lxvi

 PAGE lxvi

TABLE OF CONTENTS

1Appendix 1: results of analytical tools for saf/ia

1.0
Customer feedback
2
External Customer Survey
2
Quantitative Results: Customer Value
2
SAF/IA Intangible Product/Service Customer Feedback
4
Coalition Development, Government Responses:
5
Coalition Development, Industry Responses:
5
Global Engagement Skills, Government Responses:
5
Global Engagement Skills, Industry Responses:
6
Qualitative Results: Voice of the Customer
6
Demographics
19
2.0
SAF/IA Activity Based Costing (ABC) Model
24
Background
24
Assumptions
24
Four Questions of ABC
24
Four Components of ABC
25
Structure
26
Resource Module
26
Activity Module
26
Cost Objects
26
3.0
SAF/IA ABC DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS
27
Financial Cost Assumptions
27
Demographics
27
Resource Module
28
Activity Module
29
Summary of all SAF/IA Division Activities
30
Cost Object Module
32
Top 10 SAF/IA Tier II - Cost Objects
35
SAF/IA Products and Services
38
SAF/IA Tier I Products
38
SAF/IA Tier I Services
39
SAF/IA Customer Groupings
41
SAF/IA Regional Division-Specific Cost Object Analysis
42
Europe/NATO
42
Middle East/Africa
42
Pacific Rim
42
Latin America
42
RSAF
42
Regional-Specific Cost Objects
43
SAF/IA Intangible Products
44
Global Engagement Skills
44
Coalition Development
44
4.0
Internal assessment
45
Internal Assessment Quantitative Responses
45
Internal Assessment Qualitative Responses
46
Internal Assessment Demographics
57
5.0
Internal assessment workshop results
60
Appendix 2: results of analytical tools for saf/fmbis
61
6.0
Customer feedback
62
External Customer Survey
62
Quantitative Results: Customer Value
63
Qualitative Results: Voice of the Customer
64
Demographics
71
7.0
saf/fmbis activity based costing (abc) model
73
Background
73
Assumptions
73
Model Structure
74
Resource Module
74
Activity Module
74
Cost Objects
75
Model Limitations
75
8.0
saf/fmbis abc descriptive analysis
76
Resource Module
76
Activity Module
77
Cost Object Module
78
9.0
Internal assessment
81
Internal Assessment Questionnaire
81
Internal Assessment Qualitative Responses
82



TABLE OF FIGURES AND TABLES

29Figure 1  SAF/IA Resources

Figure 2  Summary Activity Cost
30
Figure 3  Top 10 SAF/IA Cost Objects
35
Figure 4  Top SAF/IA Products
36
Figure 5  SAF/IA Services
37
Figure 6  SAF/IA Tier I Products
39
Figure 7  SAF/IA Tier I Services
40
Figure 8  FMBIS Resource Figure
76
Figure 9  Summary Activity Cost
78


3Table 1  Government Customer Value Ratings

Table 2  Industry Customer Value Ratings
3
Table 3  Government and Industry Averages
4
Table 4  Intangible Product/Service (Political-Military)
4
Table 5  Government Survey Respondents Demography
19
Table 6  Industry Survey Respondents Demography
21
Table 7  Government External Customer Survey
22
Table 8  Civilian/Military Areas of Difference
22
Table 9  Average Value Ratings Grouped by Years of Service
23
Table 10  Years of Service Areas of Difference
23
Table 11  Core Team Members Table
24
Table 12  Demographic Table
27
Table 13  SAF/IA Divisions
28
Table 14  Total Activity Cost per Division Table
29
Table 15  Cost Object Summary Table
32
Table 16  Cost Object Summary Table (continued)
33
Table 17  Cost Object Summary Table (continued)
34
Table 18  Top SAF/IA Cost Objects
35
Table 19  Top Cost Objects Grouped by Type
36
Table 20  SAF/IA Services Table
37
Table 21  SAF/IA Tier I Products Table
38
Table 22  SAF/IA Services Table
39
Table 23  SAF/IA Customer Grouping Table
41
Table 24  SAF/IA Regional Specific Cost Objects Table
43
Table 25  AF Global Engagement Skills Table
44
Table 26  Coalition Development Table
44
Table 27  Internal Assessment Survey Table
45
Table 28  Internal Assessment Respondents Demography
57
Table 29  Internal Survey Performance Ratings
58
Table 30  Performance Rating Based on Years of Employment
59
Table 31  Internal Assessment Workshop Table
60
Table 32  Customer Value Perception
63
Table 33  Customer Demographics Table
71
Table 34  Model Design Team Members
73
Table 35  Personnel/Non-Personnel Cost Table
76
Table 36  Demographics Table
77
Table 37  Activity Cost Summary Table
77
Table 38  Summary Cost Object Table
79
Table 39  FMBIS Summary Cost Object Table
80
Table 40  Internal Assessment Survey Table
81


Appendix 1: results of analytical tools for saf/ia

Appendix 1 consists of analytical data that supports the Value Stream Analysis Report.  The results of the customer feedback, the ABC model, and the internal assessment are in the following sections and form the building blocks of KPMG’s strategy to assist in the SAF/IA objective to improve operational efficiency.  Each of these tools provides a unique view of the SAF/IA organization and contributes to the overall VSA analysis.  The ABC model provides a fully burdened cost of SAF/IA activities, products and services.  Fully burdened costs incorporate overhead and administrative costs that are allocated to each of the SAF/IA products and services.  The external customer survey provides a complete value assessment/rating for each of SAF/IA’s products as well as commentary on performance and organizational strengths and weaknesses.  By the same token, the internal survey provides an internal perspective of SAF/IA’s products and services and a performance ranking of these services and the support functions that enable them.  If an organization’s value is a culmination of its collective parts (business units), then solid cost information, customer perspective and internal assessment is the most reliable and efficient means to determine how to increase customer value, improve and streamline core processes, and develop a solid foundation for future strategy.  

1.0 Customer feedback

External Customer Survey

As part of the Value Steam Analysis (VSA), KPMG conducted an external customer survey with a random selection of SAF/IA government and industry customers.  About 65 percent (32) government customers and 71 percent (10) industry customers responded to the survey (out of the total sample (63) that received it).  Government customer subgroups included Air Force, Defense Threat Reduction Agency, Defense Security Cooperative Agency, and Other DoD.  The industry customer subgroups included companies supporting weapon system development.  A complete demographic break down of the respondents is provided in the demographic section.

The external customer survey was comprised of a qualitative and a quantitative section.  Survey respondents were asked qualitative questions, which sought feedback on a number of areas such as organizational strengths and weaknesses, etc.  Respondents were also asked to rate the value of SAF/IA products and services using the quantitative 4-point scale below:

· 0 - Not Applicable

· 1 - Low Value

· 2 - Medium Value

· 3 - High Value

Quantitative Results: Customer Value

The purpose of the quantitative portion of the questionnaire is to obtain a comparative ranking of the SAF/IA products and services in hierarchical order.  The validity of the results is determined by the standard deviation factor derived from the medium value in relation to the number of responses.  The results of the customer value perception ratings are shown in the following charts.  Table 1 represents the government customer value ratings and the Table 2 represents industry value ratings: 

Table 1
 Government Customer Value Ratings

Question

 #
Product/Service
Average
Number of Responses
Standard Deviation

1
Letter of Offer and Acceptance (LOAs)
2.80
15
0.561

6
Delegation of Disclosure Authority Letter (DDLs)
2.68
19
0.478

16
Disclosure Policy/Reviews
2.62
21
0.590

4
Management Reviews
2.50
14
0.650

10
Case Development/FMS
2.50
12
0.798

17
Weapons Systems Support
2.47
17
0.800

18
MRP Policy/Guidance
2.46
13
0.660

3
Visit Books/Trip Books
2.43
7
0.787

2
Pricing & Availability (P&As)
2.42
12
0.669

7
Staffing Packages
2.38
16
0.619

9
International/ Cooperative Agreements
2.36
22
0.727

5
Information Packets
2.36
14
0.745

12
Armaments Coop Policy/Agreements Development
2.31
16
0.793

11
Case Management/FMS
2.31
13
0.855

13
Training Programs & Policy
2.29
21
0.845

15
License Policy/Reviews
2.29
14
0.825

14
Attaché Programs/Policy
2.25
8
1.035

8
Site Surveys
1.50
8
0.756

Scale:   0=Not Applicable;  1=Low Value;  2=Medium Value;  3=High Value

Table 2
 Industry Customer Value Ratings

Question

#
Product/Service
Average
Number of Responses
Standard Deviation

6
Delegation of Disclosure Authority Letter (DDLs)
2.90
10
0.316

13
License Policy/Reviews
2.90
10
0.316

15
Weapons Systems Support
2.89
9
0.333

1
Letter of Offer and Acceptance (LOAs)
2.88
8
0.354

14
Disclosure Policy/Reviews
2.80
10
0.632

2
Pricing & Availability (P&As)
2.75
8
0.463

7
Staffing Packages
2.71
7
0.488

10
Case Development/FMS
2.71
7
0.488

4
Management Reviews
2.50
4
0.577

11
Case Management/FMS
2.29
7
0.756

8
Site Surveys
2.25
4
0.500

9
International/Cooperative Agreements
2.22
9
0.667

3
Visit Books/Trip Books
2.20
5
0.837

5
Information Packets
1.71
7
0.488

12
Armaments Coop Policy/Agreements Development
1.60
5
0.894

Scale:   0=Not Applicable;  1=Low Value;  2=Medium Value;  3=High Value

The above charts depict the results of the value perception ranking of government and industry customers organized in descending order, from highest to lowest ranking.  The average column is the average ranking of all respondents.  The number of responses column simply shows the number of responses per quantitative question, since some respondents do not rate products/services they did not use or are unfamiliar with.  The standard deviation column provides a measure of how the individual responses or samples differ from the mean and simply provides a degree of variance or differentiation- the lower the number, the lower the degree of variance.

There is some difference between the government and industry perception of value in relation to products and services.  Table 3 represents the differences between government and industry averages.  These four products and services have the greatest variation in the assignment of value by the government and industry customer.

Table 3
 Government and Industry Averages

Government

Average
Industry

Average

License Policy/Reviews
2.31
2.90

Information Packets
2.36
1.71

Armaments Coop Policy/Agreements Development
2.31
1.60

Site Surveys
1.50
2.25

As the above table demonstrates, there is significant difference in four product/service areas between how government customers and industry customers perceive the value of certain SAF/IA products and services.  With the exception of these four areas, other areas, especially the top high value products/services have fairly similar value ratings.

SAF/IA Intangible Product/Service Customer Feedback

In addition to the above customer value rankings, a follow-up request to government and industry customers yielded insightful information on two intangible SAF/IA products/services, Coalition Development and Global Engagement Skills.  These Political-Military functions are somewhat difficult to measure.  SAF/IA customers provided the following rankings and responses: 

Table 4
 Intangible Product/Service (Political-Military)

Intangible Product/Service (Political-Military)
Government Customer Value
Industry 

Customer Value

Coalition Development
2.0
2.6

Global Engagement Skills
2.1
2.6

Coalition Development, Government Responses:

· Functional areas within the International Affairs arena (that is, FMS versus International Cooperative) tend to be stove-piped (and usually for good reason considering the different policies, ground rules, and operating procedures).  AFSAC staff working FMS is focused on that area and has minimal understanding/training/exposure to coalition development goals/opportunities.  However, that is not totally unexpected because their FMS country customer counterparts are similarly focused.  As a SAF/IA product, I haven't seen much cross feed of coalition development

· IA should implement where possible, but initiative is with local CINCs

· Extremely important to this command (HQ PACAF.)  In many instances, we use a building block approach when dealing with foreign nations.  This building block approach may provide many spin-off opportunities for further coalition/cooperative engagement venues. 

Coalition Development, Industry Responses:

· The customer base has grown more sophisticated and coalition development will be the way of the future.  If we don't take the opportunity to explore every opportunity for coalition development, I think we (US industry and FMS) will find ourselves on the outside.  Attitudes and guidelines for technology transfer will have to drastically change before these opportunities can succeed.

· Very important that SAF/IA personnel  possess this skill because our global coalitions are becoming more and more important to secure world peace

· This tends to be more of a government-to-government function.  Industry can provide the actual systems and connectivity that will permit the coalition to be successful

Global Engagement Skills, Government Responses:

· For enhanced interoperability, see previous comments.  Concerning, the provision of foreign language skills and cultural awareness, the FAO program holds some promise if an adequately sized pool of trained officers is established from which to fill designated billets.  However, that addresses only those billets designated as FAO.  I haven't being implemented/recommended for non-FAO positions.  In the past, AFSAC has periodically provided to its personnel access to self-paced foreign language training courses and cross-cultural training provided by the Special Operations School at Hurlburt Field (most often on-site at WPAFB).  However, these courses have not been offered within the last couple of years.

· Again, very important to this command.  There is no equivalent to NATO in the Pacific theater, so every country must be handled separately.  Always imperative to have highly trained and qualified country desk officers at this MAJCOM, as well as Foreign Disclosure Officers who are well-versed in international relations as well as f/d policies.

Global Engagement Skills, Industry Responses:

· Part of the success will be the mindset and skill of the officer/civilian corps making things happen.  As our CEO recently said, if you have the right attitude you can be taught the skills.

Qualitative Results: Voice of the Customer

The qualitative questions serve dual purposes.  They serve as a back up for the quantitative rankings and they illicit the voice of the customer.  The voice of the customer can be defined as customer comments and ideas that may provide strategic insight to operational processes, products and services, as well as external factors impacting organizational performance.  The following is a list of the qualitative questions used to obtain an assessment of the Products/Services provided by SAF/IA.

1. What products/services do you receive from SAF/IA?

2. In general, are SAF/IA products/services timely and of good quality?

3. Are the products/services valuable and necessary to you as a customer/user?

4. Is there a better process/mechanism by which to receive, or is there another entity, that would better provide such products/services?

5. Are there products/services that SAF/IA does not provide that would be valuable to you as a customer/user? 

6. Are there products/services that SAF/IA should not provide that are of little value (duplicative, outdated, unnecessary)?

7. Are SAF/IA's personnel knowledgeable about their jobs and their products/services?

8. Is SAF/IA utilizing technology and automation to the fullest extent?

9. Is SAF/IA's communications and information flow on issues consistent and clear?

10. What are SAF/IA's greatest strengths and weaknesses?

11. Additional Comments

The detailed customer responses for each question are listed below.  Each response is a direct customer quote from their individual surveys.

1.
What products/ services do you receive from SAF/IA?

Government

· Sage advice and guidance on DDL development and foreign disclosure.

· Guidance/Policy that can be applied to the F-16 FMS TCG member countries.

· Phone communication/guidance on issues.  Occasional support at meetings.

· Disclosure, weapons advice, empathy.

· Daily exchanges with IA action officers.

· Policy.

· FMS program status, Export licensing status.

· Policy input, problem situations being elevated for OSD-level solutions.

· Inter-service coordination.

· Background information, LOAs, MOUs, LORs; leases, etc.

· Products - policy memoranda issuances.  Services: clarification/research of policy related questions and issues.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Information on LOAs to officially transfer FMS/EDA aircraft.

· Guidance on issues affecting Canada.  AFI 16-107, International Personnel Exchange Program.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Advice, advocating needed programs.

· Support with LOAs, Policy, Budget, Issue Resolution, and many other issues both political and programmatic.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· We fill assignments for the FAO program: receive FAO AFSC board results, nominees for FAO AFIT billets.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· I provide a recruiting service for AFAAO.  I assign Attaches.  I use their Attache Roster and training schedules.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Information on FAO activities/job announcements/programs.

· LOAs, IPDs, Execute Orders.

· Desk officer guidance.

· Foreign Disclosure Products.

· Support for provisos on export license and to work release issue that have high visibility.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· DDL guidance, guidance on Pakistan, India and Iran, Cooperative program guidance.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Informal consultations.

· Support for foreign disclosure issues (one time only, continuing, DDLs, guidance, policy, etc) from SAF/IAD.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Direction & guidance related to and approval of all international cooperative R&D agreements and associated documentation, functions and activities that pertain to the AF Research Laboratory.  Other products received include guidance and direction related to technology disclosure issues/questions, the SAF/IAQ Trimester Report.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Policy, guidance, paperwork processing support.

· Disclosure policy issues, arms transfer policy issues, security assistance requests, EDA.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Policy, direction and funding for new program starts.

Industry

· Advice and support on international sales requirements, tech transfer, export licensing, cooperative agreements and programs, air show and demo requirements and overall military to military relations and credibility.







· Management of interface between USG and Japan Defense Agency. Meetings and prime interface with the JASDF.







· Advice on disclosure issues. Work with various offices on specific weapons programs. Sevices are the key item, not product.







· Processing of export license.

· At this phase of the project SAF/IA provides sponsorship of my weapons system for the licensing and export policy perspective.  They are also helping to formulate the FMS content strategy.







· Responses to inquiries on technology release issues.

· ENDP processing; export license, technical assistance and manufacturing licensing agreement approvals; current Air Force thinking on proposed system sales; and the development of P&A data and LOAs for company products. 







· 1.  Inter-agency policy coordination;  2. Business Development Team effort;  3. FMS case management;  4. Issue identification/resolution.







· The support received from SAF/IA ranges from efforts to support in-country activities on LOAs to all aspects of export licensing to include E-NDP activity, policies and procedures, guidance, licensing strategies, meetings as required to support complex international programs.







· Discussions/advise on US technology release for sale of weapons/weapons system for licensing for international sale. Advocacy support for interagency lic. review.









2.
In general, are SAF/IA products/services timely and of good quality?

(Twenty-two responses/respondents answered yes/affirmative.)

Government

· Quality of guidance is usually good, however sometimes slow return of phone calls.  Field organizations have requested better support at key meetings. 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Excellent products of good quality--sometimes not thoroughly coordinated with field.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Action officer dependent; in general, yes.

· Yes, for the most part.  In a few instances, services or feedback was not timely but that was primarily due to time delays inherent in having to coordinate matters within the Air Staff or with other DoD agencies ( for example, DSCA).
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Qualified yes. Due to funding issues, the technical support required to look at release issues such as software co-development has to "come out of hide", resulting in a long time to get the issue resolved.  This is not consistent with Mr. Oliver's 25 day DoD license review process.  Part of the problem is a difference in opinion as to what 3% money can be used for.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· The process is iterative, so there is much `feeling the way', but the timeliness and quality could definitely be improved.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

Industry

· Generally, superb particularly where we work together and take the time to vet our sales requirements with justifiable rationale in advance of dropping a deadline requirement on the staff.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Outstanding timeliness and quality.

· Excellent quality and usually timely.

· Generally timely with appropriate interface. However, responses have been very untimely in a few cases.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· With the best of intentions, SAF/IA activities are long laborious actions, which, although not necessarily under SAF/IA control, are never quick, and cause us customers to have to plan extraordinarily long amounts of time to get specific tasks completed.  Frequently the product is a policy which seems to reflect a "this is how we have always done it" policy rather than an in depth analysis of the best way based on today's environment. 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Normally timely and average to good quality.

· Products and services are generally of good quality; but not as timely as required to meet the needs of the current international customer community in Europe.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Never as timely as industry would like.  I am not complaining as they seem to be under-manned, and we are always anxious.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Products and services have been the best among the services and more recently, the improved review turn-around time for licenses has been particularly helpful. 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Have always received outstanding support/service in a timely manner.

3.
Are the products/services valuable and necessary to you as a customer/user?

(Twenty-two responses/respondents answered yes/affirmative)
Government

· Yes, what little we use right now; FAO OPRs just need to get out to everyone more on what a FAO is; many confused officers out there; they think it is going to become a permanent core AFSC.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Yes.  They are essential, especially if there are certain areas of technology or ops capabilities that the USAF wants to protect.  Without IA input, DoD could potentially release a technology or capability to a country which undermines USAF capability in that region.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· YES!!  Absolutely invaluable to HQ PACAF and subordinate units.

Industry

· Mandatory!

· SAF/IAP products and services are essential for conduct of this business between the US and Japan.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Absolutely essential to our international sales programs.

· Very valuable.

· The products are necessary, the question of value is determined by the quality of the product. As an example, SAF/IA sponsorship is a necessity for a contractor to obtain approval to export products and services to US allies.  However, it is only valuable if it is strong sponsorship which can guide the process to a final conclusion, one will remain consistent and not change every three months.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Products and services are valuable and absolutely essential to doing international business in Europe.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Products are essential to our international business with international customers.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· The products are essential to our international business as we cannot market/sell without SAF/IA support.  
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· I could not do my job without their involvement.



4.
Is there a better process/mechanism by which to receive, or is there another entity, that would better provide such products/services?

(Fourteen responses/respondents answered negative to this question.)
Government

· There is one, but I wouldn't consider using it.

· Don't have any suggestions on this.

· I guess there is an alternative to everything--however political/military interchanges should be left with the military.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Don't know, haven't been in the business long enough.

· Now that AFSAC reports to SAF/IA it helps us greatly.

· Some data could be obtained directly from lower level entities; some is unique to SAF/IA level.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· To assist in the redistribution of policy issuances, it would be helpful to receive issuances in electronic form or be able to electronically access/extract issuances from a SAF/IA website.  Please note that AFSAC has had the intention of implementing this electronic mechanism itself but due to work priorities, etc. has not yet established the capability. 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Currently, nothing is in place.  I feel that DSCA could assume responsibility.

· Yes, many times direct contact with other SAO agencies will eliminate the "middle - man" syndrome.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· No.  IA is needed to work policy issues, release issues, ENDP, etc.  Putting this in AQ or down to the SPO level would not work because their primary focus is different (mostly on executing programs).
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· I don't have enough knowledge of other systems to speculate.

· The functions provided by the SAF/IAQ organization are either required by law or dictated by OSD/AT&L, regardless of their parent organization (noting the function previously performed by SAF/AQ).  Over the years, and in conjunction with OSD, the other Services' international offices and the AFMC international organizations, the process for "doing international business" has been significantly improved and is continuously refined.  It is now institutionalized and with the proper support can function equally in either SAF/IA or SAF/AQ.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· AFAAO.

· Not really, although some type of liaison with AQ, which understands the acquisition process for new or complex products, might be beneficial.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

Industry

· SAF/IA is the model by which industry wishes other Services would organize and operate.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· None known.

· Not in my view. It is essential to have a SAF/IA organization to interface with the USAF and OSD.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· No alternative exists. SAF/IA support is essential.

· So long as the Air Force is the designated sponsor of my weapons system there is not another organization within DoD to do the job (or better to do it).  However, there are other entities (services) doing the same function as SAF/IA which I sometimes feel do a better job handling my competition's products.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Sometimes there is an alternative (I.e. OSD/State who have overarching release authority), but for USAF initiated.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· The USAF should have a group dedicated to working all aspects of the sale and support of air force systems to the international community.  There is no realistic alternative to SAF/IA.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· DoD has not consolidated this function.  There is no other authority authorized.

· SAF/IA has proven to be a partner in most of our international activities, supportive and forward leaning in many instances yet remaining ethical when other US competition was involved. 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

5.
Are there products/services that SAF/IA does not provide that would be valuable to you as a customer/user? 

(Nineteen responses/respondents answered negative to this question.)
Government

· More information on the political and military interchanges that take place with focus on how to be consistent.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Yes, they could provide publicity for the Attache program so officers would be aware of it and the General Officers would understand the importance of the Attache mission -- making it easier to get interested officers released by their chain of command.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· There needs to be more communication between AFSAC/SAF. For example, minutes of in-country meetings between SAF and the host country should be sent as a courtesy to AFSAC; any new directives that are issued by the State Department or DSCA.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· A single document, frequently updated, that summarizes AF release policy for various weapon systems and regions (and including the results of other release processes such as the Tri-Service or LO/CLO EXCOM and referencing the RA for any ENDP action that was accomplished).  This would help eliminate staffing some export license cases if there is a clear policy already established.  In addition it would help identify any apparent inconsistencies (such as release of a much lower tech F-16 to NATO vs. the block 60 to UAE). 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Cannot think of any right now, except possibly supplying DDLs via CD ROM.

· In today's ever-changing international environment, especially that related to the major non-proliferation issues, the US has applied sanctions to existing and potential armaments cooperation partners.  This has been the case with specific institutions and companies in Russia as well as India and Pakistan and China.  There was a significant delay in receiving official DOD and AF policy regarding actions to be taken in each of these instances.  There is a definite need to establish a rapid distribution route for this type of policy so that no AF entities are in violation of US national policy.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Better understanding of the conops of the intended product in the countries' system.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

Industry

· Other than provide financing, which I know they can't do, I can't think of a thing.

· Update US-Japan F-15 MOU.  Updated F-15 DDL.

· Can not think of any.

· Yes. A better system for tracking pending export applications.

· Good strong sponsorship would be positive.

· Status of FMS case processing.

· More transparency/openness about the status of pending export licenses, agreements, and ENDPs.  More country directors to assist country directors with a high sustained work load.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· 1. Export loan guarantee advocacy;   2. One-stop licensing.

· An enhanced status database would be useful.  Currently, SAF/IA is working with industry on the Hamre initiative to pursue an inter-agency licensing system that would establish connectivity, add efficiencies, transition to more electronic and less paper. 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· None that I have found at this time.

6.
Are there products/services that SAF/IA should not provide that are of little value (duplicative, outdated, unnecessary)?

(Twenty-two responses/respondents answered negative to this question.)
Government

· We currently provide funding information which is duplicated by a support contractor with little added value in my opinion.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· No, most of the products of negative value to us are DSCA reports.

· I don't have enough knowledge of other systems to speculate.

Industry

· Can't think of any.

· None known.

· No.

· No alternative exists.  SAF/IA support is essential.

· Don't know.

· Not aware of any.

· None that are apparent to this company.

· Not that I know of.

7.
Are SAF/IA's personnel knowledgeable about their jobs and their products/services?

(Twenty-one responses/ respondents answered affirmative to this question.)
Government

· Yes, but thinly staffed.

· Yes but often seem to go off in their own direction.

· Varies according to action officer; some yes, some no.

· Yes; but still need to get this information out to the field on the FAO program and receiving the AFSC.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· AFAAO is extremely knowledgeable!  I have yet to ask a question and not get a timely answer unless the answer had to come from an outside agency (such as DIA).
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· For the most part.  New desk officers need a lot of guidance and do not understand the FMS world.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Yes, but would benefit from some acquisition training.

Industry

· Outstanding.

· Lt. Col. Stumpf: Extremely knowledgeable with excellent language skills.  Maj. Jordan learning, but quite capable and has great attitude.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Experts, far superior to the USA/USN.

· Generally very knowledgeable. However, this has not always been true for newly assigned personnel who did not receive necessary training.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· In general, yes.  However, it is obvious that SAF/IA is better staffed to the higher profile "fighter" programs.  Programs in other weapons areas are very overworked at the staff level and seem to have the least amount of quality supervision or management attention until they become a crisis.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Cyclic.  Seems that military arrive in one year, are experts the next, then all depart together leaving large knowledge gaps.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Yes.

· 1. New employees take several months to learn FMS game; 2. Operators need to learn acquisition, policy and coordination.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· SAF/IA personnel are generally knowledgeable; however, new personnel must learn about their jobs.  Providing more training in-house and attending courses, such as those offered by the Society for International Affairs (SIA), would help.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Very knowledgeable and dedicated in job performance. If they are not sure, they find the expert to assist.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

8.
Is SAF/IA utilizing technology and automation to the fullest extent?

(Eight responses/respondents answered affirmative to this question.)
Government

· 11 responses/respondents answered either no or don't know.

· IAS' DSS tool and roadmaps support disciplined RSAF budgeting and subsequent program execution.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· DSAMS appears to be a complete failure.  SAF/IA should be doing more to ensure DSCA provides a useable product and not agree to further deployment until its proven to work.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· SAF/IA needs to update and refine their internet website to provide timely security assistance program information.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Since we are here in Canada, hard to say what technology they are using would be better.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· It would be nice if DIA would provide better equipment and connection such that every Attache had access to E-Mail and could access my WWW Home Page to get information on other positions coming open, in case they would be interested in follow-on assignment in the Attache system.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Yes, but be careful of "stove-piping info" and leaving other agencies in the blind.

· Yes, except perhaps as I said in 5, supplying DDLs via CD ROM.

· Yes, ICAMS.

Industry

· Good progress.

· Yes, all communication via e-mail.

· Do not know.

· Uncertain.

· I think there are improvements in the use of office technology, specifically making the S/W versions of your office systems consistent between your classified systems and unclassified systems would help.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· To the best of my knowledge.

· The development and processing of P&A data and LOAs might benefit from a more automated, electronic process.    
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· 1. Voice mail; 2. Won't answer phones at times; 3. They rely on SPO's to do work through e-mail, etc.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· SAF/IA is participating in the Harme initiative to improve technology and automation.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

9.
Is SAF/IA's communications and information flow on issues consistent and clear?

(Eighteen responses/respondents answered affirmative.)
Government

· No, this is an area that we could greatly improve on--we find our from contractors what is the current decisions on many things.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· At the very least, AFSAC should be informed on topics that will affect them and have "heads up" on major discussions that will require their expertise.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Most of the time.  There are occasions when the program office concerns have not been incorporated into the AF position for a particular export case due to oversight or the license not being staffed to the correct office (especially if it is not a fielded US system, but a commercially developed system for export).  Another problem area is IA putting in a position to approve a license that actually requires ENDP approval. There is lack of consistency in determining what requires an ENDP (e.g. release of Maverick for Mirage for country Y when approval has already been granted for Maverick/F-16).
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· In most cases.  However, see answer to question 5.  The SAF/IAQ International Program Review (IPR) held every 2 months provides an excellent dissemination of information and policy material.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

Industry

(Three responses/respondents answered affirmative.)

· Generally very good.

· Very open, consistent communications.  Involves all stakeholders to make sure program remains integrated.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Usually.

· Has not always been consistent.

· Most of the information obtained from SAF/IA is qualifies and not official.  Positions often change and even over time are not consistent in policy or direction.  SAF/IA doesn't seem to have a strategy or long term objective/goal.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Normally.

· The information flow is becoming more transparent in the last few months as SAF/IA has increased its outreach efforts and briefed at an SIA seminar, participating and presenting at industry training sessions, and other support activities.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

10.
What are SAF/IA's greatest strengths and weaknesses?

Government

Strengths:







· The people (at least those that I deal with) are it's strength

· Large amount of corporate knowledge which is essential in FMS business.  
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Good people in weapons & disclosure shop.

· Competent staff officers.

· Strongest: central point of contact for programs.

· Forward-looking, innovative.

· Knowledgeable professionals.

· Knowledgeable and easy to work with workforce.

· Knowledgeable staff who are courteous and conscientious. 

· Relying on AFAAO for guidance to the exchange programs is a strength.  AFAAO getting policy direction from SAF/IA is also a strength.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Responsiveness, genuine interest in supporting me.

· Greatest strength: works with us and supports us.

· AFAAO's greatest strength is its people.  They are all highly professional and extremely good at what they do.  Jim Howton and TSgt Cody Huffman go out of their way to provide service in a friendly way (even though Cody works enlisted personnel, he never fails to get the answers I need on colonels when Sgts Pittman and Frank aren't available -- extremely good employee!)
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· People in the office is greatest strength.

· Knowledge and desire to do the right thing.

· Motivated.       

· Knowledge and experience.

· Knowledge, support, timeliness.

· Greatest strength is the large number of staff personnel and contract support that have understanding of international armaments cooperation and are able to address the many issues and opportunities that are presented and available.  
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Single point of contact for USAF security assistance, arms transfer, and disclosure issues.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Greatest strengths: knowledge of the countries and the weapon systems.  



Weaknesses:







· The weakness is not having enough [people].

· Timely responses.

· Too many of the country reps are military resulting in too much turn over.  Need long term for stability.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Stretched too thin.   Doing more than their job--better than any alternative or the group that should be doing the work.  Need to visit roles and mission to insure that the key areas are covered well and that some of the areas covered may not be properly worked by them in particularly areas where case management appears to take on program management tasks.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· No weaknesses given its mandate that affect us.

· Need better communication within SAF/IA.

· Sometimes too focused on selling the big ticket items and not follow-on support. 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Tendency at times to not seek input from field units about important program issues being pursued at DSCA/OSD levels and to not timely share program information emanating from those levels.  This weakness is magnified at a time of significant, multi-faceted program initiatives being pursued which will directly affect business operations. 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Greatest weakness:  Information flow-down.  Most often, information of IA and AQ meetings with RSAF come to me from SPFI.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Publicity is weakness.

· Most of the desk officers know the weapon system that is being procured by the county. They don't know what all is involved to maintain it; i.e. tech data, spares, reparables, etc.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Bypassing/circumventing In-country units, to the detriment of the USAF and USG at times.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Too few employees.

· Likewise, the greatest weakness could be the different levels of expertise and experience as well as varied individual approaches to related issues/tasks.  This has, at times, produced inconsistency in direction, action and results.  In regards to guidance/policy/direction related to technology disclosure issues, definitive responses have not always been forthcoming or timely.  There have been times when it was difficult to identify/locate the responsible party for specific issues/questions.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

Industry

Strengths:







· The people, at the top and in the trenches.  

· Ability to understand Japan customer and manage program requirements with JASDF.  
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Quality and knowledge of staff. 

· Knowledge of military systems. 

· SAF/IA's greatest strength is they represent the USAF.  

· Most of the staff know and understand the export "system" and know what it takes to get the job done.  
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Clearly, the leader among the three services in supporting defense contractors pursuing international sales.  
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Strengths are the positive can-do attitude, partnership approach to winning strategies, responsiveness to inquiries and requests for assistance, improving licensing case closure times. 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Advocate of Air Force programs.

· Dedicated people that take pride in producing quality work. 



Weaknesses:

· Not enough of them and the excessive amount of restriction and control dictated from above (DoD, DoS, Cong.).
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Shortfall:  not enough staff to keep up with all issues.

· Improvement area: faster preparation/coordination of LOAs.

· Weakness is in consistently responding to pending requests.

· Their greatest weakness is their failure to use their greatest strength.  SAF/IA can be a leader in the evolution of policies related to dealing with US allies.  SAF/IA represent both FMS interest and DCS interest.  SAF/IA is the only organization which, talks directly to the foreign customer.  SAF/IA is the only organization which, can understand why a country does not want to purchase a US system FMS.  SAF/IA is in the unique position of providing first warning of a mismatch between customers and products.  That knowledge needs to be put back into the product to keep it attractive.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Spread too thin and can only work highest priority initiatives; smaller activities go to the bottom of the stack.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· The openness and transparency of the licensing and ENDP process needs work.  
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Chain of command is steep. 

· Insufficient staffing and need more training.

· Because of rated manning shortfalls in USAF, they do not always have enough personnel with fighter background to work issues in timely manner.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Greatest weakness: lack of knowledge of systems Acquisition process.


· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

11.
Additional Comments

Government

· I'd like to make specific mention of Dick Genaille and Len Benson for their tremendous support and for always going the extra mile to support our requirements.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· The F-16 SPD at WPAFB, OH has put a mandatory ceiling of 500 manpower within his SPO.  This means the FMS cannot hire new personnel to support new FMS programs without cutting manpower off older FMS program teams.  The SPD should not have any ability to limit FMS manpower requirements which are paid for by the FMS customers.  AFR 16-101 needs to include guidance/direction that FMS manpower will be determined by SAF/IA not the USAF SPD.  
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Very hard to process personnel packages--even when customers are asking for the service--have money.  Numerous roles and mission over laps--need to work this area hard so everyone involved is informed of who and what responsibilities are theirs.  With FMS customers who exploit any opportunity to create tension we have a reoccurring responsibility to revisit this sensitive area at least yearly.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· None.

· Working with IAS has so far been a pleasurable experience.

· Only area we deal with is FAO.

· Colonel Aldwell and his staff have a nearly thankless job managing the Attache Program.  Some of these positions are in locations that most people don't want to be assigned.  They have to deal with an outside agency (DIA) which seems disagreeable even on a good day.  They are extremely courteous, and always professional.  I have direct interaction with Col Aldwell, Jim Howton, SMSgt Frank, TSgt Pittman, TSgt Huffman, Leroy Murphy, and Bettie Keyton on recurring basis and with other members on an occasional basis.  While I am not qualified to work there, I believe I would enjoy working in this office -- they are all there to get the mission accomplished, but seem to have a lot of fun along the way.  Maj Kevin Murnane, Chief, Joint Assignments Desk, Air Force.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Newly assigned desk officers should spend a minimum of six weeks TDY at AFSAC to gain knowledge from beginning with an LOR to issuance of an NSSC. Ideally, he/she would attend a SAMR, PMR or LMR.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· I believe there are many TDYs that are unnecessary and do not take advantage of SAO organizations in-place, that can do much of the coordination.  When in-country, IA personnel have operated to independently of established SAO organizations - this is improving slightly at present.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· I obviously don't use many SAF/IA products.

· IA should be in the forefront of policy development and implementation for FMS programs; needs to fill in the voids when existing guidance is incomplete; needs to provide sufficient resources to support outside or other tasking when not in current scope of agencies tasked; need to realize that "no" is a valid answer sometimes as well.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· My experience working with SAF/IA staff has been excellent.

· IA people are generally talented, and knowledgeable of weapon systems, but not the complications of their acquisition.  For complex systems, the accompanying baggage of co-development, offsets, licensing, disclosure, as well as the systems acquisition process, warrant a little more training for the staff.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

Industry

· I have the privilege of working with competent, professional staff in SAF/IAP.

· None.

· Keep up the good work.  With the Air Force, you know where you stand even if you don't like it; with the Navy you don't; with the Army you don't know because they don't know either.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· The SAF/IA organization provides an invaluable service to defense contractors dealing with international customers that want to procure defense items via the FMS process.  Responsiveness could be improved in areas such as the development of P&A data and LOAs and the processing of ENDPs.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

Demographics

The industry and government surveys were further broken down to reflect customer demographics.  This provides additional insight as to what customer subgroups responded to the survey and can also be important in determining variation in responses due to customer characteristics. The demographic results in both surveys reflect a fairly random sampling from each demographic area, whether it is customer position or years using the product/service. Table 5 provides the demographics for the government survey and Table 6 provides the industry survey respondents.

Table 5
 Government Survey Respondents Demography

Customer Status:

#
%


Officer/ Retired
13
41%


Enlisted/ Retired
0
0%


Reservist
0
0%


Civilian
17
53%


Total
30
94%

Business Position:



Country Director
2
6%


For Discl Officer
4
13%


FMSA
0
0%


Other
26
81%


Total
32
100%


Other Positions include Director of Security, Director of Intern. Marketing, F-16 TCG, SAPM SA Program Mgr., Div. Chief








Customer Group:



Air Force
21
66%


Other DoD
4
13%


OSD
0
0%


DSCA
3
9%


Country Rep/ Official
0
0%


DTRA
1
3%


State Department
0
0%


Other
0
0%


Total
29
91%

Customer Level/Rank:



General
1
3%


Colonel
5
16%


Lt. Colonel
4
13%


Major
4
13%


GS 15-16
3
9%


GS 13-14
4
13%


GS 11-12
2
6%


GS 9-10
0
0%


Other Level/ Rank
2
6%


Total
25
78%

How long have you (personally) used (or interfaced with) SAF/IA services/products?


0-3 Year
10
31%


4-6 Years
5
16%


7-9 Years
6
19%


10-12 Years
2
6%


13-14 Years
2
6%


15-16 Years
2
6%


17-18 Years
2
6%


19 & Over
1
3%


Total
30
94%

Primary IA Region/Country or Functional Office that you deal with (Select all that apply):


IA- HQ/Front Office
5
16%


IAG- IA Staff Support
1
3%


IAX- Policy
11
34%


IAS- Saudi Arabia
3
9%


IAE- Europe
5
16%


IAP- Pacific
8
25%


IAM- Middle East/ Africa
6
19%


IAL- Latin America
5
16%


IAD- Disclosure
12
38%


IAW- Weapons
8
25%


IAQ- Armaments Coop
6
19%


Total
70
*


* Recipients chose all that apply, therefore responses will exceed 100%

Frequency/ cycle that you deal with this particular IA office/division:




Daily
4
13%


Weekly
15
47%


Monthly
5
16%


Yearly/ Sporadically
3
9%


Total
27
84%

Table 6
 Industry Survey Respondents Demography

Business Title:

#
%


Business Development
4
40%


Other
5
50%


Total
9
90%


Other Business Title included Manager of International Prog, Japan F-15J/DJ Prog Manager, Technical Director of Experts 



How long have you (personally) used (or interfaced with) SAF/IA services/products?


0-3 Years
4
40%


4-6 Years
2
20%


7-9 Years
3
30%


10-12 Years
0
0%


13-14 Years
0
0%


15-16 Years
0
0%


17-18 Years
0
0%


19 & Over
1
10%


Total
10
100%

Primary IA Region/Country or Functional Office that you deal with (Select all that apply):


IA- HQ/Front Office
6
60%


IAG- IA Staff Support
0
0%


IAX- Policy
0
0%


IAS- Saudi Arabia
2
20%


IAE- Europe
5
50%


IAP- Pacific
4
40%


IAM- Middle East/ Africa
2
20%


IAL- Latin America
0
0%


IAD- Disclosure
6
60%


IAW- Weapons
7
70%


IAQ- Armaments Coop
1
10%


Total
33
*


* Recipients chose all that apply, therefore responses will exceed 100%



Frequency/cycle that you deal with this particular IA office/division:


Daily
4
40%


Weekly
2
20%


Monthly
3
30%


Yearly/ Sporadically
0
0%


Total
9
90%

Within the government external customer survey we further analyzed differences between civilian and military respondents.  The quantitative rankings for each group are shown below.

Table 7
 Government External Customer Survey

Question 

 #
Product/Service
Civilian

Average
Military

Average

1
Letter of Offer and Acceptance (LOAs)
2.75
2.75

2
Pricing & Availability (P&As)
2.43
2.25

3
Visit Books/Trip Books
2.67
2.00

4
Management Reviews
2.56
2.50

5
Information Packets
2.50
2.14

6
Delegation of Disclosure Authority Letter (DDLs)
2.91
2.43

7
Staffing Packages
2.50
2.25

8
Site Surveys
1.40
1.00

9
International/ Cooperative Agreements
2.42
2.25

10
Case Development/FMS
2.40
2.50

11
Case Management/FMS
2.29
2.60

12
Armaments Coop Policy/Agreements Development
2.40
2.40

13
Training Programs & Policy*
2.45
2.13

14
Attaché Programs/Policy*
3.00
2.20

15
License Policy/Reviews
2.67
2.00

16
Disclosure Policy/Reviews
2.82
2.44

17
Weapons Systems Support
2.55
2.40

18
MRP Policy/Guidance*
2.50
2.50

Major differences exist between civilian and military customers in five areas.  Table 8 highlights these areas.

Table 8
 Civilian/Military Areas of Difference

Civilian
Military

Visit Books/Trip Books
2.67
2.00

Delegation of Disclosure Authority Letter (DDLs)
2.90
2.33

Attaché Programs/Policy*
3.00
2.20

License Policy/Reviews
2.60
1.83

Site Surveys
1.40
1.00

One very interesting observation in the difference between military and civilian responses is that the military ranking of Products/Services overall is much lower, with the highest value assigned to LOA’s at 2.75 and the lowest value assigned to Site Surveys at 1.00.  Civilians on the other hand assigned higher overall values to Product/Services giving Attaché Programs/Policy a 3.00 and Site Survey’s a 1.40.  

Another interesting analysis area is the differences in customer value perception verses number of years of service.  Table 9 shows average value ratings by two ranges of customer respondents, customers who have used SAF/IA products and services for 0-7 years (50%), and customers who have used these products/services for 7 years and more (43%).

Table 9
 Average Value Ratings Grouped by Years of Service

Question

#
Product/Service
0-6

Average
7& over

Average

1
Letter of Offer and Acceptance (LOAs)
2.75
2.78

2
Pricing & Availability (P&As)
2.50
2.25

3
Visit Books/Trip Books
2.67
2.25

4
Management Reviews
2.67
2.50

5
Information Packets
2.43
2.33

6
Delegation of Disclosure Authority Letter (DDLs)
2.43
2.90

7
Staffing Packages
2.50
2.25

8
Site Surveys
2.00
1.25

9
International/ Cooperative Agreements
2.63
2.10

10
Case Development/FMS
2.80
2.00

11
Case Management/FMS
2.75
2.14

12
Armaments Coop Policy/ Agreements Development
2.20
2.57

13
Training Programs & Policy*
2.50
2.30

14
Attaché Programs/Policy*
1.67
3.00

15
License Policy/Reviews
2.00
2.50

16
Disclosure Policy/Reviews
2.38
2.89

17
Weapons Systems Support
2.25
2.50

18
MRP Policy/Guidance*
1.67
2.71

As Table 9 depicts, there is significant difference in four areas amongst customer groups who have used SAF/IA products for 0-6 years and 7 years and over.  Table 10 depicts these four areas.

Table 10
 Years of Service Areas of Difference

0-6

Average
7& over

Average

Attaché Programs/Policy*
1.67
3.00

MRP Policy/Guidance*
1.67
2.71

Case Development/FMS
2.80
2.00

Site Surveys
2.00
1.25

2.0 SAF/IA Activity Based Costing (ABC) Model

Background

KPMG met with members of the SAF/IA VSA Core Team during the week of 25-29 of October 1999.  Follow-up meetings with the Core Team occurred in the weeks following the initial model to verify and expand the information contained in the model.  Core team members are shown in the Table 11:

Table 11
 Core Team Members Table

Division
Name
E-mail

IA
Lt Col Michael Howe
Howe.Michael@pentagon.af.mil

IAD
Suzanne Szadai
Suzanne.Szadai@pentagon.af.mil

IAE
Maj Miro Skrodzki
Miro.Skrodzki@pentagon.af.mil

IAL
Lt Col John Calvin
John.Calvin@pentagon.af.mil

IAM
Lt Col Erich Eschenburg
Erich.Eschenburg@pentagon.af.mil

IAP
Lt Col Laren Watanabe
Laren.Watanabe@pentagon.af.mil

IAQ
Maj Ray Meinhart
Ray.Meinhart@pentagon.af.mil

IAS
Michael Macke
Michael.Make@pentagon.af.mil

IAW
Maj Mike Kennedy
Michael.Kennedy@pentagon.af.mil

IAX
Patrick Fox
Patrick.Fox@pentagon.af.mil

IAG
Lt Col Dane Marolt
Dane.Marolt@pentagon.af.mil

AFAAO
Maj Michael Dembroski
Michael.Dembroski@pentagon.af.mil

Assumptions

The period of the model was set as FY99.  Because manning fluctuates in a military organization, team participants were asked to validate the organizational chart based on the representative manning throughout the year, rather than that at any given point in the year.  Annual personnel costs were taken from military pay chart titled Military Annual Standard Composite Pay Table (AFI 65-503 Table A19-1) and civilian personnel pay table per Department of Labor.

Four Questions of ABC

ABC provides management information about organizational processes, products, and customers by linking resource expenses to variety and complexity, not just the physical volumes produced.  In an ABC analysis, cost objects consume activities.  Activities, in turn, consume resources.

ABC answers four questions:

1. What activities do organizational resources perform?

2. How much does it cost to perform organizational activities and business processes?

3. Why does the organization need to perform these activities and business processes?

4. How much of each activity is required for the organization’s products, services, and customers?

Four Components of ABC

There are four components to ABC: Resources, Activities, Cost Objects, and Drivers:

· Resources.  Economic elements used to perform activities.  Wages, benefits, materials, and supplies are examples of resources.  The structure of the SAF/IA model is based on FY99 data.  Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) represented in the model are those on board during FY 1999.  Military salaries were taken from the Defense Finance Accounting Service document “Fiscal Year (FY) 1998 Air Force Composite Standard Pay and Reimbursement Rates”.  Civilian salaries had two components: General Service (GS) employees and non-GS employees (Wage Grade, etc.).  The GS and non-GS salaries were extracted from the DoD Civilian Personnel Management Service Schedule (July 1998).  Additionally, Step 5 of each grade was used and 23.3% was added to cover the government cost of fringe benefits.

· Activities.  The work performed within an organization.  Typically identified with a Verb-Adjective-Noun format.  “Perform interior painting” is an example of an activity.  A process is a series of activities that are linked to perform a specific objective. 

· Cost Objects.  Any customer, product, service, contract, project, or other work unit for which a separate cost measurement is desired.

· Drivers.  There are three types of drivers: resource, activity, and cost drivers.  Resource drivers are used to trace resource costs to activities.  Often, Full Time Equivalents (FTEs), percentages, or direct labor hours are used.  Activity drivers are used to trace activity costs to cost objects.  They measure the frequency and intensity of the demands placed on activities by cost objects.  An activity has only one activity driver associated with it.  Cost drivers are reasons that cause a change in the cost of an activity.  For example, the quality of parts received by an activity (e.g., the percent that are defective) is a determining factor in the work required by that activity and therefore affects the resources required.  An activity may have multiple cost drivers associated with it.

Structure

Resource Module

The resource module was structured in accordance with the SAF/IA organizational chart and separated resources between the SAF/IA office and the eleven SAF/IA divisions.  Next, each component of SAF/IA was organized by FTE and Non-FTE costs folders.  Within the FTE cost folders, resources were organized similarly as they were in the respective organizational charts.  Non-FTE resource costs were provided based on FY99 spending of various types of funds, to include TDY, supplies, and contractor support dollars.

Activity Module

Activities were divided into twelve centers, one for each of the organizational components of SAF/IA in which the work took place. The activity hierarchy for each SAF/IA division is not identical due to each division’s different roles and responsibilities.  Identified below are the similar groups of activities found in each division:

· Training Activities: are activities that allow the employee to become more knowledgeable and skillful in his or her position by participating in activities such as On the Job Training, Career Development, etc. 
· Business Sustaining: the types of things done because the SAF/IA exists as an organization, this activity group is found in all divisions (i.e. Perform Administrative Duties).
Cost Objects

The cost object module is structured into two tiers, allowing costs to be accumulated and assigned in slightly different ways to best achieve visibility into the cost of SAF/IA distinct products and services.  In Tier I, activity costs are driven to cost object accounts for Department of Defense Support, Air Force Support, Other US Government Support, Industry Support, Functional Support, Regional Support and Business Sustaining activities.  This breakout allows the direct and indirect cost objects to be given full visibility before they are further combined into Tier II.

Tier II fully burdens Tier I by assigning the functional (indirect) cost objects to those cost objects that require support from functional divisions.  This burdening factor is what gives Tier II cost objects their true cost validity for their cost accounts and includes all direct and indirect SAF/IA costs.

3.0 SAF/IA ABC DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS

Financial Cost Assumptions

The resource module is made up of SAF/IA personnel and non-personnel costs.  The composition of the SAF/IA personnel structure was obtained from Patrick Fox (SAF/IAX).  The position titles and head counts were obtained from this personnel structure and validated by a representative of each division.  In order to populate each position’s total costs, the following assumptions were made:

· Military Pay.  The total cost for each military position was derived from AFI 65-503, Table A19-1, Military Annual Standard Composite Pay.  This table provides a total burdened salary plus benefits for each enlisted and officer pay grade.  The benefits used for the SAF/IA model are the Retired Pay Accrual, Basic Allowance for Housing, Incentive Special Pay, and miscellaneous pay.  We did not use the Permanent Change in Station (PCS) benefit for this model.  We used the same cost rational for the IMA’s with the exception that their total personnel cost was prorated at 45 days out of the year.
· Civilian Pay.  For each civilian position, a Step 5 was used for each GS level in calculating salary and benefits.  In addition, the civilian benefits markup was set at 23.3% per Patti Higgins (SAF/IAX).  This percent is used by SAF/IA for budgeting purposes.
Demographics

Table 12 illustrates the civilian and military personnel component of SAF/IA. In addition to the full-time civilian and military SAF/IA personnel indicated in the table below, there are a total of 23 IMA’s and 11 vacant positions.

Table 12
 Demographic Table

Grade Level
Number of Employees
Percentage

Civilian

SES
1
1%

GS-15
3
2%

GS-14
12
7%

GS-13
21
12%

GS-12
12
7%

GS-11
4
2%

GS-10
1
1%

GS-09
7
4%

GS-08
8
4%

GS-07
11
6%

GS-06
3
2%

Military

O8
1
1%

O7
1
1%

O6
10
6%

O5
36
20%

O4
34
19%

O3
5
3%

E8
1
1%

E7
2
1%

E6
4
2%

E5
3
2%

E4
1
1%

Total
181
100%

Resource Module

Each of the twelve SAF/IA divisions is accounted for in the resource module.  Both personnel and non-personnel costs are grouped into folders.

 Table 13 depicts a high-level breakout of the resource module:

Table 13
 SAF/IA Divisions

Division
Personnel Cost
Non-Personnel Cost
Total
%

of Total

SAF/IAX
$1,769,271.72
$2,833,642.49
$4,602,914.21
21.2%

SAF/IAQ
$3,387,825.22
$847,000.00
$4,234,825.22
19.5%

SAF/IAE
$1,862,734.48
$142,000.00
$2,004,734.48
9.2%

SAF/IAD
$1,937,477.52
$0.00
$1,937,477.52
8.9%

SAF/IAP
$1,510,189.03
$66,947.73
$1,577,136.76
7.3%

SAF/IAW
$1,309,475.14
$70,853.48
$1,380,328.62
6.4%

SAF/IAM
$1,248,443.27
$103,907.11
$1,352,350.38
6.2%

SAF/IA
$1,137,522.26
$143,574.00
$1,281,096.26
5.9%

AFAAO
$1,152,219.76
$0.00
$1,152,219.76
5.3%

SAF/IAG
$783,280.86
$0.00
$783,280.86
3.6%

SAF/IAL
$745,373.78
$22,085.56
$767,459.34
3.5%

SAF/IAS
$565,695.03
$48,147.72
$613,842.75
2.8%

Total
$17,409,508.07
$4,278,158.09
$21,687,666.16
100%

Figure 1
 SAF/IA Resources
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Activity Module

The SAF/IA activity module contains a combined total of three hundred activities.  For ease of interpretation and analysis, the summary table below illustrates the total activity cost per division as identified in the activity module.  Highlights from each division are discussed following the table.

Table 14
 Total Activity Cost per Division Table

Division
Total Activity Cost
% of Total

SAF/IA
$4,551,793.27
22.7%

SAF/IAQ
$3,353,773.34
16.7%

SAF/IAD
$1,926,373.02
9.6%

SAF/IAE
$1,834,803.30
9.1%

SAF/IAP
$1,536,438.70
7.7%

SAF/IAX
$1,441,322.72
7.2%

SAF/IAW
$1,264,737.83
6.3%

SAF/IAM
$1,243,754.95
6.2%

AFAAO
$1,149,428.80
5.7%

SAF/IAL
$735,845.48
3.7%

SAF/IAS
$535,786.02
2.7%

SAF/IAG
$485,060.79
2.4%

Total
$20,059,118.22
100.0%

Figure 2
 Summary Activity Cost 


[image: image2.wmf]22%

10%

9%

2%

4%

6%

8%

17%

3%

6%

7%

6%

SAF/IA

SAF/IAD

SAF/IAE

SAF/IAG

SAF/IAL

SAF/IAM

SAF/IAP

SAF/IAQ

SAF/IAS

SAF/IAW

SAF/IAX

AFAAO


Summary of all SAF/IA Division Activities

The SAF/IA office has by far the largest percent of the SAF/IA organizational activity costs with 22.7% of total costs.  The single largest activity is Support Reinvention and Organizational Improvement with 65.5% of SAF/IA office cost.  This activity includes both personnel and non-personnel costs from all divisions, but it is driven to regional cost objects.  The activity that follows is Perform Executive Correspondence with a mere 8.4% of division cost.  The remaining thirty-five activities are each less than 4.0% of the total division cost and therefore not significant in nature to discuss.  

IAQ follows the SAF/IA office with 16.7% of total activity costs.  IAQ’s top seven activities in order of highest cost are Develop and Staff International Agreements, Negotiating International Agreements, Provide Information Services, Initiate International Agreements, Support Recurring Senior Level Fora, and Perform Administrative Functions, and Execute International Armaments Cooperative Programs.  These seven activities account for over half of the IAQ activity costs.  The remaining fourteen activities are less than 6.0% each with training related activities being last in cost.  In summary, IAQ’s activities costs are evenly spread on a sliding scale with 8.1% being the highest and less than 1.0% the lowest.

With its 9.6% of total organization cost, IAD clearly shows its top three activities, Develop Foreign Disclosure and Technology Transfer Policy & Guidelines, Interpret Foreign Disclosure Policy, and Formulate USAF Positions on other Service/Agency, with 26.5%, 18.9%, and 13.6% respectively.  The roughly 40% in activity costs are spread among eleven activities and again, training related activities are last with far less than 1.0% each.

IAE closely follows IAD with 9.2% of total organization cost and identifies its top four activities as being Manage Cases, Advise/Support USAF Leadership, Provide Security Assistance/Support to Country/Regions, Develop Cases, and Advise/Support Other US Government Agencies, with 17.7%, 12.7%, 12.1%, 11.5%, and 10.5% respectively.  IAE related training activity bears the least cost with less than 1.0%.

IAP takes a 7.7% of total organization cost through its top four activities; Advise Support/USAF Leadership, Manage Cases, Provide Political/Military Advise/Support to Country/Region, and Develop Cases, with 13.3%, 12.3%, 11.4%, and 11.2% respectively.  The remaining roughly 50% activity costs are spread on a sliding cost scale with the Conduct IAP Training activity being last with a little over 1.0%.

The IAX division closely follows IAP with 7.2% of the total organization cost.  Although IAD has thirty-eight activities on a sliding cost scale from 10.2% down to less than 1.0%, it does present two main activities.  These are Manage Security Assistance/Financial Documents and Prepare LOA Documents, with 10.2% and 9.0% respectively.  

With its seventy-one activities spread among its eleven programs, IAW captures 6.3% of the total organization cost.  IAW’s top seven activities are manage AF EDA Program, Manage AF TCG Program, Create/Coordinate Awards, Decorations, Evaluations, Perform Administrative Functions, and the three remaining activities are from the Precision Fighter & Weapons Program, with 4.8%, 4.8%, 3.6%, 3.3%, and 6.5% (between the three in the Precision Fighter & Weapons Program) respectively.  The remaining activities have from 2.0% to less than 1.0% of total division activity cost.

IAM presents the top three activities as Manage Cases, Advise/Support Other US Government Agencies, Advise/Support USAF Leadership, and Advise/Support Security Assistance Office SAO, with 21.9%, 15.0%, and 14.6% respectively.  

AFAAO has the thirty-four activities evenly spread on a sliding cost scale from 9.9% down to less than 1.0%.  The activity Develop Global Engagement Officer (GEO) Program is AFAAO’s highest cost activity with 9.9% of the division cost.

With 3.7% of total organization cost, IAL illustrates the top two activities as Provide SICOFFA Support and Develop Cases, with 18.0% and 11.2% respectively.  Its remaining sixteen activities are spread over a sliding cost scale with Manage Resources and Training being the lowest cost activities.

IAS presents three top activities as Oversee FMS Programs, Initiate FMS Programs, and Perform Administrative Functions, with 18.7%, 17.0%, and 12.7% respectively.  IAS comes second to last with 2.7% of total organization cost.

With 2.4% of the total organization cost, IAG clearly identifies the top three activities as being Provide Advisory Services, Prepare Trip Books, and Attend AF Corporate Structure Meetings, with 28.8%, 24.5%, and 13.6% respectively.  

Cost Object Module

The SAF/IA cost object module contains a number of cost objects in the following categories: eight in DoD Support, eight in AF Support, three in Other US Government Support, and the same eleven repeated in each Region (Pacific Rim, Latin America, etc.).  Only Tier II cost objects are included for analysis purposes because these costs are fully burdened and more accurately portray SAF/IA products and services costs.  Table 15, Table 16 and Table 17 illustrate the costs associated with each cost object at a summary level.

Table 15
 Cost Object Summary Table

Category
Cost Object
Total Cost
% of Total

DoD Support


Tier II - DoD Interagency Disclosure Policy Development
$150,268.70


 
Tier II - DoD IAC Policy
$147,276.43


 
Tier II - DoD Contingency Support
$75,057.43


 
Tier II - DoD Information Package
$331,800.89


 
Tier II - DoD Visit Books
$252,471.64


 
Tier II - DoD Saudi Policy
$65,931.33


 
Tier II - DIA Attache Support
$242,517.16


 
Tier II - DOD Executive Branch Documentation
$71,765.11




$1,337,088.69
6.6%

AF Support 

 
Tier II - AF Global Engagement Skills
$497,909.04



Tier II - AF Security Assistance Officers
$109,216.36



Tier II - AF Information Package & Trip Books
$673,999.73



Tier II - AF Program Reviews
$422,936.96



Tier II - AF PEP Support
$115,250.43



Tier II - AF Attache Support
$205,762.44


 
Tier II - AF Plans and Program Support
$799,395.34


 
Tier II - AF SAF/IA Direct Support
$228,722.06




$3,053,192.36
15.2%

Other US Govt Agency Support


Tier II - Release Approvals
$126,009.69



Tier II - US Government Information Packages
$315,630.50



Tier II - Drawdown Program (506A)
$147,709.82




$589,350.01
2.9%

Industry Support


Tier II - International Commercial Programs Support
$315,179.24



Tier II - Industry Coordination
$384,840.97




$700,020.21
3.5%

Subtotal 
$5,679,651.27
28.2%

Table 16
 Cost Object Summary Table (continued)

Category
Cost Object
Total Cost
% of Total

Middle East/Africa Support


Tier II - Middle East/Africa ALAN
$6,780.64


 
Tier II - Middle East/Africa Releasability
$117,465.62


 
Tier II - Middle East/Africa Country Requests for Info
$267,177.13


 
Tier II - Middle East/Africa Visit Support
$298,155.40


 
Tier II - Middle East/Africa Site Surveys
$89,768.63


 
Tier II - Middle East/Africa Mgmt Reviews
$157,075.87


 
Tier II - Middle East/Africa LOAs
$350,379.90


 
Tier II - Middle East/Africa Price and Availability (P&A)
$209,165.02


 
Tier II - Middle East/Africa Country Liaison Support
$100,036.40


 
Tier II - Middle East/Africa Case Execution
$277,640.70



Tier II - Middle East/Africa Coalition Development
$290,366.25




$2,164,011.56
10.7%

Pacific Rim Support


Tier II - Pacific Rim ALAN
$6,780.64



Tier II - Pacific Rim Releasability
$117,465.62



Tier II - Pacific Rim Country Requests for Information
$268,568.15


 
Tier II - Pacific Rim Visit Support
$186,712.60


 
Tier II - Pacific Rim Site Surveys
$170,641.35



Tier II - Pacific Rim Mgmt Reviews
$157,852.56



Tier II - Pacific Rim LOAs
$320,754.40



Tier II - Pacific Rim Price and Availability (P&A)
$268,286.05



Tier II - Pacific Rim Country Liaison Support
$205,067.99



Tier II - Pacific Rim Case Execution
$288,474.76



Tier II - Pacific Rim Coalition Development
$551,358.87




$2,541,962.99
12.6%

Latin America Support


Tier II - Latin America ALAN
$6,780.64



Tier II - Latin America Releasability
$85,148.98



Tier II - Latin America Country Requests for Info
$128,285.68



Tier II - Latin America Visit Support
$190,332.23



Tier II - Latin America Site Surveys
$124,198.67



Tier II - Latin America Mgmt Reviews
$130,037.82



Tier II - Latin America LOAs
$150,939.37



Tier II - Latin America Price and Availability (P&A)
$174,234.71



Tier II - Latin America Case Execution
$20,885.67



Tier II - Latin America Coalition Development
$465,961.49




$1,476,805.26
7.3%

Subtotal
$10,888,754.36
54.0%

Table 17
 Cost Object Summary Table (continued)

Category
Cost Object
Total Cost
% of Total

Royal Saudi Air Force Support


Tier II - RSAF ALAN
$6,780.64


 
Tier II - RSAF FMS Budget
$108,860.03


 
Tier II - RSAF Releasability
$253,663.72


 
Tier II - RSAF Decision Support System
$143,146.45


 
Tier II - RSAF Mgmt Reviews
$180,049.84


 
Tier II - RSAF LOAs
$193,987.88


 
Tier II - RSAF Price and Availability (P&A)
$105,016.04


 
Tier II - RSAF Coalition Development
$130,130.26




$1,121,634.86
5.6%

Europe/NATO Support


Tier II - European/NATO ALAN
$18,081.70



Tier II - European/NATO Releasability
$85,148.98



Tier II - European/NATO Country Requests for Info
$358,462.35



Tier II - European/NATO Visit Support
$356,837.81



Tier II - European/NATO Site Surveys
$224,571.08



Tier II - European/NATO Mgmt Reviews
$221,344.60



Tier II - European/NATO LOAs
$319,356.93



Tier II - European/NATO Price and Availability (P&A)
$196,338.24



Tier II - European/NATO Country Liaison Support
$207,808.77



Tier II - European/NATO Case Execution
$419,043.00



Tier II - European/NATO Coalition Development
$1,894,494.25




$4,301,487.71
21.3%

Business Sustaining


Tier II - SAF/IA Business Sustainment
$2,866,633.10
14.2%

Subtotal
$8,289,755.67
41.1%



Grand Total
$20,152,186.75
100.0%

Top 10 SAF/IA Tier II - Cost Objects

Analysis of all cost objects reveals that the top ten SAF/IA products and services account for 45% of total SAF/IA cost object cost.  Table 18 illustrates this breakdown. 

Table 18
 Top SAF/IA Cost Objects

Tier II - Cost Objects
Cost
% of Total Cost Objects

Coalition Development

   European/NATO Coalition Development
$1,894,494.25 
9.4%

   Latin America Coalition Development
$465,961.49 
2.3%

   Pacific Rim Coalition Development
$551,358.87 
2.7%


$2,911,814.61 
14.4%

SAF/IA Business Sustainment
$2,866,633.10 
14.2%

AF Plans and Program Support
$799,395.34 
4.0%

AF Information Package & Trip Books
$673,999.73 
3.3%

AF Global Engagement Skills
$497,909.04 
2.5%

AF Program Reviews
$422,936.96 
2.1%

European/NATO Case Execution
$419,043.00 
2.1%

Industry Coordination
$384,840.97 
1.9%

Top 10 Total Cost
$8,976,572.75 
44.5%

Figure 3 illustrates each cost object as a total percentage cost of the top ten.

Figure 3
 Top 10 SAF/IA Cost Objects
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The following tables illustrate the product and service with the highest cost.  These tables allow KPMG to easily cross-reference and analyze the ABC cost object module outcome to the customer surveys.

Table 19
 Top Cost Objects Grouped by Type

Tier II - Cost Objects
Combined Cost
% of Total

Visit Books/Trip Books
$1,958,509.41
22.6%

Information Packages
$1,741,689.81
20.1%

LOAs
$1,335,418.48
15.4%

Management Reviews
$1,269,297.65
14.7%

P&As
$953,040.06
11.0%

DDLs
$784,902.61
9.1%

Site Surveys
$609,179.73
7.0%

Total Products Cost
$8,652,037.75
100.0%

The analysis of SAF/IA products clearly shows that between all twelve divisions, Visit Books/Trip Books is the most resource intensive cost object with 22.6% of the total product cost.  A close second is Information Packages with 20.1%.  Third is LOAs with 15.4% and fourth is Management Reviews at 14.1%.

Figure 4
 Top SAF/IA Products
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The analysis of SAF/IA Services illustrates that overwhelmingly Attaché Programs/Policy is the most resource intensive cost object with 60.8% of the total services’ cost.  Following about a third of the cost is Disclosure Policy/Reviews with 18.8% and Case Management/FMS a close third with 17.4%.

Table 20
 SAF/IA Services Table

Tier II - Cost Objects
Combined Cost
% of Total

Attache Programs/Policy
$4,408,754.31
60.8%

Disclosure Policy/Reviews
$1,361,486.14
18.8%

Case Management/FMS
$1,262,613.98
17.4%

Armaments Coop Policy/Agreements Development
$147,276.43
2.0%

MRP Policy/Guidance
$75,057.43
1.0%

Total Services Cost
$7,255,188.29
100.0%

Figure 5
 SAF/IA Services
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SAF/IA Products and Services

To obtain granularity of the cost objects, Tier I cost objects were used for the analysis instead of Tier II.  Since Tier II “blends” cost objects in order to achieve a fully burdened product or service, certain cost objects cannot be quantified if using only analyzing Tier II.  Tier I cost objects were analyzed in order to optimally account for all SAF/IA products and services.

The methodology used to assign Tier I cost objects to SAF/IA products and services is straightforward.  A cost object report was generated from the Oros ABC Plus model and then downloaded into an Excel spreadsheet.  Each Tier I cost object was assigned to a SAF/IA product or service.  Costs were added for each product and service, and percentages were taken of the totals.

SAF/IA Tier I Products 

The top SAF/IA product is Visit Books/Trip Books with 26.6% of the total product cost.  Following second and third is IAC and Information Packages with 18.8% and 16.5%, respectively.  The top three products account for 62% of the total SAF/IA product cost.

Table 21
 SAF/IA Tier I Products Table

Tier I - Cost Objects
Combined Cost
% of Total

Visit Books/Trip Books
$1,680,519.22
26.6%

IAC's
$1,187,523.87
18.8%

Information Packages
$1,041,896.47
16.5%

Management Reviews
$695,727.71
11.0%

DDLs
$646,332.97
10.2%

LOAs
$445,228.56
7.1%

P&As
$367,851.66
5.8%

Site Surveys
$250,105.21
4.0%

Total Products Cost
$6,315,185.67
100.0%

Figure 6
 SAF/IA Tier I Products
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SAF/IA Tier I Services

The top service is License Policy with 21.7%.  A close second and third is Attaché Programs/Policy and Armaments Cooperative Policy/Agreements Development with 20.3% and 16.5%, respectively.  The top three services account for 59% of the total SAF/IA service cost.

Table 22
 SAF/IA Services Table

Tier I - Cost Objects
Combined Cost
% of Total

License Policy
$1,593,941.01
21.7%

Attache Programs/Policy
$1,488,598.09
20.3%

Armaments Coop Policy/Agreements Development
$1,213,636.47
16.5%

MRP Policy/Guidance
$808,199.10
11.0%

Case Management/FMS
$726,848.55
9.9%

Weapons Systems Support
$542,213.00
7.4%

Training Program
$497,386.01
6.8%

Disclosure Policy/Reviews
$465,447.94
6.3%

Total Services Cost
$7,336,270.17
100.0%

Figure 7
 SAF/IA Tier I Services
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SAF/IA Customer Groupings

Table 23 depicts customer groupings and percentages of total customer-specific costs (business sustaining non-customer specific costs excluded).  For this analysis, Tier II cost objects was used since a total burdened cost object per customer is relevant.  If Tier I was used instead of Tier II, the true SAF/IA cost per customer would be lost because it would not reflect total costs.

Table 23
 SAF/IA Customer Grouping Table

Tier II - Cost Objects Customer Grouping




Tier I - Cost Objects Customer Grouping



Customer Grouping
Cost Object Cost
Percent of Total Cost Object Cost


Customer Grouping
Cost Object Cost
Percent of Total Cost Object Cost

Europe
$4,301,488
25%



AF
$3,053,192
18%

AF
$3,053,192
18%



Europe
$1,368,956
8%

Pacific
$2,541,963
15%

DoD
$1,337,089
8%

Mid East/      Africa
$2,164,012
13%

Pacific
$959,648
6%

Latin America
$1,476,805
9%

Mid East/      Africa
$788,663
5%

DoD
$1,337,089
8%

Industry
$700,020
4%

RSAF
$1,121,635
6%

Other Govt Agencies
$589,350
3%

Industry
$847,730
5%

Latin America
$572,011
3%

Other Govt Agencies
$441,640
3%

RSAF
$292,648
2%


$17,285,554
100%


$9,661,577
56%

The table on the left (Tier II) illustrates that the most significant customer in terms of SAF/IA resources allocated for customer support is the European Region with 25% of the total fully burdened costs.  The AF and the Pacific Region customer groupings are second and third with 18% and 15%, respectively.  The top three customer groupings account for 57% of total customer-specific costs.

SAF/IA Regional Division-Specific Cost Object Analysis

Each SAF/IA regional division cost objects are discussed below.  Please refer to Table 24 for further detailed results of each regional division.

Europe/NATO 

Accounting for the largest portion of SAF/IA regional-specific dollars with 37%, the Europe/NATO regional division strongly focuses on Coalition Development activity with 44%.  Case Execution follows closely with almost 10% of total Europe/NATO cost object dollars.  

Middle East/Africa

This region accounts for 19% of regional-specific costs.  The Middle East/Africa region has the third largest SAF/IA cost object dollar amount.  The Middle East/Africa regional division deviates from Europe/NATO and Pacific Rim by the fact that is does not have Coalition Development.  Its highest dollar value cost object is LOAs with 16%.  The Visit Support activity is placed second in terms of cost object dollars with almost 14%.

Pacific Rim

The Pacific Rim region accounts for 22% of regional-specific costs.  The Coalition Development activity is allocated the majority of the Pacific Rim region’s cost with 22% of cost objects.  Again, LOAs is given high priority by accounting for almost 13% of total Pacific Rim’s cost object costs.

Latin America

Like Europe/NATO and Pacific Rim regions, Latin America allocates the majority of its costs to the Coalition Development activity with 32%.  The Visit Support activity and P&As are allocated 13% and 12%, respectively, of Latin America regional costs.  

RSAF

The Royal Saudi Air Force (RSAF) region assigned almost 23% of its costs to the Releasability activity.  LOAs account for 17%, and a close third is Management Reviews with 16%.  The RSAF region has two cost objects that are not found in any other regions, the RSAF Budget and the RSAF DSS cost objects.  

Regional-Specific Cost Objects

Coalition Development accounts for 29% of SAF/IA region specific costs.  Coalition Development is considered an intangible product that is given high importance by SAF/IA VSA core team.  The LOAs are second in focus with 12% of SAF/IA regional-specific costs.  Closely following with 9% are Visit Support, Requests for Information, and Case Execution.

Table 24
 SAF/IA Regional Specific Cost Objects Table

Cost Objects
Middle East/Africa
%
Pacific Rim
%
Latin America
%
RSAF
%
Europe/

NATO
%
Total
%

ALAN
$6,781
0.3%
$6,781
0.3%
$6,781
0.5%
$6,781
0.6%
$18,082
0.4%
$45,204
0.4%

Releasability
$117,412
5.4%
$117,412
4.6%
$85,115
5.8%
$253,562
22.6%
$85,115
2.0%
$658,616
5.7%

Requests for Information
$267,129
12.3%
$268,520
10.6%
$128,238
8.7%


$358,414
8.3%
$1,022,301
8.8%

Visit Support
$298,107
13.8%
$186,664
7.3%
$190,284
12.9%


$356,790
8.3%
$1,031,845
8.9%

Site Surveys
$89,720
4.1%
$170,593
6.7%
$124,151
8.4%

0.0%
$224,523
5.2%
$608,987
5.2%

Management Reviews
$157,028
7.3%
$157,804
6.2%
$129,990
8.8%
$180,002
16.1%
$221,296
5.1%
$846,120
7.3%

LOAs
$350,225
16.2%
$320,599
12.6%
$150,784
10.2%
$193,833
17.3%
$319,202
7.4%
$1,334,644
11.5%

P&As
$209,117
9.7%
$268,238
10.6%
$174,187
11.8%
$104,968
9.4%
$196,290
4.6%
$952,799
8.2%

Liaison Support
$99,988
4.6%
$205,020
8.1%




$207,761
4.8%
$512,769
4.4%

Case Execution
$277,593
12.8%
$288,427
11.3%
$20,886
1.4%


$418,995
9.7%
$1,005,900
8.7%

Coalition Development
$290,323
13.4%
$551,330
21.7%
$465,916
31.6%
$130,082
11.6%
$1,894,527
44.0%
$3,332,178
28.7%

RSAF Budget






$108,812
9.7%


$108,812
0.9%

RSAF DSS






$143,098
12.8%


$143,098
1.2%

Total Dollars
$2,163,423

$2,541,388

$1,476,330

$1,121,138

$4,300,994

$11,603,273


Percent of Total Dollars

19%

22%

13%

10%

37%

100%

SAF/IA Intangible Products

Global Engagement Skills

Table 25 clearly identifies the component activities of one of the intangible cost objects of SAF/IA.  Global Engagement Skills cost object is solely made up of SAF/AFFAO, that is focused on Attaché support.  The highest cost activity, Development of the Global Engagement Officer Program, includes scheduling, facilitating, hosting meetings for representatives from Air University, AF Recruiting Service, AFPC, ROTC, USAFA, AFXOI, and the AF/DP.

Table 25
 AF Global Engagement Skills Table

Cost Object
Cost
% of Total

AF Global Engagement Skills

 AFAAO-Develop Global Engagment Officer Program
$113,690.41 
22.8%

 AFAAO-Develop/Implement FAO Policy 
$72,978.01 
14.7%

 AFAAO-Manage Language Area Study Immers
$66,686.31 
13.4%

 AFAAO-Manage FAO Databases
$59,898.41 
12.0%

 AFAAO-Oversee FAO Selection Board 
$54,284.51 
10.9%

 AFAAO-Recruit and Market FAO Program
$44,057.57 
8.9%

 AFAAO-Develop Advanced Area Studies Pro
$32,756.35 
6.6%

 AFAAO-Convert Poli/Mil Billets  
$31,352.24 
6.3%

 AFAAO-Manage PCE Training Program 
$22,205.22 
4.5%

Total Cost 
$497,909.03 
100.0%

Coalition Development

This SAF/IA product is not clearly understood by both the external customers and internal personnel.  A term used to describe Coalition Development is that it is a duty to be sensitive to potential opportunities in the course of FMS, IAC and other Pol/Mil initiatives to explore/expand opportunities for coalition development with foreign countries.  By far, the European region strongly emphasizes the importance of fostering present and future foreign relationships.

Table 26
 Coalition Development Table

Cost Object
Cost
% of Total

Coalition Development 

European/NATO Coalition Development
$1,894,527.00
10.9%

Pacific Rim Coalition Development
$551,329.59
14.7%

Latin America Coalition Development
$465,916.03
13.4%

Middle East/Africa Coalition Development
$290,323.48
22.8%

RSAF Coalition Development
$130,082.10
12.0%

Total Cost 
$3,332,178.20
100.0%

4.0 Internal assessment

As part of the VSA, KPMG also conducted an internal assessment (IA) questionnaire that was sent to all SAF/IA personnel.  Like the external survey, IA questionnaire is comprised of a a quantitative section utilizing a 5-point performance ranking scale, a qualitative section, which elicited feedback on a number of organizational issues, and demographics.  The quantitative ranking scale is as follows:

· 0 - Not Applicable

· 1 - Poor

· 2 - Satisfactory

· 3 - Good

· 4 - Excellent

Internal Assessment Quantitative Responses 

Sixty-nine out of two hundred and five total responses for the internal assessment questionnaires were received for a thirty-five percent response rate.  The results of the internal assessment survey are displayed in Table 27:

Table 27
 Internal Assessment Survey Table

Question

#
Product/Service
Average
# of Responses
Standard Deviation

15
Attaché Programs & Processes
2.74
31
0.8932

8
Weapons Support
2.74
54
0.8509

3
Computer Support
2.59
71
0.9648

7
Disclosure Policy Guidance
2.54
59
0.9158

14
MOU/ MOA Processes
2.39
38
0.8555

9
Efficiency of Organizational Structure
2.37
70
0.8875

17
Visit Books & Information Packet Processes
2.33
46
0.7617

2
Staffing Package Review & Guidance
2.28
65
0.8387

1
Management Reviews
2.26
47
0.8715

5
Use and Leverage of IT/IS and Technology (i.e., internet)
2.19
72
0.9137

16
License Policy/Reviews & Export Approval Processes
2.12
42
0.9678

11
Senior Leadership Guidance & Vision (Communication, Directions)
2.07
69
0.9598

4
Orientation & Overview Support
1.93
69
0.8457

6
Internal Professional & Skills Training
1.89
71
0.8872

10
Internal Communications Flow & Consistency
1.89
71
0.9188

13
LOR/ LOA Processes
1.75
44
0.7510

12
Recognition Programs (Awards, Decorations, Appreciation Programs)
1.66
71
0.6958

Scale: 0=Not Applicable; 1=Poor; 2=Satisfactory; 3=Good; 4=Excellent

Internal Assessment Qualitative Responses

The qualitative questions for the internal assessment questionnaire are as follows:

1. Do the internal support functions within SAF/IA allow you to efficiently and effectively serve the customer?

2. In general, are SAF/IA external customer products/services timely and of good quality?

3. What are SAF/IA's greatest strengths and weaknesses in terms of serving external customers?

4. Are there internal organizational issues (i.e, turnover) and/or external factors that impede customer service delivery?
The results of the qualitative responses are as follows:

1.
Do the internal support functions within SAF/IA allow you to efficiently and effectively serve the customer?

(Twenty-nine responses/ respondents answered affirmative.)




· No.  No clear direction of the position the organization is taking on any given issue.  Continually second guessing which battle to fight.  Organization needs clear definitive guidance from senior management.




· Questions posed by country directors are answered in an expeditious manner by the Policy team to allow them to proceed with processing of documents. 




· The LOA process is territorial and cumbersome; too often packages wait for people to review them; some personnel seem to provide little or no value to the LOA routing process.




· No--the transition to the new DSAMS system has severely impacted the timeliness of responses to our foreign customers.




· Availability of IAX support services is sporadic due to single-person skills, TDY, leave, and AWS.




· Better "upfront" and early work could be done between the various divisions to address potential issues.  For instance, we get excellent support from our disclosure office. But there sometimes seems to be poor communication between IAD and the field disclosure offices.  Also we could work better at defining potential disclosure actions that require interagency coordination earlier in the process so that last minute coordination activities are not required. 




· There are some internal support functions that make serving the customer easy.  However, the function that negates efficiency is Policy.  On numerous occasions documents sit because most of the division is TDY to same location and no sharing of information.  




· Yes, However my computer is too old to work the required programs, DSS, go TDY, DSAMS.  The RAS connection is limiting.




· Yes and No - There are severe training issues that need to be dealt with.  Most of the problem is internal communications.




· Not really.  Training is almost non-existent.  Front office leadership is lacking - or not being communicated to the lowest levels.  




· Though the functions are there, there doesn't seem to be enough surge capability to meet the need of the customer.   It doesn't seem like there is enough motivation among the FIMSAs nor enough Doc Prep people to respond to a surge in the work load.  The LOA quality control at all levels is minimal at most levels.  If we were to start from scratch on the same case twice, using the same people, we would get different information and prices both times some times prices differing by millions of dollars.  




· Getting advice and coordination is pretty easy to do, but sometimes LOA documents are hard to do quickly. 




· No.  Internally developed information is stovepiped, hard to find, unavailable in standard formats or locations.




· It depends on the area.  For Pol/Mil, the format appears to be more important than the content or timeliness.  An example is The SAF/IA Spotlight, which took over a month to "perfect", making the value of the information dated and useless.  As for FMS, the weak link internally, is the doc prep area.  It takes way to long to get things in and out of this critical node.




· There is no room in IA or storage area for working with classified data above the secret level.  This makes work difficult.  




· Timeliness of getting taskers to the proper person in a division is an issue.




· Yes, if you consider the 80% solution efficient and effective.  Seldom do we get to pursue the final 20%--only if it becomes a SAF/IA interest item.




· Usually.   However, getting paperwork through the SAF/IA front office is often a slow process.




· Sometimes the computers do not work properly and the secretary is often out on AWS.




· No, have great difficulty locating support experts and once support supposedly identified, they still don't have answers.  Support functions in most cases not very supportive.




· No, front office staff does not support any of the divisions.




· No.  There is too much work for the downsized staff.




· No.  Doc Prep and coordination, without external intervention, are too slow.




· Not sure, no training program in place or feedback tool active.




· Yes.  Internal is no problem; however, many of our suspenses (OPRs, Joint Actions) are externally imposed and often of short notice.  I've had good luck lately with Red Tags and the Personnel aspects of LORs and LOAs - that wasn't always the case.




· No.  From a financial perspective, sufficient financial resources are not available to ensure financial records are accurate.




· Most do, however, a critical aspect of internal efficiency is providing timely LOAs.  Because of bottle necks caused by number of LOAs flowing through Doc Prep section, we experience administrative delays in getting final product to customer.  Past delays have been caused by not having enough Doc Prep people (those in place work competently and hard to get tasks done).  Situation may improve with change over to new DSAMS--but for now remains an "efficiently/effectively serve the customer" concern.




· Who is the customer here (as compared to above area)?  Most actions, whether for senior military leadership or internal partners, require extensive coordination for technical, legal, ops or SA policy which makes team work and prioritization a must. Prioritization is problematic as many of our internall military partners (I intentional don't see them as "customers") want info and to know there is a relationship, and have no funds for sales.  If this were a business the priorities would be based on cash customers, so its confusing for the CD to know where to focus.  Intl partners and allies are confused by the message as well. So how/what are effective and efficient as measurements?  The rating questions in section III reflect this same mentality.  Let’s do a survey to check processes and rate them all satisfactory.  What does it reflect though?




· In general, yes.  However, I have had coordination and implementation problems with IAX in the past.  Many times there are issues requiring a certain amount of flexibility and creativity that IAX has had difficulty with addressing.  Often, the response to these challenges has been "because that's the way we do it" without a clear explanation of the rationale behind the process.




· No, too much time is spent "re-inventing" the wheel.  Continuity books and a central information source on the network would do wonders to our efficiency.  We have the capability (computer resources) but we do not use them efficiently.




· No - I believe we need to do a better job with the "continuity files"/training we do with our new persons.




· No, the quality control functions within IAX are questionable - e.g. proofing LOAs.




· Not consistently.  We often re-invent the wheel; poor training program; purchasing something is difficult -- not timely.




· Yes, however, we must devise a system to track LOA's from start to finish.  There have been numerous problems with the packages being lost or misplaced.  In my opinion, I see that SAF/IAX and the Country Director should be jointly responsible for ensuring that all coordination is accomplished from start to finish.




· There is not much interaction with other SAF/IA components in the Attache Support Cell with the exception of regional offices.




2.
In general, are SAF/IA external customer products/services timely and of good quality?

(Twenty-six respondents/responses answered affirmative.)
· 
· 
· 

· It depends.  I believe that overall SAF/IA does a good job at what it does.  When there are glitches, there are usually extenuating circumstances that provide justification for the action.  We are still better than anyone else in the business. And work hard to remain there.
· 
· 
· 

· Facilitate sales/transfer of information & weapon systems to include supporting those transactions.
· 
· 
· 

· No, the quality of products/data produced at the Centers ultimately causes delays in the processing of documents.  Suspenses are not met by AFSAC and sometimes there is no follow-up action performed.
· 
· 
· 

· Not timely enough; often we rely on AFSAT or ESC to input LOAD; however, both AFSAT and ESC commanders or senior officer dictate that the packages must be reviewed by their colonels/generals before being sent to SAF/IA; this slows down the process more and still adds no value to the product.
· 
· 
· 

· No--the transition to the new DSAMS system has severely impacted the timeliness of responses to our foreign customers.
· 
· 
· 

· In general yes, but it can vary depending on action officer experience and training.    
· 
· 
· 

· It depends on what external products/services you refer to.  Some products we receive are incorrect because organizations do not follow prescribed regulations.
· 
· 
· 

· No - always rushed to the last minute because of the requirement or lack of understanding/training on the part of IA personnel .
· 
· 
· 

· No, much of the information from the field is garbage and it in turn is passed to our customers.  Everything takes forever!
· 
· 
· 

· Honestly, I'm not really sure.  

· Most FMS products are not timely.  Lead times of 6 months to a year for LOAs
· 
· 
· 

· Fair.  We could do much better in both quality, clarity, and timeliness.
· 
· 
· 

· Not-with-stand the comments above, and the painful CMCS to DSAMS transition, we do a fair job.  That is not to say that is can't be improved, it can.
· 
· 
· 

· Most of the time.  Certain customers constantly make changes before the current change is implemented making a lot of work for us.  If they thought it out better, their actions could be processed in a more efficient and effective manner.
· 
· 
· 

· In general, external customer products/services are timely and of good quality.
· 
· 
· 

· due to the workload of everyone, quality often suffers, I.e. things are done just good enough.
· 
· 
· 

· "In general?"--yes, again if you consider the 80% solution to be "good quality."
· 
· 
· 

· I find that there is often not enough quality control or time to make the final product error free.
· 
· 
· 

· Absolutely not!

· I can only speak for my area, and the answer is yes.
· 
· 
· 

· Products or service in most cases are rarely timely. However, once provided (albeit late) I believe quality is OK.
· 
· 
· 

· I prefer to address "Time" and "Quality" as a two part question because "time" as a function of "quality" if plotted out on a x,y chart is a  "squishy" data point since  "quality" has not been defined.  So the answer to timeliness is --YES our division is timely in product delivery, and the answer for quality is---it "depends on who you ask".  
· 
· 
· 

· 3-Pol-Mil Support needs work.

· Good quality but often not timely for the customer.  Customer expects greater time compression with many 1-deep offices.
· 
· 
· 

· Quality is good, but timeliness could use some improvement.
· 
· 
· 

· Quality is good, but process is too slow.

· Yes, in relation to the finance area.

· No.  Requests for Visit Books from CVAI and accreditation from CVAI and Joint packages from XOJ are never very timely.  In fact, in the case of joint actions, we often aren't included in the coordination.
· 
· 
· 

· Most customers seem to be happy with the quality of IA products, but timely service can be a problem.  Both pricing & availability and LOA information are exceeding published timelines...and exceeding them by enough time to draw customer concerns/questions.  
· 
· 
· 

· Subjective question and dependent on the individual action officer.  Little editorial review takes place. FMS is canned in a process, so although the product may follow the structure imposed, FMS customers seek more financial transparency and quicker response.  Air Staff sees IA as gunrunners not pol-mil experts. So Pol-Mil is ignored/not understood to be necessary. 
· 
· 
· 

· No, there is no standardized format or response times associated with many products and there is no "central" point for retrieving data.  Computer resources are not used efficiently.  Electronic coordination should be used much more and should be enforced as the standard.
· 
· 
· 

· no, the quality of support from the ALCs is very poor - both in timeliness and information.
· 
· 
· 

· I believe that the timeliness varies, but the quality remains high.
· 
· 
· 

· Good quality, but definitely not timely.

3.
What are SAF/IA's greatest strengths and weaknesses in terms of serving external customers?

Strengths:

· Timeliness is a strength.

· Organizational structure, flat organization; 
· 
· 
· 

· The personal touch our country directors give to their countries is superb.  Not everybody in USG shares that attitude--it impacts the customer--and they have of late been very vocal in that perceived lack of support on the part of USG.  
· 
· 
· 

· Responsiveness is both a strength and a weakness.  When we make the system work quickly, it's positive; the opposite applies when the system does "business as usual."
· 
· 
· 

· Greatest strengths are knowledge of processes and associated issues, experience in dealing with international partners, and wide ranging contacts overseas with key MoD personnel.  
· 
· 
· 

· Strength is information we provide to them.

· Pol/Mil, Responsiveness, Customer service Flexibility
· 
· 
· 

· We are usually on the right side of any issue.  Even with our faults, we provide excellent service to our Foreign customers.  
· 
· 
· 

· Greatest strength is dedicated, hard working people.  
· 
· 
· 

· Our strength is the dedication of most of the workforce.
· 
· 
· 

· A strong commitment to the mission is IA's greatest strength.  
· 
· 
· 

· Knowledge of and ready access to USAF information; especially technical info. 
· 
· 
· 

· Goals, vision, leadership support.  
· 
· 
· 

· Include broad background of its’ military employees and stability of its civilians. 
· 
· 
· 

· A dedicated, knowledgeable workforce--which is adaptable.  
· 
· 
· 

· Individual competence at all levels.   
· 
· 
· 

· Continuity, employees stay longer and learn their jobs better, automation, access to newest programs and technology.
· 
· 
· 

· Qualified personnel.

· Fun mission, good people and good leadership.  
· 
· 
· 

· All the expertise is in one office—strength.

· Accomplishing action items that the field can not otherwise work.  
· 
· 
· 

· Diligence of staff officers.

· I think that SAF/IA has been timely in staffing packages, answering questions, etc.
· 
· 
· 

· One-stop shop.

· Greatest strengths: quality of the people assigned to SAF/IA.
· 
· 
· 

· Greatest strength: try to be responsive and timely. 
· 
· 
· 

· Desire by most to do a good job. 

· Our division has two groups of employees, "the very experienced" and "the rookies".  My management addressed this gap of experience by implementing an extensive training/mentoring program where experience/ideas are shared both ways from the two employee groups---this type of action shows an awareness or intuitiveness of our management which will eventually button up the gap of different experience levels. This is a strength that hopefully our customers will appreciate. 
· 
· 
· 

· Responsiveness, accountability, willing to work with other organizations to do the best job as effectively as possible.
· 
· 
· 

· Country directors.

· People who want to do an outstanding job.  
· 
· 
· 

· More Pol-Mil people.  

· Great people working in SAF/IA.  
· 
· 
· 

· Professionalism. 

· Final product, when it does come, is seen as a qualitative one.
· 
· 
· 

· Staffs willingness to go the extra mile to get the job done.
· 
· 
· 

· Genuine concern for the foreign customer; weakness:  too much bureaucracy in the whole SA process.
· 
· 
· 

· Good people, little bureaucracy.

· Greatest Strength: networking.

· Good people.

· Have not found a strength. 

· Our regional expertise and contacts are very useful for engagement initiatives and to answer questions from the Front Office or the Command Section quickly.  We have the best single oversight of the Pol-Mil aspects of our AOR of any office in the Pentagon.  
· 
· 
· 

· Staffs willingness to go the extra mile to get the job done.
· 
· 
· 

· A sense of Country Director urgency/importance in both meeting customer requirements and providing total package support.  This sense of urgency at the interface level is not always supported by the capability to deliver products/services at the same level of urgency.  SAF/IA Country Directors are close to the customer and therefore understand the impacts of slower service and product delivery.  We must find out what processes support our overall concern for timely products/services.
· 
· 
· 

· Genuine concern for the foreign customer.
· 
· 
· 

· Responsiveness in identifying customer needs
· 
· 
· 

· I have observed how SAF/IA is utilizing updated technology to enhance customer service.  In addition, in my division we recognize that we have a job to serve the customer to the utmost of our abilities.
· 
· 
· 

· Doing a great job at putting out quality work.  
· 
· 
· 

· The Attache Support Cell has continued to provide extremely qualified officers and enlisted personnel to the Defense Attache System.  The Defense Intelligence Agency continues to praise the work of the Air Force in supporting their needs.
· 
· 
· 

· Desire to provide best system at lowest cost and within customer time lines.  
· 
· 
· 

Weaknesses:

· Maintaining positions on issues, communication, listening to the staff.




· IAW is overemphasized.

· Difficulty in synchronizing disparate processes, such as the international agreement, disclosure and project schedules such that the product can be delivered when required.  It is also unclear to me that we have a clear understanding of the Pol-Mil functions that SAF/IA is to perform.




· Not allowing external customers to do their job (micromanage).




· Bureaucracy, too much to do.

· Lousy internal communication between Divisions.  Lousy training program.  Lack of understanding of the direction from the principles.




· Greatest weaknesses are:  1.  Training for new people not as effective as it should be;  2.  Roles and missions of SAF/IA sub-elements need to be better defined;  3.  Internal coordination/communication horizontal and vertical in SAF/IA is not as effective as it should be.  Recommend using integrated product team (IPT) approach to working issues/actions.  




· Our weakness is the management.  

· Poor communication and leadership are weaknesses.  




· Lack of consistent, in-depth, full spectrum knowledge of countries and regions.  There is no standard requirement for education, and experience for country directors.  FAO program will help build the pool.




· Training, orientation, time it takes to get out new policies.




· Include lack of a clear corporate vision or goal that is ACTIONABLE.  We have plenty of platitudinous, un-actionable visions and goals.




· BS Requirements that are more format than content generated, and a front office that gets into our business when we do not need the help.




· Customers unsure of their requirements, US laws, US Strategy, Doctrine etc.  Customers think we're marketers, we're not.




· Lack of communicated vision, goals and objectives down to lowest levels, lack of communication overall, indecisiveness by senior managers in that they are reactive instead of proactive and crisis management is the norm instead of the exception.  Senior managers have poor time management and their priorities are not always the best. They are gone a lot like absentee landlords, collect the rent but put nothing back into the property.  Actions can't get signed because they haven't empowered anyone, decisions can't be made because the ones they left behind don't know anything, and they strip the sections of people and whole functions shut down for days or weeks at a time because no one is left.  Senior managers do not involve their subordinates in the planning process and most of the time in the execution process for internal operations.  They are told to execute and a lot of times, if they would have been involved, errors, poor policies and miscommunication could have been prevented.  




· Outside agencies not staying in their "lane"




· Not enough SAF/IA expertise in non-pilot mission areas of the Air Force (Maintenance, Info Ops, Space Ops, Battle Mgmt, etc.), and location (not being in the pentagon makes coordination more difficult).




· Good quality and skilled "Project Management" pertaining to FMS and Security Assistance at the Air Staff level.




· Amateur/unknowledgeable action officers




· Greatest weakness is lack of training.  Can't think of any real strengths.  We seem to be weak in most areas.




· Greatest weakness: lack of top cover when dealing with contentious items outside of the Air Force.  We need to have the CSAF, VCSAF, AVCSAF willing to enter into battles with DTRA.




· Greatest weakness: lack of understanding of how SA works and how they should be responding.  One of the biggest weaknesses I see is the removal of the management from our process and accountability for all.  




· Lack of quality control in documentation leaving the division, allowing confusing mistakes in packages to go out anyway, for the most part, the mistakes are a product of hardheadedness (an unwillingness to have others review work for correctness).




· Our weakness lies in 1.  our employees who have been doing "our division work/MOU's" the same way for years and pro-fess 'its worked this way every since I've been doing ---blah, blah, blah; and 2.  to the energetic "new employees" who soak up information from all areas of the government (state, commerce, OSD etc) for a "big picture" approach are often criticized by certain "rice bowl" organizations.  Because of the varying points of departure of how to do staffing, MOU's SSOI's, DEA's etc our  products have been at times commented on as either confusing or seen as inconsequential.  It really depends on who is reviewing the work and whose work it is. 




· Not enough people and need to restructure some processes.




· Work overload, lack of training.  




· Greatest weakness is responsiveness.   

· Lack of continuity, inconsistency of State Dept policies, lack of consensus in the political arena.




· Time.  SAF/IA is generally seen by external customers as a bottleneck.  




· No clear vision of what our main goals and therefore are reactive putting fires out and jumping from one thing to the next--never know what is important.




· Thinking far enough ahead of technology such that guidance is in place when it's needed.




· Hard to say.  If this were a business we'd be making our sales strategy and running our game.  As defense personnel, responsible for managing security assistance as a tool of USG foreign policy... we are always in a react mode on internal partners desires. As military, building ops bridges by providing Ops crossed on equipment and exercises ought to be prime to our ops mission.  Supporting weapons system/C4I sales and integration for multinationals i.e. w/in NATO, for example, is also important.  With drive to share business opportunities with home industries, cooperative development has moved to the front of our internal partners needs/wants. This is out of CD realm of influence.




· The processes (form) often supersedes the outcome (function).  Processes and policies are vague, inconsistent, burdensome, decentralized.  No central databases or file system.  No centralized control and decentralized execution.




· Re-invent wheel, not always clear dilineation of responsibilities/process.




· Greatest weakness: internal coordination/communication.




· Lack of electronic database to research information--it's here, it's there, it's everywhere! 




· Lack of process in place to work in a standard format.




· We're small and unable to serve everybody as we would like; we also have difficulty staying up to speed with all the activities in our AOR, particularly the operational ones, again because of limited number of personnel.




· No clear vision of what our main goals and therefore are reactive putting fires out and jumping from one thing to the next--never know what is important.




· Thinking far enough ahead of technology such that guidance is in place when it's needed.




· The processes (form) often supersedes the outcome (function).  Processes and policies are vague, inconsistent, burdensome, decentralized.  No central databases or file system.  No centralized control and decentralized execution.




· Too much bureaucracy in the whole SA process




· Bureaucratic obstacles in providing a timely solution to the customer.




· Sometimes a bit slow at getting the products delivered.




· Reluctance to provide "firm" oversight of MAJCOM security assistance activities.  Known problems are expected to be addressed by MAJCOM's but are not, yet no action is taken to "press" for the necessary actions.  This results in poor performance, miss-direction to the customer.




4.
Are there internal organizational issues (i.e, turnover) and/or external factors that impede customer service delivery?

(Eight responses/respondents answered negative.)

· Internal:  same as 3 plus unclear and divided direction coming from DSCA.




· Always, there will be a lack of continuity.

· Yes--see above.

· There are no internal organizational issues.  However, there are several external issues.  In the cooperative R&D area, the primary obstacle is the fractured nature of OSD.  OSD senior leadership has not resolved differences within the staff over such issues as equitability.




· Turnover is the major issue, another is personnel in positions and no firm understanding of position.




· SAF/IAS - large turnover right now, education, policy control.




· Yes, management has not clearly spelled out the role of the organization.




· Turnover is certainly a factor.  Not having the right people with the right skills is also a problem.  Arbitrary ceilings (such as high grade and headquarters) are impediments.  Inconsistency among divisions.  Communication.  Training.  




· Turn over is a factor only if there is a break in service between the outgoing person and the incoming person.  I think down sizing and RIFs in the civilian work force have not put the most qualified people in the different Security Assistance positions at all levels from the Wings to the HQs.




· We need a clearer, leadership driven vision for who we are and what is most important.  Major weapon system sales typically become the center piece of country activities. It would be helpful for the front office to periodically articulate organizational priorities (independent of system sales) in countries and regions.  




· Yes.  First, the organization used to be flatter.  By this I mean that you could tell/get any GO or the Boss's OK and press.  Now you must go through the GO's to get to Mr. M.  This adds an extra layer of bureaucracy.  Second, it appears that the senior leadership (front office) is more concerned with actual specific programs, than with its people.  They need to spend more time working the people/personnel/health of the organization issues and less on the actual specific programs.  We do not need super A/Os , we leaders and managers from the front office.     




· Low morale in that it is not a pleasant experience coming to work everyday when you are treated like crap and taken advantage of by management, lack of mentorship of senior managers in that they don't teach their subordinates what they know but leave it up to them to learn by themselves, the regions are not quality controlling their cases and actions before they come up to policy for review and action.  Administrative errors and mistakes could have been caught and correct if they were QCD before.  No one is held accountable at the country manager level.




· Training occurs very rarely.  I was unable to attend the one training class held in SAF/IA for action officers during the last year.  I think I could have been more effective if there had been another training opportunity that I could have taken advantage of.




· Turnover and lack of people in general is continuously an issue.




· Maybe, but that is an organizational development and management concern!




· Turnover of military members.

· There are definitely internal organizational issues, meaning that work distribution is not even and often falls on one or two people.




· Just normal staffing time.

· Yes, lack of training and the lack of support received from support functions.  Support branches seem to have forgotten their purpose is to support.




· AWS.

· Communication.

· O-6s Micromanage.  Let O-5s and O-4s do their jobs.




· Political inputs routinely restructure action officer's day's and reduce clear, concise technical issues to lesser considerations.




· Lack of vision and poor morale.  

· Turnover associated with assignment changes/job changes impacts continuity.  




· Turnover, economizing, restricted travel.

· Lack of manpower.  Inadequate backup when key personnel in a functional area are unavailable.




· Depends on the mission.  If FMS case load is going to WPAFB, that task will improve.  Spending money to train new officers on how to write a case is an expensive drain and insures discontinuity on case processing. AF restructuring and diminishing of US Logistic Centers for example are also diminishing our ability to get into the support food chain.  Also, Intnl try to win economy of sales by using FMS, but too often, especially in munitions, but also C4I systems, intnl get in too late to get on US contract.  They have their own budgeting and decision making process to vault through.  If US is serious about offering weapons sales to intnls, more info has to get into intl hands earlier or opportunities are missed and relationships diminished. 




· Manning is becoming a significant issue and will affect quality of service in the near future.




· Yes, the AWS isn't conducive to efficient use of time, since it isn't implemented or enforced properly.




· Lack of proper staffing.  High turnover.  Lack of clear, prioritized goals and objectives.




· Military turnover requires constant training;  see weaknesses in #3 above.




· Our division consists of mostly civilians, which gives us continuity and stability, however, I do see problems with turnover in other divisions (especially Country Directors).  These employees are not here a long period of time, therefore, they are being trained year after year as they PCS.




· Internal lack of understanding of the PEP causes delays and confusion,




· Yes.  Oversight is the responsible of AFMC/IA which does a poor job of identifying/addressing problem areas  We need a SAF/IA Staff Assistance Visit Program.   There are long term processing problems that need to be corrected.  The subject has been discussed with AFMC/IA which does not agree there is a need for visits to the SPO's.  These are "OLD" issues that will not go away.




· Structurally, there seem to be problems with what we do versus what XOPX and others on the Air Staff do.  At times we work at odds with each other, at others, just because of time and unfamiliarity, actions get shunted away from us that should come to us.  It seems that our old organization in the 1980s was more efficient; everything was in the operational side of the Air Force, except actual FMS which was in AF/PRI.  Fewer things got "lost" or didn't have an appropriate owner to work it and there was better coordination.  CINC Theater Engagement Plans (TEPs) are "owned" by XOP but I think the expertise for them is in IA and we have a greater vested interest in their execution.  Also, it would be nice to have larger and earlier voice in assignments to the SAOs in the region; we need to become actively involved in establishing a data base of FAOs for our region and track them for assignment with the DP community, rather than always seem to be scrambling to find a language-qualified individual at the last minute.




· Training is the big issue.  Yes there is turnover and a lot is expected of a country director who is just becoming effective when he/she is PCS'd.




· Upgraded working space would certainly improve production and morale.  




· Turn over is certainly a factor.  Not having the right people with the right skills is also a problem.  Arbitrary ceilings (such as high grade and headquarters) are impediments.  Inconsistency among divisions.  Communication.  Training.  




· Internal: TDYs and no one is around to back someone up // External: document coordination with DSCA; policy issues with DoS.




· Lack of leadership emphasis on using technology to make us more productive.  We have the technology, but not the willingness to leverage existing capabilities, much less any intent to use emerging technologies.  We are working as if it was the mid-1980s instead of the brink of 2000.




Internal Assessment Demographics

The government surveys also captured customer demographics.  This information provides additional insight into how customer subgroups responded to the survey.  This information is important in determining variation in responses due to customer characteristics.  Table 28 provides the demographics for the survey respondents.

Table 28
 Internal Assessment Respondents Demography
Customer Status:
#
%


Officer/Retired
34
47%


Enlisted/Retired
0
0%


Reservist
0
0%


Civilian
34
47%


Total
68
94%

Business Position:


Country Director
20
28%


FMSA
2
3%


Foreign Discl. Officer
21
29%


International Agreements
8
11%


Attache Support
6
8%


Armamaments Coop
8
11%


Other
19
26%


Total
84
*


* Certain respondents chose 2 categories; therefore, responses will exceed 100%

Customer Level/Rank:


General
1
1%


Colonel
4
6%


Lt. Colonel
12
17%


Major
16
22%


SES
1
1%


GS 15-16
3
4%


GS 13-14
18
25%


GS 11-12
7
10%


GS 9-10
0
0%


Other Level/Rank
7
10%


Total
69
96%

How long have you worked at SAF/IA?


0-6 Months
12
17%


7-12 Months
9
13%


1.1-1.5 Years
7
10%


1.6-2 Years
13
18%


3-4 Years
6
8%


5-6 Years
6
8%


7 Years or More
19
26%


Total
72
100%

Table 29 provides the performance ratings broken out by civilian and military responses.  Unlike the external government survey, civilian and military responses for the internal survey are amazingly similar with very little variance.

Table 29
 Internal Survey Performance Ratings

Question

#
Internal Support/ External Product/Service
Civilian

Average
Military

Average

1
Management Reviews
2.42
2.12

2
Staffing Package Review & Guidance
2.38
2.64

3
Computer Support
2.60
1.79

4
Orientation & Overview Support
2.03
2.09

5
Use and Leverage of IT/IS and Technology (i.e., internet)
2.28
1.82

6
Internal Professional & Skills Training
1.85
2.28

7
Disclosure Policy Guidance
2.69
2.83

8
Weapons Support
2.72
2.27

9
Efficiency of Organizational Structure
2.48
1.88

10
Internal Communications Flow & Consistency
1.90
2.06

11
Senior Leadership Guidance & Vision (Communication, Directions)
2.03
1.82

12
Recognition Programs (Awards, Decorations, Appreciation Programs)
1.63
1.65

13
LOR/ LOA Processes
1.79
2.11

14
MOU/ MOA Processes
2.39
2.67

15
Attaché Programs & Processes
2.31
1.93

16
License Policy/Reviews & Export Approval Processes
2.21
2.21

17
Visit Books & Information Packet Processes
2.38
2.18

Table 30 provides the same performance ratings by years employed at SAAF/IA.  For this view of the data, KPMG categorized the data into two ranges, employees who have been with SAF/IA for 0-2 years and employees who have been with SAF/IA 3 years and more.

Table 30
 Performance Rating Based on Years of Employment

Question

#
Internal Support/ External Product/Service
0-2 Years

Average
3 or More

Average

1
Management Reviews
2.31
2.19

2
Staffing Package Review & Guidance
2.38
2.53

3
Computer Support
2.65
2.07

4
Orientation & Overview Support
1.85
2.20

5
Use and Leverage of IT/IS and Technology (i.e., internet)
2.20
1.83

6
Internal Professional & Skills Training
1.95
2.91

7
Disclosure Policy Guidance
2.31
2.67

8
Weapons Support
2.81
2.45

9
Efficiency of Organizational Structure
2.33
1.93

10
Internal Communications Flow & Consistency
1.88
2.10

11
Senior Leadership Guidance & Vision (Communication, Directions)
2.08
1.60

12
Recognition Programs (Awards, Decorations, Appreciation Programs)
1.73
1.81

13
LOR/ LOA Processes
1.74
2.53

14
MOU/ MOA Processes
2.30
2.85

15
Attaché Programs & Processes
2.67
2.54

16
License Policy/Reviews & Export Approval Processes
1.93
2.67

17
Visit Books & Information Packet Processes
2.16
2.67

5.0 Internal assessment workshop results

In addition to the internal assessment questionnaire, KPMG performed an internal assessment (IA) workshop with the SAF/IA VSA core team to obtain an internal perspective of the organization’s core competencies.  The results of the Internal Assessment are as follows:

Table 31
 Internal Assessment Workshop Table

Core Competency
Priority Ranking
Performance Ranking

Develops, Implements, Manages, and Oversees AF International Affairs, Programs and Policies in support of US National Security goals and objectives through:



-  Security Assistance
1
3

-  Armaments Cooperation
3
2

-  Foreign Disclosure and Tech Transfer
3
2

-  Attaché Affairs and International Personnel Programs
4
1

-  Political Military Advice and Expertise
2
4

The VSA core team, a cross-functional team, comprised of members of all SAF/IA divisions, developed these results.  The priority ranking is in order of importance and the performance ranking uses the following scale:

1. Excellent performance of core competency means that the organization performs this competency in an efficient, timely manner with excellent quality.

2. Good performance means that the performance has some impediments regarding quality, timeliness, efficiency and/or cost.

3. Acceptable/satisfactory means that the organization performs this competency at a level that is barely acceptable with regards to quality, timeliness, and/or efficiency.

4. Poor/ Unacceptable means that this competency is usually of poor quality and is plagued by issues of timeliness and/or efficiency.

Appendix 2: results of analytical tools for saf/fmbis
This appendix contains the detailed results of the separate analytical tools used for the Value Stream Analysis of SAF/FMBIS.  Each of these tools provides a unique view of the SAF/FMBIS organization and contributed to the overall VSA analysis:

· The external customer survey provides a complete value assessment/ratings for each of SAF/FMBIS’ products as well as commentary on performance and organizational strengths and weaknesses.

· The ABC model provides the cost of SAF/FMBIS activities, products and services.  

· The internal survey provides the perspective of the SAF/FMBIS employee.  It specifically shows how employees rate their products and services in relationship to satisfying customers.

The use of all diagnostics tools to assess solid cost information, customer perceptions and internal opinions is the most reliable and efficient means to determine how to increase customer value, improve and streamline core processes, and develop a solid foundation for future strategy.  The following results for each analytical tool form the building blocks of KPMG’s strategy to help SAF/FMBIS improve operational performance.

6.0 Customer feedback

External Customer Survey

As part of the Value Stream Analysis (VSA) initiative, KPMG conducted a customer survey with selection of the respondents by SAF/FMBIS personnel.  Approximately 47% of the customers contacted responded to the survey.  Customer groups included divisions of SAF/IA, AFSAT, AFSAC, HQ AFMC, HQ ACC, Defense Finance and Accounting Service, Defense Security Cooperative Agency, as well as other smaller organizations.  

The external customer survey was comprised of a quantitative and a qualitative section.  Survey respondents were asked qualitative questions, which sought feedback on a number of areas such as organizational strengths and weaknesses.  Respondents were also asked to rate the value of SAF/FMBIS products and services on a quantitative 4-point scale as follows:

· 0 - Not Applicable

· 1 - Low Value

· 2 - Medium Value

· 3 - High Value

The following section provides the analytical results of the survey from a quantitative, qualitative and demographic perspective.

Quantitative Results: Customer Value

The results of the customer value perception ratings are shown in Table 32.

Table 32
 Customer Value Perception

Question #
Product/Service
Average
# of Responses
Standard Deviation

3
Non-NATO Dedicated Training Pricing
3.0
7
0.00

4
Budget Justification/Documents
2.9
17
0.24

2
Tuition-Based Training Pricing 
2.8
13
0.44

5
Financial Policy/Regulatory Review
2.7
22
0.63

9
Drawdown Authority/Guidance
2.7
7
0.71

14
General Financial Data/Inquiries/Assistance
2.7
24
0.64

7
NATO AWACS Financial Advice and Representative Duties
2.7
7
0.76

12
FMS Budget Guidance
2.7
21
0.73

6
NATO AGS Financial Advice and Representative Duties
2.7
7
0.76

11
Financial Execution
2.6
15
0.74

8
Recoupment Review/Guidance
2.6
7
0.79

13
FMF Budget Guidance
2.5
13
0.78

1
Coordination and Financial Advice to Letters of Offer and Acceptance (LOAs)
2.5
10
0.85

10
Lease Rates/Guidance
1.8
8
1.28

Scale: 0=Not Applicable; 1=Poor; 2=Satisfactory; 3=Good; 4=Excellent

Table 32 depicts the results of the value perception ranking by SAF/FMBIS customers organized in descending order, from highest to lowest ranking.  The average column is the average ranking of all respondents.  The number of responses column shows the number of responses per quantitative question.  Not all respondents provided feedback for all questions because some questions were not applicable to their relationship with SAF/FMBIS.  The standard deviation column provides a measure of how individual responses differed from the mean.  Standard deviation simply provides a degree of variance - the lower the number, the lower the degree of variance.

Qualitative Results: Voice of the Customer

The qualitative questions of the survey provided valuable insight into the perceptions of the customers.  The qualitative results can serve as a back up for the quantitative rankings and they represent the voice of the customer.  The voice of the customer can be described as the customer comments and ideas that may provide strategic insight to operational processes, products and services, as well as external factors impacting organizational performance.  The qualitative questions used in the survey are listed below:

1. What products/services do you receive from SAF/FMBIS?

2. In general, are SAF/FMBIS products/services timely and of good quality?

3. Are the products/services valuable and necessary to you as a customer/user?

4. Is there a better process/mechanism by which to receive, or is there another entity, that would better provide such products/services (is there an alternative to SAF/FMBIS)?

5. Are there products/services that SAF/FMBIS does not provide that would be valuable to you as a customer/user?

6. Are there products/services that SAF/FMBIS should not provide that are of little value (duplicative, outdated, and unnecessary)?

7. Are SAF/FMBIS’ personnel knowledgeable about their jobs and their products/services?

8. Is SAF/FMBIS utilizing technology and automation to the fullest extent?

9. Is SAF/FMBIS’ communications and information flow on issues consistent and clear?

10. What are SAF/FMBIS’ greatest strengths and weaknesses?

11. Additional Comments

The detailed responses for each question obtained from the customers are listed below.  Each response is a direct quote from individual surveys.

1.
What products/ services do you receive from SAF/FMBIS?

· FMS admin, and FMF budget calls, midyear review calls, & funding documents.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Pricing guidance, tuition pricing, and extra muscle for coordinating MAJCOMs to provide pricing.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· None directly.  Through SAF/IA and HQ AFMC we receive the ESP Fund Code for to work Drawdowns.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Financial policy, advice, data/inquiries FMS/FMF budget ordinance, budget justification, documents, execution.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Guidance and approval regarding pricing international tuition rates. 

· FMBIS provides opinions and comments on appropriate GAO and DoD IG Audit Reports.  Also, they consolidate the AF's RCS DSAA COMPT (Q) 1112 Recoupment of Nonrecurring Costs on Sales or Licensing of USG Items.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Management of the overall FMS admin budget, NRC approvals and collections, financial management advice, etc.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· This office is critical to my fiduciary responsibilities of providing financial advice to the Chief of Staff and the Secretary of the Air Force.  It also is my primary vehicle for providing oversight of financial resources and has an impact on the overall financial management of Air Force resources.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Information.

· We get our FMS case cost estimates approved by SAF/FMBIS.  SAF/FMBIS is our source for guidance on costing and billing dedicated FMS programs.  As such we meet, usually yearly, to review guidance or receive training.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Policy review for a cooperative foreign training program.

· Budget Authorization/Allocation Authority

· Financial plan, funding documents, letters.

· IMET requests.

· Program cost estimates, execution plans, and advice on financial matters regarding the establishment of new programs, cost sharing recommendations.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Admin. budget guidance, presidential determination interfaces.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Tuition course pricing guidelines.

· Advice, review, planning and presentation of financial documentation and costs.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· A.  Budget authority and allocations supporting IMET, FMF and FMS Admin;  B.  Approved pricing for formal training, PCS costs and dedicated squadron budgets including direct cite and reimbursement schedules.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· FMS Admin Budget submission guidance; FMS Admin. funding documents; FMS financial policy guidance.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Approval of FMS orders, policy and guidance related to FMS execution.

· Advice to protect the financial interests of the AF, management information, policy advice, briefings (status, issues), etc.  Direct feedback from their participation in many working groups, being US reps, etc.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Mostly consultation on annual appropriations and budget issues.

· FMBIS provides policy guidance to me.

2.
In general, are SAF/FMBIS products/services timely and of good quality?

(Twelve responses/respondents answered yes/affirmative.)

· No, SAF/FMBIS is too slow on providing funding execution direction to HQ AFMC for Drawdown Authority.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· The AF (FMBIS 1112 report) uses the best data format within DoD and it is always timely.  
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Have improved considerably under Marilyn Thomas' leadership, but still need to change mindset of some staff members.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· The office consists of highly qualified professionals producing exceptional products and services.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Excellent.

· Yes, excellent in quality and timeliness.

· Typically SAF/FMBIS is slow to respond and quality of guidance and products could improve.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Always ahead on or schedule and of excellent quality.

· Quality of tuition rates is improving with the education of MAJCOM personnel.  Submission of PCS billing factors by country have greatly improved and are now received on a timely basis.       
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· True in general.  Sometimes we're into a new FY/Qtr before SAF/FMBIS issues our funding documents, and sometimes they contain errors.  Sometimes SAF/FMBIS is very slow to respond to financial policy questions.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Yes.  Any questions and concerns have been answered to our satisfaction and in a timely manner.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Absolutely.

· Since the arrival of Marilyn Thomas, things are much better.  Until that time, IAX had taken on a lot of their work because it wasn't being done correctly or it was being rubber stamped in SAF/FMBIS.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

3.
Are the products/services valuable and necessary to you as a customer/user?

(Twenty responses/respondents answered yes/affirmative.)

· Yes.  In addition to DSCA, DFAS, DSCA-DLO, DoD IG, and GAO also use the AF report.  It is available to USD(C) and other relevant organizations on an "as required" basis.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Yes, but sometimes the OPR doesn't believe they are necessary to be kept current and therefore causes further workload on our organization or the need for consistency.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· This office is critical to Air Force financial management fiduciary and oversight responsibilities. 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Yes.  We have to have guidance in lieu of recent audit experience.

4.
Is there a better process/mechanism by which to receive, or is there another entity, that would better provide such products/services (is there an alternative to SAF/FMBIS)?

(Ten responses/respondents answered negative to this question.)

· No, having a one-stop shopping source with the Dept. of the Air Force is vital to our way of doing business.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Yes, FMB should work closely with SAF/IA and DSCA to expediently provide funding execution to HQ AFMC.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Yes.

· DSCA has consistently tried to move the report from paper to all-electronic/e-mail and add certain other reconciliation and system improvements to the report.  SAF/FMBIS should seek to further consolidate the Dept of AF's report into one report that is more automated and that is reconciled with the appropriate accounting and financial systems.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Realign some of the functions to SAF/IA.

· No. The Secretary of the Air Force, Chief of Staff and all Air Staff and Secretariat offices look to the Air Force FM for financial guidance and advice.  It is a responsibility outlined law (Title 10) and it is critical that this responsibility remains separate from the other functional areas.  
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· The organization change to a budget office deterred the true purpose of this office.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· No, it is appropriate that SAF/FMBIS provide oversight and be the approving source for MAJCOM pricing whether it be tied to tuition rates, dedicated squadron budgets or other training requirements to ensure all pricing is IAW AECA and FAA.  
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Only if FMS Admin Budget responsibility/authority was transferred to SAF/IA.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· Our interaction is limited because we are at the base level.  

· No.  SAF/FMBIS provides the link between DSCA/AF financial communities, and represents the AF financial face to the customers, international activities, and other AF functions.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

5.
Are there products/services that SAF/FMBIS does not provide that would be valuable to you as a customer/user?

(Fifteen responses/respondents answered negative to this question.)

· See #4 above.

· Issue policy when decisions are made verses answering a single question and the situation.
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 
· 

· I am extremely satisfied with the products and services provided.

· Improved financial oversight over FMS.

· Policy memos pertaining to international affairs.

· No, it is appropriate that SAF/FMBIS provide oversight and be the approving source for MAJCOM pricing whether it be tied to tuition rates, dedicated squadron budgets or other training requirements to ensure all pricing is IAW AECA and FAA.  







· Yes.  When SAF/FMBM issues financial policy for the appropriated budget side of the Air Force, many times there are questions as to if and how it applies to FMS.  SAF/FMBIS should issue concurrent guidance for the FMS side stating if and how the policy applies to FMS.







· No.  However, case management roles and responsibilities are somewhat unclear and evolving. 







6.
Are there products/services that SAF/FMBIS should not provide that are of little value (duplicative, outdated, and unnecessary)?

(Twenty-four responses/respondents answered negative to this question.)

7.
Are SAF/FMBIS’ personnel knowledgeable about their jobs and their products/services?

(Nine responses/respondents answered yes/affirmative.)

· Unsure, my SAF/FMBIS counterpart consistently attempts to circumvent established process chain.

· Don't know.

· Staff does not in depth experience in FMS, but most of the new hires are truly trying and being very supportive.

· This is a highly qualified and very knowledgeable group.  

· Some.

· Yes, as long as they stay in their position a while.  There is of course a learning curve as new personnel come on board.

· Yes, as far as those I interface with; unknown on others.

· FMBIS personnel are very knowledgeable and know their job well.  They are very pleasant and a joy to work with.

· Some personnel are new; others have been in SAF/FMBIS for some time but are clearly not knowledgeable of the processes, policies and organizational relationships.

· Extremely knowledgeable and professional.

· Yes to include staffing through other activities and agencies as required.

· Not all of them.  Some are new/inexperienced but appear to be learning/understanding their jobs.  One person, however, who has been in the organization for years still does not seem to know what he is doing.

· Yes.  All of my questions have been answered in a timely manner 

· Yes.  There is a wealth of knowledge and broad financial management experience that they bring to bear on their issues.

· Like most organizations, there are good parts and bad.

8.
Is SAF/FMBIS utilizing technology and automation to the fullest extent?

(Eight responses/respondents answered yes/affirmative.)

(Five responses/respondents answered unknown.)

· Almost 100 percent.  We can improve in the area of reviewing and approving prices via email.

· No, electronic medium is not being sufficient used to expedite and document execution.

· No, however, this may be a larger issue:  AF, AF Comptroller, SAF-IA, or DoD/DFAS in general would seem to be at the root of this issue.  I believe that SAF/FMBIS should have a greater role in future systems, interface maintenance/changes, and the implementation and interpretation of policy.

· Can still improve.  SAF/FM has a great home page, but I don't believe there is any International related info on or links included in the home page.

· As with the entire financial management community there is significant opportunities to better utilize technology and automation.  SAF/FMBIS is pursuing these opportunities.

· No.

· No.  Submission and processing of the FTCCR should be automated and included in a database.

· No.  SAF/FMBIS still faxes FMS Admin funding documents instead of transmitting them electronically.

· Not applicable to our interaction.

· Right now they need more unclassified computer support for improved efficiency.

9.
Is SAF/FMBIS’ communications and information flow on issues consistent and clear?

(Fifteen responses/respondents answered yes/affirmative.)

· No, they need to interface more stringently with DSCA, SAF/IA, and HQ AFMC to expeditiously execute funds.







· Always!!  [E.g., within my experience and view!]

· Room for improvement.  It has improved over the last year, but now it is more of a learning curve and limited time to dedicate to working the FMS Admin. budget.







· Yes, internally to FM the communication and information flow is very good.  I would like to see a better cross flow with the IA community. 







· No.

· No--inconsistent interface with MAJCOM.

· Yes, I have not experienced any problems in this area.

· No.  (a) SAF/FMBIS needs to provide FMS policy guidance concurrent with related USAF policy guidance issued by FMBM.  (b) SAF/FMBIS needs to work with SAF/IA to issue clear, pertinent guidance for the annual FMS Admin Budget execution plan.  (c) The individual mentioned in #7 continually goes outside established channels, e.g., going directly to a field activity when he isn't satisfied with an answer provided by MAJCOM.







· Yes.  Information coming up the chain is accurate, timely and concise.  Direction to the field is the same.







10.
What are SAF/FMBIS’ greatest strengths and weaknesses?

Strengths:







· When we need guidance or are stuck for an answer, they always provide it.







· Strength is their ability to coordinate MAJCOM pricing and weakness is in delivery of prices at times when MAJCOMs are slow in the process.







· Organization







· Quick responses.







· Representative of the AF Comptroller and AF Budget Communities with all the strengths that that involves.







· Finally have a knowledgeable leader and new blood that is motivated.







· The quality of the personnel assigned and their commitment to supporting the entire Air Force with good financial advice and counsel.







· The greatest strength is the financial execution of assigned cooperative programs.







· Current supervisor is much more knowledgeable and helpful than former supervisor.







· Knowledgeable and easy to work with.







· Greatest strength is the knowledge of work performed.  Don't really know any weaknesses.







· Greatest strength is their intimate knowledge of the financial process and ability to share this knowledge.







· New chief is showing interest.

· Very knowledgeable and thorough.







· Their overall knowledge and expertise of policies (total picture), procedures as well as financial guidance and direction.







· A new Chief who wants to see improvements.







· Our issues are addressed and resolved promptly.







· The people are the greatest strengths - effective personal relationships, well respected, technical knowledge.







· Robert has been willing to tackle guidance for FMS dedicated programs.







· Good personnel.















Weaknesses:







· FMBIS should act as conduit for Commands, SAF, and DSCA, but does not take advantage.







· Experience in day to day work, decision making on policy and guidance.







· In the subject matter areas of Accounting, Financial Management, System Development, Audit, and the related and associated policy implementation for these, the SAF/FMBIS contribution has markedly declined over several years.  In this regard, the AF Comptroller Family has relinquished much of its authority/ability to implement important policy, procedures, and programs - to include defending legal and USAF requirements during the re-engineering process.  It may not be the fault of SAF/FMBIS; however, the Comptroller Team is not stronger or more effective!







· Don't want to name names.







· The weaknesses stem from the office being organized for budget purposes only.







· Too few people and too much personnel turnover.







· Lack of knowledge at the working level.







· Greatest weakness is not requiring the MAJCOMs to submit tuition rates by 15 Mar due date contained in the AFI 65-602.  Late submission impacts our ability to produce quality LOAs and places an additional burden on us year-end in order to provide the actual prices to the SAOs before the new fiscal year begins. 







· Lack of experienced/knowledgeable personnel.







· The people are a weakness in that they need to strengthen their internal network in HAF, and clarify overlapping responsibilities.







Demographics

The government surveys also captured customer demographics.  This information provides additional insight into how customer subgroups responded to the survey.  This information is important in determining variation in responses due to customer characteristics.  Table 33 provides the demographics for the survey respondents.

Table 33
 Customer Demographics Table

Customer Status:


Military Officer
0
0%


Military Enlisted
1
6%


Reservist
0
0%


Civilian
14
88%


Contractor
1
6%


Total
16
100%

Business Position:


Country Director
0
0%


FMSA
0
0%


Analyst
11
69%


Other
5
31%


Total
16
100%

Customer Group:


SAF/IA
1
6%


FMB
2
13%


Other Air Force
9
56%


State Department
0
0%


Other Govt. Agency
0
0%


DSCA
2
13%


DTRA
0
0%


Other DoD
2
13%


Total
16
100%

Customer Level/Rank:


General
0
0%


Colonel
0
0%


Lt. Colonel
0
0%


Major
0
0%


SES
1
6%


GS 15-16
2
13%


GS 13-14
3
19%


GS 11-12
7
44%


GS 9-10
1
6%


Other Level/ Rank
2
13%


Total
16
100%

How long have you (personally) used (or interfaced with) SAF/FMB services/products?





0-6 months
0
0%


7-11 months
0
0%


12-23 months
3
19%


2-3 years
2
13%


4-5 years
1
6%


6-7 years
3
19%


8-9 years
2
13%


10 years and over
5
31%


Totals
16
100%

Primary SAF/FMBIS Product/Service You Use (Select all that apply):


Budget
8
50%


Financial Advice/Rep
9
56%


Lease Rates
1
6%


FMF Budget Guidance
4
0%


Training Pricing
4
25%


Recoupment Review
3
19%


Financial Execution
7
44%


Financial Data/Inquiries
8
50%


Financial Policy/Review
6
38%


Drawdown Authority
4
25%


FMS Budget Guidance
10
63%


LOA Financial
1
6%


Total
65
*


* Recipients chose all that apply, therefore responses will exceed 100%



Frequency/cycle that you deal with this particular SAF/FMBIS office/division:





Daily
5
31%


Weekly
2
13%


Monthly
2
13%


Yearly/ Sporadically
6
38%


Total
15
94%

7.0 saf/fmbis activity based costing (abc) model

Background

KPMG facilitated an ABC model building session with SAF/FMBIS on December 7, 1999 to create their level 1 ABC model.  Additional meetings with SAF/FMBIS occurred in the following weeks to validate and expand the information contained in the model.  The resulting level 2 ABC model was used to complete the cost analysis of SAF/FMBIS activities and cost objects.  Members of SAF/FMBIS that took part in modeling are shown in Table 34.

Table 34
 Model Design Team Members

Name
E-mail

Marilyn Thomas
Marilyn.Thomas@pentagon.af.mil

Lt Col Lee Iverson
Lee.Iverson@pentagon.af.mil

John Hunt
John.Hunt@pentagon.af.mil

Paul Kopicki
Paul.Kopicki@pentagon.af.mil

Robert Rosenbaum
Robert.Rosenbaum@pentagon.af.mil

Chuck Pope
Chuck.Pope@pentagon.af.mil

Sang Lineback
Sang.Lineback@pentagon.af.mil

Assumptions

This model was created using data from FY99.  Since manning fluctuated in SAF/FMBIS over the course of FY 99 the team was asked to validate and model based on their representative manning throughout the year, rather than that at any given point in the year.  Annual military and civilian personnel costs were standardized using the following criterion:

· Military Pay.  The total cost for each military position was derived from AFI 65-503, Table A19-1, Military Annual Standard Composite Pay.  This table provides a total burdened salary plus benefits for each enlisted and officer pay grade.  The benefits used for the SAF/FMBIS model are the Retired Pay Accrual, Basic Allowance for Housing, Incentive Special Pay, and miscellaneous pay.  We did not use the Permanent Change in Station (PCS) benefit for this model.

· Civilian Pay.  The Department of Labor, civilian personnel table was used to set annualized salary for civilian employees.  For each civilian position, a Step 5 was used within each General Schedule (GS) pay level to calculating salary and benefits.  In addition, the civilian benefits markup was set at 23.3%.

Model Structure

Resource Module

The resource module was structured in accordance with the SAF/FMBIS organizational structure.  The resource module separated resources into Full Time Equivalents (FTEs) and Non-FTE folders.  FTE resources consist of the personnel assigned to SAF/FMBIS.  Within the FTE cost folder, all seven SAF/FMBIS employees are included.  Non-FTE resource costs are defined as those resources that are not personnel related.  In SAF/FMBIS these costs included the FMS Administration dollars and O&M funded Temporary Duty (TDY) dollars.

Activity Module

Activities were divided into sixteen activity folders.  The activity hierarchy for SAF/FMBIS activity folders was developed around major activity functions.  Identified below are the activity groups defined by SAF/FMBIS:

· R&D Program Activities: Includes ensuring MOAs/P&As are in compliance with financial management regulations and policies and ensures financial requirements have been programmed.
· Multinational Fighter Program Activities: Includes payment schedules and permanent budget, tracking voucher recoupments, etc.

· Recoupment Activities: Includes gathering information from field for major equipment to determine R&D expenditures and calculate recovery costs.
· Audits Activities: Includes OPR and OCR on financial audits for security assistance matters.
· Drawdown Activities: Includes granting authority activities.
· Reinvention Activities: Includes DoD level effort and SAF/IA directed efforts.
· Training Activities: Includes policy development, issuing annual call for training, hosting annual training conference, review and approve all tuition rate prices, consulting individually with tuition rate preparers, record and maintain databases of tuition rates, and work with SAF/IA on various tuition rate issues.
· Policy Activities: Include review of cases, LOAs, drawdown authorities, and leases, as well as other documents to ensure regulatory compliance.
· Coordination Activities: Includes SAF/FM staff meetings and interaction with other SAF/FM offices as well as FMBI reorganization efforts.
· Budget Activities: Includes managing the FMS administration budget, creating the SAF/FMF budget, and creating funding documents for SAF/FMF, SAF/IA, and IMET.
· Leases Activities: Includes creating lease rates for foreign countries to lease Air Force equipment and review for consistency with SAF/FM guidance and approval.
· ENJJPT (Euro NATO Joint Jet Pilot Training Program) Activities: Includes managing the program, providing advice to U.S. delegation, and serve as U.S. representative.
· NATO AGS Activities: Includes providing advice and serving as U.S. representative on financial issues pertaining to NATO AGS.
· NATO AWACS Activities: Includes providing advice and serving as U.S. representative on financial issues pertaining to NATO AWACS.
· SAF/FMBIS Training Activities: Includes DISAM and DLAMP training coordination.
· Business Sustaining Activities: Includes routine activities necessary for any organization to do business.
Cost Objects

The SAF/FMBIS cost objects are grouped in three ways.  The first grouping consists of  SAF/FMBIS specific cost objects such as SAF/FM Direct Support, Formal Training, SAF/FM Business Sustaining, Administrative Support, and Awards and Decorations found under the SAF/FMBIS folder.  

The second grouping also consists SAF/FMBIS specific cost objects, however, they are limited to the SAF/IA DoD, AF, and Other U.S. Government Agency Support folders.

The third grouping consists of cost objects that are both SAF/IA and SAF/FMBIS combined cost objects.  These three grouping has a total of twenty-six cost objects.

Model Limitations

The model does not take into account the overhead costs for SAF/FMB that should be allocated to all SAF/FMB support groups, including SAF/FMBIS.  This full accounting for all costs, direct and indirect, allows for true, fully burdened activities and cost objects.

8.0 saf/fmbis abc descriptive analysis

Resource Module

Both SAF/FMBIS personnel and non-personnel costs are grouped into separate folders.  Table 35 and Figure 8 depict a high-level breakout of the resource module:

Table 35
 Personnel/Non-Personnel Cost Table

Organization
Personnel Cost
Non-Personnel Cost
Total

FMBIS
$532,193.08
$60,149.00
$592,342.08

Figure 8
 FMBIS Resource Figure
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Table 36 shows the demographic breakdown of the SAF/FMBIS staff.

Table 36
 Demographics Table

Grade Level
Number of Employees

Civilian


GS-15
1

GS-14
1

GS-13
3

GS-07
1

Military


O5
1

Total
7

Activity Module

The SAF/FMBIS activity module contains a combined total of thirty-two activities.  These thirty-two activities were consolidated into sixteen activity groups.  For ease of interpretation and analysis, the summary table below illustrates the total activity cost for each of the sixteen activity groups as identified in the activity module.  Activity definitions are contained in the ABC model.

Table 37
 Activity Cost Summary Table

Activity Group
Total Activity Cost
% of Total

Budget
$105,891.55
17.9%

Training
$101,456.75
17.1%

NATO Alliance Ground Surveillance
$65,576.45
11.1%

NATO AWACS
$46,449.99
7.8%

Policy
$33,468.90
5.7%

Multinational Fighter Program
$31,454.20
5.3%

Reinvention
$30,763.57
5.2%

SAF/FMBIS Business Sustaining
$30,708.08
5.2%

ENJJPT
$27,648.84
4.7%

Coordination
$26,445.73
4.5%

Drawdown 
$24,888.05
4.2%

Leases
$22,576.71
3.8%

SAF/FMBIS Training
$15,164.13
2.6%

Recoupment 
$10,428.46
1.8%

R&D Program
$10,147.62
1.7%

Audits
$9,273.06
1.6%





Total
$592,342.07
100.0%

Figure 9
 Summary Activity Cost
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Cost Object Module

The SAF/FMBIS cost objects are arranged into three groupings.  The first grouping is comprised of SAF/FMBIS specific cost objects that support the organization or SAF/FM in a broader sense.  This group includes SAF/FM Direct Support, Formal Training, SAF/FM Business Sustaining, Administrative Support, and Awards and Decorations.  The second grouping is comprised of SAF/FMBIS specific cost objects that support specific customers.  This group includes support for SAF/IA, DoD, Air Force, and Other U.S. Government Agency Support.  The third grouping is comprised of cost objects that support both SAF/IA and SAF/FMBIS.  The table below illustrates these three groupings for a total of twenty-seven cost objects.  The table also shows total cost and percentage of total for that cost object.

Table 38
 Summary Cost Object Table

Category
Cost Object
Total Cost
% of Total

FMBIS Folder - FMBIS-specific





FM Direct Support
$18,687.46
3.2%

 
Formal Training
$15,164.13
2.6%

 
FM Business Sustaining
$14,342.54
2.4%

 
Administrative Support
$11,556.70
2.0%

 
Awards and Decorations
$4,808.84
0.8%


Total
$64,559.67
10.9%

SAF/IA DoD, AF, Other US Govt Folders - FMBIS-specific

 


 
AF Implementing Activities
$66,460.92
11.2%


DoD NATO AGS Program
$65,576.45
11.1%


DoD DSCA FMS Admin Budget
$60,879.10
10.3%


AF Tuition Based Training/Pricing
$57,841.41
9.8%


DoD NATO AWACS Program
$46,449.99
7.8%


AF Non-NATO Dedicated Training Program
$40,571.05
6.8%


AF Multinational Fighter Program
$31,454.20
5.3%

 
AF SAF/AQ, GC, and AFXO
$30,752.15
5.2%


DoD Budget Justification Material
$16,770.93
2.8%


Other Recoupment to Treasury Department
$10,428.46
1.8%


DoD Audit Responses
$9,273.06
1.6%


DoD Tution Based Training/Pricing
$3,044.28
0.5%


Total
$439,502.00
74.2%

SAF/IA and FMBIS Combined Cost Objects ($ are FMBIS only)





SAF/IA Reinvention and Organizational Improvement Support
$30,763.57
5.2%


Other Drawdown Program (506A)
$24,888.05
4.2%


IAC Prog ICRD&A Program
$5,073.81
0.9%


IAC Prog NATO R&D
$5,073.81
0.9%


AF SAF/IA Direct Support
$4,654.96
0.8%


Middle East/Africa LOAs
$3,565.24
0.6%


Pacific Rim LOAs
$3,565.24
0.6%


Latin American LOAs
$3,565.24
0.6%


RSAF LOAs
$3,565.24
0.6%


European/NATO LOAs
$3,565.24
0.6%


Total
$88,280.40
14.9%






Grand Total 
$592,342.07
100.0%

The table below illustrates the ranking of all SAF/FMBIS cost objects regardless of which customer it is attributed to, in order from high to low cost.

Table 39
 FMBIS Summary Cost Object Table

All FMBIS Cost Objects (specific and combined)

Total Cost
% of Total


AF Implementing Activities
$66,460.92
11.2%

 
DoD NATO AGS Program
$65,576.45
11.1%

 
DoD DSCA FMS Admin Budget
$60,879.10
10.3%


AF Tuition Based Training/Pricing
$57,841.41
9.8%

 
DoD NATO AWACS Program
$46,449.99
7.8%

 
AF Non-NATO Dedicated Training Program
$40,571.05
6.8%

 
AF Multinational Fighter Program
$31,454.20
5.3%


SAF/IA Reinvention and Organizational Improvement Support
$30,763.57
5.2%


AF SAF/AQ, GC, and AFXO
$30,752.15
5.2%


Other Drawdown Program (506A)
$24,888.05
4.2%


FM Direct Support
$18,687.46
3.2%


DoD Budget Justification Material
$16,770.93
2.8%

 
Formal Training
$15,164.13
2.6%


FM Business Sustaining
$14,342.54
2.4%


Administrative Support
$11,556.70
2.0%


Other Recoupment to Treasury Department
$10,428.46
1.8%


DoD Audit Responses
$9,273.06
1.6%


IAC Prog ICRD&A Program
$5,073.81
0.9%


IAC Prog NATO R&D
$5,073.81
0.9%


Awards and Decorations
$4,808.84
0.8%


AF SAF/IA Direct Support
$4,654.96
0.8%


Middle East/Africa LOAs
$3,565.24
0.6%


Pacific Rim LOAs
$3,565.24
0.6%


Latin American LOAs
$3,565.24
0.6%


RSAF LOAs
$3,565.24
0.6%


European/NATO LOAs
$3,565.24
0.6%


DoD Tution Based Training/Pricing
$3,044.28
0.5%

Total
 
$592,342.07
100.0%

The top SAF/FMBIS cost object is reflective of the support provided to Air Force Implementing Activities with 11.2% of the total SAF/FMBIS resources.  Second and third are DoD NATO AGS Program and DoD NATO DSCA FMS Admin Budget with 11.1% and 10.3%, respectively.  A close fourth is DoD Air Force Tuition Based Training/Pricing with 9.8% and fifth is DOD NATO AWACS Program with 7.8%.  The top five cost objects account for over half, 55%, of total resources expended in support of SAF/FMBIS products and services.

9.0 Internal assessment

Internal Assessment Questionnaire

As part of the VSA, KPMG also conducted an internal assessment survey that was sent to all SAF/FMBIS personnel.  Like the external survey, the internal assessment survey is comprised of a qualitative section, which elicited feedback on a number of organizational issues, and a quantitative section.  Both sections used the 5-point performance ranking scale below. 

· 0 - Not Applicable

· 1 - Poor

· 2 - Satisfactory

· 3 - Good

· 4 - Excellent

Seven total responses for the internal assessment questionnaire were received from employees for a 100 percent response rate.  The following section provides the analytical results of the survey from a quantitative and qualitative perspective.

Table 40
 Internal Assessment Survey Table

Question #
Product/Service
Average
# of Responses
Standard Deviation

2
Tuition-Based Training Pricing 
3.8
4
0.50

6
NATO AGS Financial Advice and Representative Duties
3.7
3
0.58

7
NATO AWACS Financial Advice and Representative Duties
3.7
3
0.58

10
Lease Rates/ Guidance
3.5
4
0.58

13
FMF Budget Guidance
3.5
4
0.58

1
Coordination and Financial Advice to LOAs
3.0
5
1.00

3
Non-NATO Dedicated Training Pricing
3.0
4
0.82

4
Budget Justification/ Documents
3.0
3
0.00

9
Drawdown Authority/ Guidance
3.0
4
0.82

11
Financial Execution
3.0
4
0.82

14
General Financial Data/ Inquiries/ Assistance
2.8
5
1.30

12
FMS Budget Guidance
2.8
4
0.50

5
Financial Policy/Regulatory Review
2.6
5
0.89

8
Recoupment Review/ Guidance
2.5
4
0.58

Scale: 0=Not Applicable; 1=Poor; 2=Satisfactory; 3=Good; 4=Excellent

Similar to the external customer survey, Table 40 depicts the results of the value perception ranking of SAF/FMBIS employees organized in descending order, from highest to lowest ranking.  The average column is the average ranking of all respondents.  The standard deviation column provides a measure of how individual responses differed from the mean.  Standard deviation simply provides a degree of variance - the lower the number, the lower the degree of variance.

Internal Assessment Qualitative Responses

The qualitative questions for the internal assessment survey are as follows:

1. Do the internal support functions within SAF/FMBIS allow you to efficiently and effectively serve the customer?

2. In general, are SAF/FMBIS external customer products/services timely and of good quality?

3. What are SAF/FMBIS' greatest strengths and weaknesses in terms of serving external customers?

The results of the qualitative responses are as follows.  All responses are direct quotes from the survey:

1.
Do the internal support functions within SAF/FMBIS allow you to efficiently and effectively serve the customer?

· Not always.  There are many expectations that our customers have that we can't always meet.  SAF/FMBIS has a small staff of 7 people, comprised of budget and financial analysts.  We cannot address every financial requirement and policy question across Security Assistance functions.  In addition, much of our workload does not fit within the core competencies of SAF/FMB, so our issues are not always on SAF/FMB's front burner, even when they are important to our customers.







· Yes, I think that we receive outstanding support.

· Yes.

· Overall--yes

· No, my experience over the past 9 months has shown me that I have all the tools I need to do my job and that the office functions well internally.







· Yes, in general. However, the complex mix of accounting systems and a lack of documentation of their interaction does make it more difficult to produce a timely quality product.







· I would think so.  The people in the office are motivated and interested in doing a good job







2.
In general, are SAF/FMBIS external customer products/services timely and of good quality?

· In general, yes.  However, this has not always been the case and we are still trying to overcome negative perceptions that developed over the years with poor staffing.  Most of those problems have been corrected and it will take more time and effort to rebuild our reputation of quality performance.







· Yes, in spite of the complexity of many of the financial issues that come through our office, SAF/FMBIS personnel manage to provide products/services which I think are of the highest quality.  We strive to provide the product/service in the least amount of time and succeed most of the time in accomplishing this.







· The quality is always good, while the timeliness is mostly excellent.  Sometimes, the timeliness is subject to factors external to this office.







· Unable to evaluate on all products/services or their quality as I only deal with a portion.  For those I deal with the quality is fine (quality is a subjective term) and for the most part timely.  Depending on work load and given the nature of the office being one deep, there are likely times the response is not as quick as some would like.







· Yes, our products are timely and of good quality.  Infrequently, we are subject to delays from external agencies like DSCA.  When this occurs, we keep our customers informed and take any action we can to work around the problem.







· Yes. Except in such cases as mentioned above.

· I would say yes.  There are some problems with reduction in civilian workforce AF wide.  The work force has fewer people but there is not a corresponding reduction in the amount of work.  With the remaining people doing the work of those that have left, a number of tasks are given a lower priority.







3.
What are SAF/FMBIS' greatest strengths and weaknesses in terms of serving external customers?

· Our greatest strength is the talent of the staff.  We have extremely bright, highly motivated staff members.  Another strength is in the staff's flexibility.  Because we are a small group, we must respond to a wide array of tasks and policy issues.  Each person is able to address divergent subject areas with great skill.  Our greatest weakness in serving our external customer is that we own practically nothing in terms of process and we are spread thin trying to provide support to a variety of customer needs.  Because of this, we control very little but support everything.







· One of our strengths is that we have a very diverse work force.  We have personnel from all levels of government and varying backgrounds who bring their unique expertise to the job to help solve/resolve customer problems/issues.  A weakness is that being a small office we do not have the resources to assign alternate POC's for our varying programs. 







· The equitable balance of our workload, the consideration of our staff, and our prioritization skills.







· Strengths--caring, quality, professional people                                                                     

· Weaknesses--depth of coverage, depth of knowledge (5 of 7 have less than 2.5 years in office, and 3 of those have less than a year)







· Our greatest strength is our ability

· Strengths: Lean organization, eager quality-minded personnel, and strong support from management. Weaknesses: Minimal pertinent training available, lack of effective funds control/execution monitoring system







· The people in SAF/FMBIS are motivated and enthusiastic about there work but there aren't enough people, especially when one or a number from the office are on travel, to do the tasks that the office is asked to perform.
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Sheet1

		Top SAF/IA Products

		Cost Object		Combined Cost		% of Total

		LOAs		$1,335,418.48		15.4%

		P&As		$953,040.06		11.0%

		Visit Books/Trip Books		$1,958,509.41		22.6%

		Management Reviews		$1,269,297.65		14.7%

		Information Packages		$1,741,689.81		20.1%

		DDLs		$784,902.61		9.1%

		Site Surveys		$609,179.73		7.0%

		Total Products Cost		$8,652,037.75		100.0%
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		Top SAF/IA Products

		Tier II - Cost Objects		Combined Cost		% of Total

		Visit Books/Trip Books		$1,680,519.22		26.6%

		IAC's		1187524		18.8%

		Information Packages		$1,041,896.47		16.5%

		Management Reviews		$695,727.71		11.0%

		DDLs		$646,332.97		10.2%

		LOAs		$445,228.56		7.1%

		P&As		$367,851.66		5.8%

		Site Surveys		$250,105.21		4.0%

		Total Products Cost		$6,315,185.67		100.0%
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		SAF/IA Services

		Tier I - Cost Objects		Combined Cost		% of Total

		License Policy		$1,593,941.01		21.7%

		Attache Programs/Policy		$1,488,598.09		20.3%

		Armaments Coop Policy/Agreements Development		$1,213,636.47		16.5%

		MRP Policy/Guidance		$808,199.10		11.0%

		Weapons Systems Support		$542,213.00		7.4%

		Training Program		$497,386.01		6.8%

		Case Management/FMS		$726,848.55		9.9%

		Disclosure Policy/Reviews		$465,447.94		6.3%

		Total Services Cost		$7,336,270.17		100.0%
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		Top SAF/IA Services

		Cost Object		Combined Cost		% of Total

		Case Management/FMS		$1,262,613.98		17.4%

		Armaments Coop Policy/Agreements Development		$147,276.43		2.0%

		Attache Programs/Policy		$4,408,754.31		60.8%

		Disclosure Policy/Reviews		$1,361,486.14		18.8%

		MRP Policy/Guidance		$75,057.43		1.0%

		Total Services Cost		$7,255,188.29		100.0%
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Sheet1

		Summary Activity Table

		Division		Total Activity Cost		% of Total

		SAF/IA		$4,551,793.27		22.7%

		SAF/IAD		$1,926,373.02		9.6%

		SAF/IAE		$1,834,803.30		9.1%

		SAF/IAG		$485,060.79		2.4%

		SAF/IAL		$735,845.48		3.7%

		SAF/IAM		$1,243,754.95		6.2%

		SAF/IAP		$1,536,438.70		7.7%

		SAF/IAQ		$3,353,773.34		16.7%

		SAF/IAS		$535,786.02		2.7%

		SAF/IAW		$1,264,737.83		6.3%

		SAF/IAX		$1,441,322.72		7.2%

		AFAAO		$1,149,428.80		5.7%

		Total		$20,059,118.22		100.0%
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		Top 10 SAF/IA Cost Objects

		Cost Object		Cost		% of Grand Total

		SAF/IA Business Sustainment		$2,866,633.10		14.2%

		Coalition Development		$2,911,814.61		14.4%

		AF Plans and Program Support		$799,395.34		4.0%

		AF Information Package & Trip Books		$673,999.73		3.3%

		AF Global Engagement Skills		$497,909.04		2.5%

		AF Program Reviews		$422,936.96		2.1%

		European/NATO Case Execution		$419,043.00		2.1%

		Industry Coordination		$384,840.97		1.9%

		Top 10 Total Cost		$8,976,572.75		44.5%

				20152186.75
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Sheet1

		Summary FMBIS Activity Table

		Activity Group		Total Activity Cost		% of Total

		Budget		$105,891.55		17.9%

		Training		$101,456.75		17.1%

		NATO Alliance Ground Surveillance		$65,576.45		11.1%

		NATO AWACS		$46,449.99		7.8%

		Policy		$33,468.90		5.7%

		Multinational Fighter Program		$31,454.20		5.3%

		Reinvention		$30,763.57		5.2%

		FMBIS Business Sustaining		$30,708.08		5.2%

		ENJJPT		$27,648.84		4.7%

		Coordination		$26,445.73		4.5%

		Drawdown		$24,888.05		4.2%

		Leases		$22,576.71		3.8%

		FMBIS Training		$15,164.13		2.6%

		Recoupment		$10,428.46		1.8%

		R&D Program		$10,147.62		1.7%

		Audits		$9,273.06		1.6%

		Total		$592,342.09		100.0%






_1011446506.xls
Chart1

		SAF/IA		SAF/IA

		SAF/IAD		SAF/IAD

		SAF/IAE		SAF/IAE

		SAF/IAG		SAF/IAG

		SAF/IAL		SAF/IAL

		SAF/IAM		SAF/IAM

		SAF/IAP		SAF/IAP

		SAF/IAQ		SAF/IAQ

		SAF/IAS		SAF/IAS

		SAF/IAW		SAF/IAW

		SAF/IAX		SAF/IAX

		AFAAO		AFAAO



1281096.26

0.0590702684

1937477.52

0.0893354548

2004734.48

0.0924366165

783280.86

0.03611642

767459.34

0.0353869031

1352350.38

0.0623557357

1577136.76

0.0727204462

4234825.22

0.1952642202

613842.75

0.0283037716

1380328.62

0.0636457888

4602914.21

0.2122364931

1152219.76

0.0531278816



Sheet1

		

		Division		Total		% of Total

		SAF/IA		$1,281,096.26		5.9%

		SAF/IAD		$1,937,477.52		8.9%

		SAF/IAE		$2,004,734.48		9.2%

		SAF/IAG		$783,280.86		3.6%

		SAF/IAL		$767,459.34		3.5%

		SAF/IAM		$1,352,350.38		6.2%

		SAF/IAP		$1,577,136.76		7.3%

		SAF/IAQ		$4,234,825.22		19.5%

		SAF/IAS		$613,842.75		2.8%

		SAF/IAW		$1,380,328.62		6.4%

		SAF/IAX		$4,602,914.21		21.2%

		AFAAO		$1,152,219.76		5.3%

		Total		$21,687,666.16		100%
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		Summary Resource Table

		Org						Total

		FMBIS

		Personnel Cost		$532,193.08

		Non-Personnel Cost		$60,149.00






