The following is a summary of the notes and comments from Army Safety Conference System Safety in Materiel Acquisitions presentation. I have tried to condense, combine and consolidate where I thought it would help. If you have any questions, please ask. I am researching what control the PM has on a program according the 385-16.    

Problems/Issues 

Concurrent safety is missing from the product development process. 

Driven by performance requirements that lack safety considerations, designers often lack an understanding/consideration of safety issues.

Fielded systems are being modified without going through a safety review process. The chemical industry uses a process safety (Management of Change Review) to evaluate proposed modifications.

Spiral development is not conducive to designing out hazards. In the push for newer and newer technology program development has accelerated. Program developed has been concentrated into small blocks of time resulting in increased work effort. There are not enough safety personnel to support the concentrated effort. In the past, programs would stretch out for enough time and develop slow enough that it required fewer safety engineers than are required to support the concentrated programs of today.

The small blocks associated with the spiral projects have a small budget, preventing the development of in-house safety staff. The various budget together may support the development of system safety engineers, alone do not provide for hiring and maintaining safety staff. Contractors are used to address this concern.

Smaller overall budgets may be impacting the use of system safety engineers in the process. 

Due to time, resources, and budgets constraints, material developer are skipping system safety steps until the end of the program. 

No recruiting of system safety engineers. 

Integrated Concept Team (ICT) are not being supported due to a lack of funding and manpower. 

PM Issues 
There is a lack of matrix for safety tasks for the PMs to evaluate the status of the safety program. 

PM are assigned to programs with existing technology and existing safety risks. PM expected to accept program risk with authority, ability or political power to change.

PM receives unrealistic goals and expectations: time, schedules and funding. 

There is a push by leaders to place systems into the field w/out without those leaders willing to accept the risk associated with the system. Leaders want the systems but do not want to accept/acknowledge the risk associated with them.

        Is the risk acceptance system flawed? 
        Is risk acceptance level wrong? 

It should be acknowledged that military based systems will most likely have requirements with residual hazards because of their nature (for example; explosives, lasers, driven vehicles) that should be identified in concert with the acquisition process.

PM need to make a stand for more safety funding. “they need to know and want to” ede. 

Statement made that 385-16 written around the PM, but much of the development is occurring before PM has access to the program – safety issues are all ready present.

Proposals 

A proposal made was to include a system safety risk assessment (SSRA) as acquisition requirement. 

Consider collecting and identifying lessons learned from management and acquisition efforts of the safety program. 

More money needs to be included in the evaluation and concepts process versus the development aspect of programs. 

Consider a pitch for funding to research safety concerns with new technology. For example, a research investment could be made to consider the safety implication associated with using UAVs.

PM should be required to chair the SSWG. 

Change regulations to make systems manager responsible for safety versus the PM. 

A suggestion was made that summit be held to address the concerns addressed; to be sponsored by the USASC or at the SSS conference.

Information Presented 

Air force has a requirement the PM state/declare that safety has been performed/included in the program. 

Secretary of Defense was shocked to hear that system safety was not being integrated and apparently the opportunity exists to get funding by providing accurate statement of problem to the DOD.

Fund the SSRA at the DA/Congressional level. 

In the past (late 80s), a ½ day course on system safety mandated by the AAE existed mandating PM/PEO to attend.

