".  The center TO "Home Office" will be a center focal point and ombudsman for TO issues.  It will coordinate CONOPS transition activities, command-wide TO policy, training initiatives, etc.  There is a clear Home Office role for maintaining the current automated systems prior to JCALS installation.  Initially, at least through the transition to this CONOPS, the Home Office will be located within the TI organizations at the ALCs.  The size and scope of transition activities will be dictated by each center's CONOPS transition plan.  The functions of this office will evolve with changing business and digital processes and at some future point it may move to an alternative location or no longer be required.  As the budget process is revised, the Home Office will be funded by the SMs for the services it provides.  If at some point the cost exceeds the services provided or if future digital capabilities diminish its utility, the Home Office would cease to exist.





		7.	Single Manager Responsibilities.  As discussed above, the majority of responsibility for TO issues will rest with the SMs.  The SM will own TO Management Agency (TOMA) activities, Flight Manual Managers (FMMs), Technical Order Distribution Control Activities (TODCAs), and Technical Content Managers.  The SM will own a clearly defined set of TOs.  The SM will be responsible for all aspects of TO development and preparation, including planning, programming and budgeting for TOs.  The SM will be responsible for technical content of the TOs.  The SM will have to manage TO updates, copy preparation, printing, and printing activities.  The current TO change process can be modified to best fit local conditions and customer requirements so long as those management controls required by policy are maintained.  It is not intended that the SMs develop their own, unique organic TO production capabilities.  The SM will be responsible for complying with public law and DoD policies while pursuing printing options.  The SM will be responsible for meeting customer needs, both in terms of content and format of the TOs.  Cost visibility and market forces are intended to drive the SMs to the most economical mix of commercial, in-house and other government capabilities to satisfy customer requirements.





		8.	ESC/AV-2 (AFCPO).  JCALS and the AF Digital Data Conversion Strategy are two key elements to implementing the CONOPS.  ESC/AV-2 has been designated as the IWSM Single Manager for Product Data System Modernization (PDSM).  As such, the AFCPO is responsible for AF implementation of JCALS and the AF digital data conversion strategy.  The AFCPO is available to assist individual SMs with CONOPS implementation.  Appendix B provides a brief description of the services provided by the AFCPO. 





	C.	Other Organization Responsibilities.  Organizations currently involved in the TO "business" will still be able to operate with their TO task funding provided by the SMs, but they will be subject to market forces as the SMs attempt to identify the most cost effective and responsive options.





		1.	Automated Technical Order System (ATOS).  ATOS organizations will continue to provide TO page preparation functions for the SMs on a non-compulsory basis.  The SM will be free to continue with ATOS or contract for non-organic page preparation depending on individual business case analyses.  Coordination with the Air Force CALS Program Office concerning the digital conversion of legacy data will be required.





		2.	Warehouses.  The current warehouse system will continue to operate on a non-compulsory, reimbursable basis.  As with ATOS, the SM will be free to choose to continue the current warehouse system or develop alternatives.  With warehouse costs visible, incentives to utilize direct shipping, "just-in-time" printing, and non-paper media will increase.  The ultimate goal is for the government to move out of the warehousing business.





		3.	Defense Printing Service (DPS).  Current public law requires the use of DPS as the source of printing services.  As overall printing costs gain visibility on a system-to-system basis incentives to utilize non-paper media will increase.





	D.	Implementation.   Each Product and Logistics Center will develop their own implementation plan.  These plans will adhere to the specific requirements in this CONOPS, with emphasis on SMs being given the responsibility and authority necessary to support customer TO requirements.  These implementation plans will be submitted to HQ AFMC for approval by 16 June 1995.





		1.	Schedule.  As mentioned in Section III.A.3, full decentralization cannot take place until full digitization and new automated equipment is in place to connect TO users and  the SMs with the requisite management and information services.  Premature center-wide decentralization without appropriate automation carries an unacceptable risk and will not be allowed.  However, in some cases it may be beneficial for selected SMs to proceed independently with digital data conversion and/or the production of digital media.  In cases where SMs determine that their operational and business case analyses dictate a faster pace, quick action should be encouraged.  Care should be taken in these cases to ensure that adequate controls are maintained to ensure that all applicable digital and procedural standards are complied with.  In order to assure consistency with JCALS and the AF Digital Data Strategy, SMs are required to coordinate with the AFCPO (ESC/AV-2) before proceeding with digital data conversion and/or the production of digital media.





		2.	Degree of Decentralization. To the maximum extent possible, ALC/TI TO  personnel currently assigned to manage the TOs for a particular SM organization should be reassigned to that SM along with the TOs.  In the product centers, the SMs already have personnel working TO procurement.  The proper distribution of  TO personnel resources will require the analysis of a variety of  factors including TO quantity, complexity, volatility and the experience and capabilities of  individual workers.  The most effective distribution can best be determined by each individual center. 





		3.	TO Assignment.  Center implementation plans should address the assignment of individual TOs directly to individual SMs.  As a rule of thumb, TOs should be assigned to the SM currently responsible for the technical content of the TO.  Center implementation plans shall provide recommendations on the disposition, management and funding of general series and other TOs not easily assigned to any one SM organization.


  


		4.	Funding.  As a minimum, center implementation plans will incorporate the following funding actions in the near term to increase single manager control in budgeting and executing TO funding:


           -- Air Logistics Center FMs provide O&M and COD obligation authority for sustainment TOs to single managers IAW schedules contained in center CONOPS implementation plans.  Completing this transfer for FY96 is a goal, but not a requirement. 


           -- Air Logistics Centers transfer responsibility for budget requests for organic and contracted TO support activities such as warehouse operations to single managers IAW schedules contained in center CONOPS implementation plans.  Completing this transfer in time to effect the FY97 budget is a goal, but not a requirement.   


	-- Air Logistic Centers establish procedures for organic and contracted TO support activities to operate as reimbursable cost centers and implement IAW schedules contained in center CONOPS implementation plans.  Implementing these procedures by FY97 is a goal but not a requirement.





In addition, the following actions, led by HQ AFMC/EN, will be taken to determine the best business practices for obtaining TO sustainment and operations funding to satisfy customer needs:


	-- The IPT Resources Sub-Group will address TO sustainment funding.  


	-- The Sub-Group will use the roles and guidance developed by the Air Force Sustaining Engineering IPT as a model to tailor the programming, budgeting, and execution of TO sustainment funding.


           -- The goal is to identify customer and SM roles and responsibilities for advocating TO sustainment funding requirements in the FY98-03 Program Objective Memorandum (POM) development cycle in FY96.





		5.	Training.  The center implementation plans should identify additional training requirements including the types of training required, as well as the anticipated amount and anticipated schedules of training needed.





	E.	Proposed TO System Metrics.  The IPT identified a set of proposed metrics for evaluating the performance of the reengineered TO system based on the TO process specification and on inputs from customer representatives.  Metrics will be collated and  reviewed by HQ AFMC/EN with the goal of identifying and disseminating benchmarks.  The specific metrics to be tracked and reported by each SM organization are:





1.	Accuracy and Useability.  Discriminate errors by cause and frequency.





		2.	Timeliness.  Track TO change cycle time by change category.  





		3.	Customer Service.  Use customer survey data - automate if possible.





		4.	Cost.  Total cost, cost per page, average cost per change, and average cost per TO.  Note - As digital media become prevalent this metric will evolve.





		5.  	Transition Metrics.   Accuracy of the current management database.  During transition to decentralized operations as TOs are assigned to individual SMs identify the degree to which existing G022 management data is corrupt.  In particular, track the gross number and percentage of G022 line items such as TOs, TCTOs, TOPs, etc., and the number and percentage of address labels that need correction or can be eliminated.
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Participating Organizations
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FLYING USERS


ACC/DO


AFMC/DO


AMC/DO


19 AF/DO (AETC)


AFRES


PACAF 


ANG       





DEPOT/MAINTENANCE USERS


ACC/LG	


AFRES


AFMC/LG


AIA/LG


AMC/LG


SM-ALC/LA


AETC/LG


OC-ALC/LA


ANG   


USAFE/RSL





PROCESS DOERS


OC-ALC/TI


OO-ALC/TI


SA-ALC/TI


SM-ALC/TI


WR-ALC/TI


ASC/AL


ESC/AL


SMC/AL
































POLICY OWNERS


USAF/LGM


AFMC/EN


AFMC/LG


AFMC/CI


AFMC/SE


AFMC/DO


AFMC/DR


AMC/LG


AFMC/IA





TO DEVELOPERS


ASC/AL


ESC/AL


HSC/AL


AGMC


SM-ALC/LH


SMC/AL





OTHERS


ESC/AV-2 (AFCPO)


ESC/MSC


AETC/XO


AETC/TT


AFSPC/SC


AFSPC/DO


�
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APPENDIX B











ESC/AV-2, Air Force CALS Program Office (AFCPO)	








	The Director of the Air Force CALS Program Office is the Air Force Single Manager for Product Data Systems Modernization (PDSM) and Integrated Product Data Environment (IPDE) implementation.  This includes the management of the Air Force’s product-related data systems.  The current product data systems are as follows:  Joint Computer-aided Acquisition and Logistics Support (JCALS), Joint Engineering Data Management Information and Control System (JEDMICS), G022, Automated Technical Order System (ATOS), and Engineering Data Computer Assisted Retrieval System (EDCARS).  





	The long term PDSM focus is on ensuring that the Air Force IPDE is available to users for archiving, storing, updating, and accessing the product data they require when they require it.  IPDE implementation also includes implementation of JCALS and JEDMICS , ensuring data integrity, and conversion of legacy data to the most appropriate digital form.  





	To meet these goals, the AFCPO has the authority and responsibility to direct the use of data performance specifications (such as the CALS specifications) by data acquisition and system acquisition organizations,  and to establish the data system performance and data integrity specifications to meet the requirements of the product data users. 





	To achieve JCALS and JEDMICS implementation, the AFCPO manages the AF user requirements implementation, the development of Functional Descriptions (FDs), and the integration of joint service programs and AF programs.   The AFCPO also serves as the single focal point for Air Force technical manual specifications and standards and digital data template development.   





	As an integral part of its program management responsibilities, the AFCPO conducts legacy system transitions, new system prototyping, and develops field testing scenarios.  The AFCPO also evaluates digital data standard/specifications and coordinates their use by developers (eg, SPOs) in systems for AF implementation. AFCPO responsibilities also include development of AF legacy data conversion strategies, and technical consultation support for System Program Directors. 
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APPENDIX C








TECHNICAL ORDER (TO) FUNDING





�macrobutton ISSUEINSTRUCT ISSUE�





- The Concept of Operations (CONOPS) for reengineering the TO process is to place full responsibility for satisfying customer TO requirements with the single managers.  What needs to be done in the area of budgeting and executing funds in order to accomplish CONOPS objective?





�macrobutton DISCUSSIONINSTRUCT DISCUSSION�





- Various sources of funds are used for procuring and printing technical data


-- AFI 65-601 policy - use same source as funds used to buy end item or system


-- If buy sourced from investment appropriations (3010/3020/3080), sustainment phase switches to O&M (3400)


-- If sourced from DBOF, sustainment phase uses DBOF


 


- Budgeting and executing TO funds  is dispersed among supporting organizations/functions 


-- Program offices - acquisition and mods  


-- Air Logistics Center (ALC) technical support offices - sustainment


--- Single Manager requirements consolidated  


--- TO funding competes with  ALC and Air Force Materiel Command (AFMC) infrastructure requirements for O&M dollars


-- ALC base IM (Information Management) function - warehouse operation


--- Budget and execute O&M funds


--- Also competes with ALC and AFMC infrastructure requirements





ACTION PLAN 





- Increase Single Manager control over budgeting and executing TO related AFMC O&M funds in FY96 and FY97 or IAW center CONOPS implementation plans


- Use roles and guidance developed by the Air Force Sustaining Engineering IPT as model to tailor the TO sustainment funding process


- Have the TO Reengineering IPT's Resources Sub-Group address this issue


 -- Ensure adequate customer and SM representation


 -- Work to complete effort within 4-5 months 


 -- Recommend roles and responsibilities for advocating TO sustainment funding in FY98-03 POM cycle





Concept of Operations for a Reengineered Air Force Technical Order Process	
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