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10 Things Great Program Managers Know
About Product Support
Bill Kobren

To be a truly great program manager, you can't be rusty
on product support. To earn your place in the Pantheon
of Great Program Managers, take to heart 10 time-tested
tenets that show how to reach beyond the merely ad-
equate when it comes to product support.
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Trying to solve a problem
with the same thing that
caused the problem is rela-
tively illogical—yet this is
exactly what often happens
in defense acquisition, the
authors argue.
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Preliminary Industrial Assessment

Bruce Wilhelm, Steve Behrens, and lan Cameron

Preliminary industrial assessment can help control operations
and support costs. To that end, Naval Air Systems Command

has developed a tool that could be applied across all Services,
according to the authors.
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Acquisition Reform
as Performance Art
Ross Jackson

In the last 40 years, numerous, narrow attempts have been
made to reform internal defense acquisition processes. But
what have these accomplished? Until a much broader ap-
proach is undertaken, acquisition reform will remain the same
old song and dance.
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Matthew Tropiano

Recruiting, hiring,

and retaining more

persons with disabili-

ties—not just a good

idea for the federal

employer, it's also required by a 2010
presidential executive order. Tools
like Schedule A and the Workforce
Recruitment Program for College Stu-
dents with Disabilities, and Operation
Warfighter can help DoD achieve this
human capital goal.
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The EVM Hoax—A program
leader's bedtime story

Patrick Barker and Roy Wood

There are many common objections

to the implementation of earned value
management (EVM), but EVM has real
advantages. And successful programs
are already using it—whether they real-
ize it or not.
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Enhancing U.S. Energy Security
John F. Morton and Scott C. Truver, Ph.D.
‘Going green' isn't always windmills and
solar panels. In the Navy, innovative
technologies like hybrid-drive propul-
sion, solid-state lighting, smart voyage
planning, and others are helping reduce
energy consumption, and with it, total
ownership costs.
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At the end of the day,
reliability (or lack

thereof) is a (if not
the) primary driver of
future product support
requirements.

Easier said than done, of course. You've heard said—and may
have even uttered them a few times yourself—things like “If
| have to choose between a cancelled sustainable program
today and getting through the next major milestone...” Or “I'm
dealing with the alligators closest to the boat.” Or perhaps
“Logistics is my only discretionary account.” Or “Sustainment
is my design trade space.” Or “That's years away; we'll ad-
dress it later.”

In an era of rapidly approaching fiscal austerity, aging
weapon systems, and fewer new program starts, great
PMs recognize they must also be product support experts,
discarding remnants of short-term thinking and investing
scarce resources in reliability, availability, and maintain-
ability across the life cycle to reduce ownership costs and
enhance warfighter readiness.

Given the vast range of mandates already levied upon you, if
you'll permit, | offer a list of 10 things to know about product
support—particularly if you are or aspire to become a great
PM who truly relishes the challenge of delivering a support-
able, sustainable, maintainable, reliable, cost-effective weapon
system the warfighter will rely on for decades to come.

10. I'm the life cycle manager (LCM): The
product support buck stops with me.

Take ownership. Total life cycle systems management is en-
sconced in DoD 5000 policy for a reason. It is foundational.
With DoD product support and sustainment costs exceeding
$200 billion a year, LCM is nothing short of imperative. Best
value product support solutions require a (very) long-term per-
spective and up-front investments. Because best value often
does not equate to lowest acquisition cost, great PMs focus
first and foremost on metrics-driven optimization of life cycle
cost, warfighter readiness requirements and overall system
availability, great PMs recognize LCM cannot simply be viewed
as “something the loggies will take care of later.”
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e PSM plays an integral
on and execution. By stat-
ountable to you to:

product-support subject-matter
ion of your duties as total life cycle

ement a comprehensive, outcome-based

t strategy.

sortunities to maximize competition while meet-

bjective of best-value long-term outcomes to the

ghter.

everage enterprise opportunities across programs and
DoD components.

* Leverage appropriate analytical tools and conduct appropri-
ate cost analyses to craft your product support strategy.

* Develop and implement appropriate product support ar-
rangements, assess and adjust resource allocations and
performance requirements for product support to meet
warfighter needs.

* Optimize implementation of the product support strategy.

To achieve this on your behalf, the PSM also documents your
product support strategy in a life cycle sustainment plan
(LCSP), conducts periodic product support strategy reviews,
and revalidates the supporting business case analysis (BCA)
prior to each product support strategy change or every 5 years,
whichever occurs first.

The PSM is a key teammate; understand their responsibilities,
ensure they are well trained, and hold them accountable. Know
what deliverables your PSM is responsible for at every mile-
stone. Ask the hard questions: Does our product support strat-
egy represent “best value” support to the warfighter? How do
you know? Familiarize yourself with the DoD PSM Guidebook
to better understand PSM roles and responsibilities. Study the
DoD Product Support Business Model (PSBM, Figure 1) to
better understand key interfaces and relationships. A word of
advice: To effectively implement the PSBM, your systems en-
gineers and PSM must be “joined at the hip.” Corollary 1: your
cost estimators, business and financial managers, and PSM
must also be “joined at the hip.” Corollary 2: Your contracting
officer and PSM must be “joined at the hip.” Corollary 3: You
get the picture; interdisciplinary integration is essential for suc-
cessfully devising, implementing, and improving a long-term
best-value product support strategy.

8. Everything that really matters can pretty
much be summed up in a single page.

On April 5, 2010, the USD (AT&L) issued a definitive policy
memorandum titled “Strengthened Sustainment Governance
for Acquisition Program Reviews.” It not only mandated a
sustainment “quad chart” focusing on product support strat-
egy, funding, and implementation “big rocks,” but perhaps
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more importantly, through the four key life cycle sustainment
outcome metrics, it articulates what really counts: availabil-
ity, reliability, O&S cost, and mean down time (Figure 2). Yet
again, affordable readiness is clearly paramount. It concisely
conveys to senior decision makers that O&S costs are to your
programmatic cost analyses, regardless of program stage in
life cycle. Know this chart like the back of your hand. Review it
regularly with your PSM and life cycle logistics team. Regard-
ing the data contained on the chart, ask
how they know. Ask not only how cur-
rent results can be improved, but what

re 1. Product Support Business Model (PSBM)

strategies: metrics, performance-based
agreements, data, and rigorous product-
support business-case analysis required
to justify and measure success. Lever-
age evolutionary acquisition strategies.
A word of caution: Resource constraints
are a reality on every program; don't let
product support considerations be the
first casualty when making design trades.

Governs life cycle product support

using data-driven analysis

All this should serve as a constant re-
minder that reliability (or lack thereof) is a
(if not the) primary driver of future product
support requirements. Design your sys-
tem with supportability in mind. Earlier is
always better when devising and imple-
menting a robust reliability, availability,
and maintainability (RAM) strategy. Vig-
orously embed well-thought out technical
data rights strategies, risk management,
supportability analysis, Condition Based
Maintenance Plus, value-engineering,
technology insertion, continuous mod-
ernization, sustaining engineering, prod-
uct improvement programs, and demili-
tarization & disposal planning into your program.
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Aligns sustainment capabilities
and executes product support

6. Product support strategies must be
iteratively crafted, revalidated, and
documented.

Regularly ask yourself (and your PSM): What is my product
support strategy? How do | know it's the right one? Can | ex-
plain it to those unfamiliar with my program? Are my PEQ,

Figure 2. Sustainment Quad Chart

we are doing to improve them. Ensure
warfighter customers and the resource
sponsors are engaged.

7. Design systems with

supportability in mind.

Because DODD 5000.01 identifies
supportability as the fourth element of
acquisition, cost, schedule, and perfor-
mance alone are no longer sufficient. To
successfully achieve this requirement,
it's imperative to first get the product
support requirements right—right from
the start. Work with the requirements
community to understand what is
technically and fiscally feasible. Work
together to ensure product support
requirements are not gold plated or
that they lock you into future require-
ments creep. Invest in long-term, out-
come-based life cycle product support
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milestone decision authorities, and warfighter customers on
board with it? Does it meet their requirements not just near-
term, but is it flexible and visionary enough to do so for the
life of my program?

Built upon the statutory and policy requirements levied on the
PSM to develop, document, and justify outcome-based life
cycle product support strategies, first understand the require-
ments, conduct supportability analyses, and complete the
first of many future product support business case analyses.
To document the results of these analyses, use the powerful
new 12-step DoD Life Cycle Product Support Strategy Process
Model (Figure 3), contained in the April 2011 PSM Guidebook,
and the “Document Streaming—Life Cycle Sustainment Plan”
(LCSP) policy memo, issued Sept. 14, 2011, by the principal
deputy USD (AT&L). Because both the product support BCA
and the LCSP are intended to be iterative, each will be regularly
updated for the life of the program. Ultimately, the LCSP is a
program'’s primary management tool to document the pro-
gram's product support strategy and satisfy the warfighter's
sustainment requirements.

5. Twelve new integrated product support
(IPS) elements provide the framework.

The traditional 10 integrated logistics support (ILS) elements
were recently replaced by a significantly more robust set of
12 integrated product support (IPS) elements (Figure 4). The
“ILS to IPS transition” recognized the broader context and in-

Figure 3. DoD Product Support Strategy Process Model
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tegrated interdisciplinary nature of product support, and was
a major enhancement of DoD life cycle management. Intro-
duced in the April 2011 PSM Guidebook, details can be found
in the 2011 IPS Element Guidebook, to be issued in the coming
months. Familiarize yourself with them, seek to understand
how they are integrated, and consider the implications if the
IPS elements are not an integral part of both the product sup-
port and acquisition strategies.

4. Obsolescence and DMSMS will eat your
lunch (along with breakfast and dinner if
you'’re not careful).
Proactively anticipate, plan for and aggressively tackle obso-
lescence and Diminishing Manufacturing Sources and Ma-
teriel Shortages (DMSMS) issues. Leverage the extensive
resources of the Defense Standardization Program Office
(DSPO), the Government-Industry Data Exchange Program
(GIDEP), Defense Logistics Agency, the SD-22 “Diminishing
Manufacturing Sources and Materiel Shortages: A Guidebook
of Best Practices and Tools for Implementing a DMSMS Man-
agement Program,” and a series of DMSMS-training modules
available on the DAU Continuous Learning site. Ensure con-
tinuous modernization, technology insertion, major modifica-
tions, and service life extensions are key components of prod-
uct & process improvement across the lifecycle. And recognize
that despite the importance of developing, implementing, and
incorporating a proactive DMSMS and obsolescence mitiga-
tion program into your product support strategy, up-front and
ongoing investments of manpower
and funding will be necessary.

3. PBL is a powerful force
multiplier.

Defined as “an outcome-based prod-
uct support strategy that plans and
delivers an integrated, affordable
performance solution designed to
optimize system readiness,” when
properly applied, Performance Based
Life Cycle Product Support (PBL)
support strategies have repeatedly
demonstrated the ability to improve
system availability, drive reliability
improvements, enhance warfighter
support, tackle process inefficien-
cies, proactively mitigate obsoles-
cence and DMSMS issues, and often
reduce O&S costs in the process. In
short, PBL is an important and highly
integrative enabler of life cycle man-
agement success. The continuation
of introductory vignette at the be-

ginning of this article reaffirms this:

Dusignate Producl Product Support “PBL, with its outcome-focused prin-
Support |stegratons] Value Analysis . . . .

ciples, metrics, and incentives, serves

as a simplifying strategy for the PM.
PBL offers a one-stop approach for




Figure 4. Integrated Product Support (IPS) Elements
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Product support is enabled by 12 integrated product support (IPS) elements, designed to deliver system

readiness and availability while optimizing system life cycle cost.

the PM to perform effectively as the life cycle manager. PBL
is the best enabler of the total life cycle systems management
concept; it provides a means for the resource-constrained pro-
gram management office to develop, implement, and manage
the sustainment of a system over its life cycle.”

This was revalidated in an ongoing DoD study titled “Project
Proof Point,” conducted as an objective, data-driven assess-
ment of outcome-based product support strategy perfor-
mance, and how these arrangements can be improved as we
move forward. The study’s first phase examined ten major PBL
programs, and the results were encouraging to say the least,
confirming “PBL arrangements reduce DoD's cost per unit of
performance while simultaneously driving the absolute levels
of system, sub-system, and component readiness/availabil-
ity.” Assuming your program’s product support BCA produces
similar results, take full advantage of the myri its PB

can deliver for your program and key s

2. Maintenance planning
supply chain manage!
According to the DoD Mainte
maintenance is big busine
2009. This total funds €
tainers and thousands
the maintenance o
gic missiles, 361,0
and myriad oth
equipment it

as well as to ease training, techni-
cal data, support equipment, and
manpower burdens on the warf-
ighter. Commit to rigorous and
timely verification and validation
of maintenance and repair proce-
dures and technical publications.
Plan early for long-term depot
level maintenance requirements
and depot source of repair deci-
sions. Address statutory depot
maintenance statutory require-
ments in your product support
strategy. Leverage public-private
partnerships with industry to craft
arobust supply chain and tap the
best capabilities of both the pri-
vate and public sectors.

Manpower & Personnel
Facilities & Infrastructure
Computer Resources

1. Acquisition and
sustainment are two
sides of the same coin.
For those overseeing programs in
early acquisition, don't lose sight
of the fact that the hard work is
just beginning when the system
is fielded. Great PMs recognize the need for early and con-
tinued emphasis on getting system deployment, delivery, site
activation, and field support planning right. Did you appro-
priately address facilities, information technology, training,
technical manual/order, support equipment, and manpower
requirements early in system development? Has your team
anticipated and proactively addressed political, economic and
environmental impacts? Integration with existing infrastruc-
ture? Required infrastructure upgrades?

For fielded systems, a key aspect of the job is to support the
existing design, improve the system, and enhance the sup-
port. This entails constantly gathering and analyzing field data,
taking timely action to correct or avoid negative trends, and

The PSM is a key
teammate—understand their
responsibilities, ensure they
are well trained, and hold

them accountable.




Key Product Support Resources & Links

Product Support Policy, Guidance & Tools Repository (https://
acc.dau.mil/productsupport)

Life Cycle Sustainment Plan Outline (https://acc.dau.mil/
Iscsp-outline)

Product Support Manager (PSM) Reference Repository
(https://acc.dau.mil/psm)

Product Support Manager's (PSM) Guidebook (https://acc.
dau.mil/psm-guidebook)

Business Case Analysis (BCA) Guidebook (https://acc.dau.
mil/bca-guidebook)

Logistics Assessment (LA) Guidebook (https://acc.dau.mil/
la-guidebook)

Integrated Product Support (IPS) Element Guidebook (https://
acc.dau.mil/productsupport)

Life Cycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP) Outline (https://acc.dau.
mil/productsupport)

Logistics & Sustainment Blog (https://dap.dau.mil/career/
log/blogs/default.aspx)

Product Support Training (http://icatalog.dau.mil /onlinecata-
log/tabnavcl.aspx?tab=CLL)

taking the time to visit the warfighter where they live and work.
Talk to the operators, maintainers, and supply managers. Find
out what issues are hurting their heads. Do they have ideas
forimproving the system? Are there spare parts, reliability, or
repair process issues? You will probably already be aware of
such problems, but if not, trust me: The troops in the field will
ensure you know about it!

Regardless of where your program is in the acquisition cycle,
these 10 things to know about product support will serve you
well in achieving optimized, affordable readiness for our warf-
ighters.

| consider myself extremely fortunate, having had the privilege
to work for several great PMs earlier in my career. Each rec-
ognized the importance of getting foundational requirements
right. Each chose to make long-term investments in product
support in order to reduce life cycle costs. Each demanded
nothing less than excellence from their logisticians. To a one,
they refused to defer difficult product support decisions. Each
regularly and candidly communicated with key product sup-
port stakeholders. And each knew their decisions would have
ramifications for decades to come. So, when it comes to prod-
uct support, | encourage you to emulate their example, reflect
on the things discussed in this article, and in so doing, establish
yourself as a truly great PM in your own right!

The author can be contacted at bill.kobren@dau.mil.

For more on product support,
look for the March-April 2012

special issue of
Defense AT&L.

Farewell to Eduard Boyd

Defense AT&L: November-December 2011

Ed Boyd, director of DAU's Visual Arts and Press department
since 2003, will retire on Dec. 31, after nearly 40 years of
service in the Department of Defense. Ed served for many
years in the Army, working in graphic arts and in recruiting.
He arrived at DAU in 1977 and has served under all but one
DAU president. Ed's capable leadership, unflagging sense
of humor, and joyous can-do spirit will be greatly missed
by everyone who has had the privilege of working with him.

We wish him and his wife Sharon (a longtime DAU staff
member) the very best in their well-deserved retirement.
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(BPCh)
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DoD Acquisition

Best Practices
Clearinghouse (BPCh)

A single, authoritative source of useful,
validated, actionable practice information

Do these issues sound familiar?

* There are many practice lists to choose
from but no guidance for selecting specific
practices

* "Proof of practice” effectiveness is usually
not available

* The connection between practices and
specific program risks are undefined

* Success factors for practices are not well
documented

* Implementation guidance is often missing

* The cost and timeliness associated with
implementing and using the practices are
often not specified

The BPCh can help by:

* Serving as the authoritative source for
practices in DoD and industry

* Targeting the needs of the software
acquisition, software development, systems
engineering, program management, and
logistics communities

* Connecting communities of practice, centers
of excellence, academic and industry
sources and practitioners

* Promoting and assisting in the selection,
adoption, and effective utilization of best
practices and supporting evidence

For more information, visit the BPCh web site at
https://bpch.dau.mil, or contact:

Mike Lambert John Hickok
michael.lambert@dau.mil john.hickok@dau.mil
703-805-4555 703-805-4640
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he various Defense IT trade journals
are offering increasingly nuanced dis-
cussions of how open source software
(OSS), service oriented architecture
(SOA), Agile software development,
and the “cloud” concept can and should be ap-
plied to streamline, accelerate, and improve the
defense enterprise (DE) IT acquisition process.
It is refreshing to see these subtly nuanced and
pragmatic views in lieu of the “religious” black-
and-white arguments that had here-to-fore
been typical in the defense-related IT literature.
However, generally absent are discussions of
widespread success at these various modern IT
paradigms within the DE. Why is that?

Our sense is that the DE has indeed little widespread suc-
cess at deploying modern IT paradigms such as SOA, OSS,
“cloud,” or “Agile.” In our view, the elephant in the room is
that to leverage any of these at scale, the DE must be gener-
ally competent to field large IT systems. Clearly, that is not the
case. If the myriad GAO and Defense Science Board (DSB)
reports over the last decade were not sufficiently convincing,
surely the 2010 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA)
Section 804 is.

Section 804 is a succinct mandate requiring OSD to explain
to Congress how it aims to finally fix its IT acquisition process.
In response to Section 804, OSD has submitted its November
2010 report (A New Approach for Delivering IT Capability to the
DoD) and established an IT Acquisition Reform Task Force (IT-
TF). The IT-TF reports to Deputy Secretary of Defense William
Lynnand is led by Deputy Chief Management Officer Elizabeth
McGrath.

We believe that Lynn's and McGrath's success at responding
to the congressional mandate will depend on their ability to
address Einstein's dilemma. Recall that Einstein thought try-

Gunderson is a research associate professor of information science at the
Naval Post Graduate School in Monterey, Calif. He retired from the Navy as
a captain after 27 years of service, with various leadership roles in informa-
tion system interoperability. Pullen is a professor of computer science and
director of the Center of Excellence in Command, Control, Communications,
Computing and Intelligence at George Mason University, Fairfax, Va. He
previously was a program director at the Defense Advanced Research Proj-
ects Agency (DARPA).

ing to solve a problem with the same approach that created
the problem was crazy. It seems to us that Defense leaders
should take a cue from Einstein and ask themselves why the
dozens of previous reports, roadmaps, and mandates aimed
at fixing aspects of Defense IT acquisition have not led to the
envisioned successes. Perhaps it is because the tacit assump-
tion made by these reports is that the as-is/to-be gap can and
will be bridged by the existing Pentagon processes. So far, that
assumption has proven false. Einstein might have said that it
is time for new assumptions.

One effective technique—arguably the most effective tech-
niqgue—for mitigating risk in any new initiative is to assign the
best person to the project, free him or her from other respon-
sibilities, allow him or her to pick an elite team, and empower
the team with sufficient resources and top cover to succeed.
This is the approach good leaders invariably apply when the
stakes are high.

'Sgt. Rock! Pick your best five soldiers and TAKE THAT HILL!
We'll cover you.'

The typical approach to executing a new initiative within the
DE bureaucracy is to assign it as additional duty to an already
overtasked senior executive. That senior executive inevitably
establishes a working group(s). The working group is com-
posed either of “stuckees” involuntarily assigned for various
reasons (rarely associated with expertise), or volunteers who
choose to join the project because they have a vested interest.

The working group meets on a regular schedule. It eventually
delivers areport of some sort. Any subsequent success “on the
ground” requires that someone actually read the report and
do something about it. In our experience with this approach,
success is rare.

Einstein might have suggested that OSD should try the former
approach this time around—i.e., find the metaphorical Sgt.
Rock, tell him/her to take the hill, and cover this person while
she/he heroically does that.

Phenomena such as eBay, Amazon, Google, Travelocity, IRS
eFile, Wikipedia, Facebook, the iPhone, Linux, and others have
clearly influenced the thinking of Defense leadership. That is,
Defense leaders have recognized how IT-related paradigms
like SOA, Agile, cloud, and OSS have contributed to the mas-
sive success of these enterprises. Defense concepts like “net-
centric operations/warfare” and, lately, “cyber operations/
cyber warfare” aim to harvest similar success at scale through
application of the same IT paradigms. Indeed, the Defense
netcentric implementing policies and ensuing initiatives seem
to be based on the notion that particular technologies can, in
and of themselves, bring about desired outcomes. The hypoth-
esis seems to be “If the DE provides generic technologically-
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Defense leaders should
take a cue from Einstein
and ask themselves why

| the dozens of previous
ok reports, roadmaps, and
mandates aimed at fixing
% aspects of Defense IT
acquisition have not led to
the envisioned successes.

enabled network resources, then military programs will reap
- . untold benefits."

However, in our research, we find very few people who argue
that programs like Netcentric Enterprise Services (NCES),
Defense Travel Service (DTS), Navy Marine Corps Intranet
(NMCI), Defense Knowledge Online (DKO), the various “gov-
ernment open source” software repositories—not to mention
the various C4ISR programs embracing SOA—have had the
degree of success-at-scale of their commercial exemplars.

The various Defense netcentric policies and initiatives inevita-
bly fail to recognize the fundamental fact that, in all the impres-
sive exemplars, it is value proposition (VP) and the supporting
business model that drives success at scale. In other words,
technologies serve as catalysts if and only if they enhance the
VP, business model, or both. For example, the travel business
was flourishing long before Travelocity entered the picture.
Travelocity decreased time and cost associated with existing
lucrative transactions by applying web services and service
architecture. Likewise, Amazon, eBay, and IRS eFile, within
their chosen domains. Collaborative portals such as Java.net
. and SourceForge allow compelling OSS projects to scale glob-
. #ally.Non-compelling OSS projects wither and die on the same
= collaborative portals that support the massively successful
projects, as do non-compelling Wiki sites.

In other words, technologists can fuel success when they
follow the money. By carefully observing existing patterns
of transactions, providing tools that reduce barriers to those
transactions, and expanding the market space, IT practitioners
can fan sparks into bonfires by providing “enterprise” capa-
bilities. However, they need to start where the sparks already
exist.
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Therefore, Einstein might have suggested that the DE stop
pushing particular technologies, and focus on “market forces.”
That is, for the DE to succeed with OSS, SOA, cloud, Agile, etc,
the DE must seek out existing “commerce” among members
of the defense community that might benefit from better IT
tools. Studying the existing functional transaction space will
enable discovery of VPs and enabling business models—that
is, “acquisition strategies”—that resonate within a particular
ecosystem of competent and empowered providers and con-
sumers of the required IT capabilities.

Study of success cases reveals that an effective business
model/acquisition strategy inevitably recognizes two basic
truths: you get what you measure, and you get what you pay
for. Measuring the right things and then contracting for the
right things are both critical to success. Today the DE mea-
sures compliance with bureaucratic requirements and size of
empire. DE executes its program and budget accordingly. DE
programs outsource engineering of very large complex sys-
tems, via long serial processes. Hence, DE programs tend to
deliver capability that is archaic, late, and over budget.

Needed Changes for Needed Outcomes

What fundamental changes to that “outsource-your-brains-
and-measure-compliance” model will catalyze the desired
fundamental changes in program output?

At least one DE community of practice is embracing this Ein-
steinian approach to IT Acquisition Reform. Members of the
USN and USMC Intelligence Community, under the Aegis of
the Section 804 mandate, are establishing what they call a
Naval-Intelligence Capability Evolution (N-ICE) Pilot Portfolio.
The HQ Marine Corps director of intelligence, and the USN
Program Executive Office for Command, Control, Commu-
nications, Computers and Intelligence (PEO C4l) Principal
Deputy for Intelligence, are the leaders of this community.
Their near-term objective is to deliver critical persistent intel-
ligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (PISR) to blue forces
on the tactical edge in Afghanistan.

Generally, the N-ICE value proposition is better speed to better
capability. The industrial jargon for this universally accepted
approach is time to value. For a fixed IT budget, the objective
is to optimize Value of Acquisition (VoA), where:

VoA = (value per capability) x (number of capabilities) + (cal-
endar time to develop/test/certify) + (cost).

Value is the critical parameter. Given that for N-ICE, the ap-
plication domain is intelligence, value is most likely to be as-
sociated with the quality of collection, processing, and delivery
of information. Time and cost either enhance or detract from
basic value. If either time or cost grows to the point where
VoA drops below some threshold value, it is time to walk away
from sunk costs, and/or de-scope the effort, in order to get
something useful in the warfighters' hands in time to make a
difference.
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Generally the N-ICE business model is value-off-the-shelf
(VOTS). Off-the-Shelf (OTS) means a capability is readily
consumable—that it is pre-certified for DE use, is available
via convenient procurement vehicle, works out of the box, and
comes with life cycle support. The N-ICE approach is to: (1)
buy down as much risk as possible with pure OTS capability
and deploy that capability immediately; (2) identify specific
gaps between existing OTS capability and the total require-
ment; (3) close the OTS gap by investing within the COTS
ecosystem to develop new OTS capabilities.

In this model, it is critically important that the government
retain full intellectual property rights to the IT the government
pays to develop. One good way to do that is to require devel-
opers to use open source licenses for government-developed
components. In any case, this approach requires an objec-
tively specified “/modular open systems approach” (“MOSA,"
which is un-defined jargon in many DE IT policy documents).
The industrial best practice re MOSA is called “product line
architecture” (PLA). PLA provides detailed technical specifica-
tions for persistent modular IT “platforms.” The IT platform
plug-and-play specifications, then, allows efficient re-use of
components and enables lucrative time-to-value for multiple
IT-enabled enterprises.

Apple iPhone, iPad, and iPod, and MacBooks all share the
same PLA, for example. Google and Microsoft likewise specify
their own versions of PLA. In industrial PLA “open” is obviously
a relative term. Consider, for example, iPhone's proprietary
development environment vs. Android’s open source environ-
ment. Both are “open” to their own large diverse ecosystems of
developers. However, in every case of effective PLA, “open” is
described objectively and in great technical detail. That is not
the case in most defense system architectures.

The VP of PLA for provider enterprises is that it can prevent
internal verticals from competing with each other on the basis
of basic infrastructure. Rather, enterprise PLA allows internal
verticals to efficiently differentiate themselves at the applica-
tion level. The VP of PLA for consuming enterprises is that it al-
lows a single point of access to a multitude of capability provid-
ers—preventing lock-in to any particular provider. (Regardless
of whether you like Mac or Window, iPhone or Android, you
can have your choice of any number of competing application
solution providers.) Significantly, in the traditional approach to
defense acquisition, all the provider enterprise verticals—the
individual programs—have no incentive or central governance
structure to cause them to build on a common PLA. They do
indeed compete with each other, in the Pentagon process, for
the resources to build their own closed infrastructure. Mem-
bers of the defense consumer enterprise are locked in, either
by regulation or tradition, to particular providers. Again, Ein-
stein might suggest that a fundamental change is in order.

The N-ICE business model recognizes the need to make this
fundamental change. Further, the N-ICE community recog-
nizes that information assurance (IA) and information interop-
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In our view, the elephantin
the room is that to leverage
any of these at scale, the DE

must be generally competent
to field large IT systems.

Clearly, that is not the case.

erability (loP), and the ironclad requirement to certify systems
for both, are long poles for all defense acquisition activities.
Any improvement to the current arcane, artisan, approach to
IA and loP certification would be universally considered a lu-
crative VP. Accordingly, the N-ICE approach applies emerging
virtualization and semantic technology to build IA and loP into
its PLA. The N-ICE community of practice includes experts at
the NSA and experts at the Joint Interoperability Test Com-
mand (JITC), who are vested in the success of this approach.

The George Mason University Command, Control, Communi-
cations, Computers, and Intelligence (GMU C41) Center is also
a member of the N-ICE community of practice. On one hand,
the GMU C4l Center has embraced the general PLA VP to
address the issues of life cycle maintenance (LCM) for military

MOSA. On the other hand, the center (and its partners) are

applying OSS, Agile development, and Internet collaborative

technologies according to their version of the VOTS business
model. This approach considers LCM to be an end-to-end
process that:

* Includes operational customers as partners in a continuous
requirement capture = development/discovery of capabil-
ity > T&E/V&V/certification = deployment feedback loop

* Recognizes that requirements for IA and Interoperability
provide high barriers to entry for industry at large, add cost,
and slow acquisition.

* Provides a virtual distributed, on line, low cost, non-propri-
etary Open Standard Test Framework (OSTF) that includes:
— Configurable instance(s) of military PLA
— Open source software development kits (SDKs) for 1A

and loP components.

* Agile, OSS collaborative engineering environment allows/
enforces continuously improving streamlined workflow
across ecosystem of provider, consumers, and certifiers.

The N-ICE initiative, through the GMU C4l contribution de-
scribed, aims to create an Einsteinian portal from the as-is,
massive, serial, ponderous Defense IT acquisition process, to
the to-be, lean, parallel, agile, process. In this case, “open”
means open. Please join us.

The authors can be contacted at cgunders@nps.edu and mpullen@c4i.
gmu.edu.
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The Criticality of Need

assionate discussions on
federal spending and the
national debt, along with
political and outside pres-
sures at the national level,
will drive calls for further
budget reductions. DoD
will be required to take its
share of these cuts. To that end, the
Office of the Secretary of Defense
(OSD) is under an edict for a $400

billion cutinsecurity spendingby FY 2023.

Wilhelm is an aerospace engineer and military aviator with 33 years in depot/joint logistics support. He is
Level IlI Life Cycle Logistics and APC certified. Behrens is an aerospace engineer with over 30 years working
logistics and industrial policy for NAVAIR, Level IlI Life Cycle Logistics, and is a member of Defense Acquisition
Corps. Cameron has 27 years in industry and joined NAVAIR in 2009, working logistics and industrial policy.
He is Level Ill certified in Life Cycle Logistics and is a member of the Defense Acquisition Corps.
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Immediate spending corrections are required in light of these
budget reductions and the potential for greater cuts in the future.
A significant allocation of the annual DoD budget is for the
operations and support (O&S) costs of weapon systems,
accounting for 60 percent to 70 percent of total ownership
cost (TOC). Depot maintenance costs are a considerable
portion of O&S costs. Therefore, there will be more pressure
to establish the most efficient and effective depot mainte-
nance solutions in order to reduce costs while maintaining
warfighter readiness. This will require logical, risk-balanced,
and defensible planning as early as possible in the acquisi-
tion lifecycle.

The Defense Acquisition Workforce is at a critical stage,
as we change to processes and policies to achieve savings.
The linkages between depot maintenance planning and the
overall acquisition process have room for improvement; they
must improve and become more efficient. To address these
needs and challenges, NAVAIR has developed an initiative,
along with associated depot maintenance planning tools for
program managers.

As a means of accomplishing these goals, the NAVAIR In-
dustrial Business Operations Office developed the “Strate-
gic Planning Imperatives for Industrial Depot Maintenance”
document (SPI for IDM) http://www.navair.navy.mil/logis-
tics/library/SPLpdf). It focuses on a specific set of activities,
with an emphasis on early planning for depot maintenance.
These imperatives, though developed for NAVAIR, could be
applied across all Services, in that they address the generic
industrial-maintenance sectors of source Service, interservice,

Defense AT&L: November-December 2011

and commercial with public private partnership (PPP) compo-
nents. The major concept that evolved from these imperatives
is performing the early planning via a preliminary industrial
assessment (PIA). The PIA helps address cost savings through
early planning. The components of the PIA (Core Logistics
Analysis [CLA] and Source of Repair Analysis [SORA]) and
strategic considerations enable programs to plan resource
expenditures early, through timely decisions on depot main-
tenance posturing.

Leveraging Current Program Requirements
Industrial depot maintenance is a significant part of weapon
system total ownership costs. It includes each Service's or-
ganic depots, the interservice agreements with one or more
depots of the other Services, and commercial activities (with
a possible performance based logistics [PBL] or PPP arrange-
ment with a DoD organic depot). The program management
team must analyze these options to determine the most effec-
tive and efficient solution for their program. Great emphasis
must be placed on early planning to ensure the solution is
implemented when required and as envisioned. This allows
the program to establish cost estimates with greater confi-
dence, determine all capability establishment requirements,
establish accurate timing and funding requirements during
the POM cycle, and reduce dependency on interim contractor
support (ICS).

Depot sustainment planning must be part of and tied to the
overall acquisition lifecycle framework model (titled the In-
tegrated Defense Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics Life
Cycle Management System [a.k.a. “the wall chart"]). Policies
and instructions such as DoDI 5000.02 of 2008, section
805 of the FY2010 National Defense Authorization Act, and
Dr. Carter's 2010 memo to acquisition professionals have
identified the need for acquisition reform and for an associa-
tion between acquisition and depot maintenance planning.
Among these are requirements for a CLA and SORA to be ac-
complished prior to Milestone B; maximizing competition and
making the best possible use of available DoD and industry
resources at the system, subsystem, and component levels;
maximizing value to the DoD by providing the best possible
product support outcomes at the lowest operations and sup-
port cost; and the requirement for each major weapon sys-
tem to be supported by a product support manager.

Depot maintenance planning is tied to overarching guid-
ance as well as the guidance within the acquisition lifecycle
framework model. Within NAVAIR, the path followed is the
Navy's Systems Engineering Technical Review (SETR) pro-
cess, a series of technical reviews performed throughout
the acquisition lifecycle for assessing technical maturity,
design maturity, and the ability to meet user requirements
and expectations. These SETR reviews provide the valuable
data points with information for performing depot mainte-
nance solution planning. Other Services have similar pro-
cesses when following the acquisition framework, collecting
information and analyses for key events such as Systems



Functional Review (SFR), Preliminary Design Review (PDR),
Critical Design Review (CDR), etc.

Naval Aviation’s Source of Repair Analysis

To have a positive impact on depot maintenance and other
associated costs (O&S and TOC), planning must be per-
formed as early as possible in the acquisition lifecycle. This
early depot maintenance solution planning allows greater
fidelity in cost estimating, leading to accurate funding re-
quests, and determination of the support infrastructure (e.g.,
technical manuals, training, facilities, depot plant equipment,
etc.) Itis understood that early on, all the detailed depot-level
repairable (DLR) information is not available for analysis;
therefore, the required decisions need to be made with the
limited information available. The PIA process is a tool to as-
sist the programs with the early planning, using available in-
formation. The focus is to provide the potential solutions that
funnel to the final depot-level sustainment solution (Service,
interservice, or commercial) based on these early analyses.
To this end, the information and analysis developed as part
of the PIA process is used as the entry point for performing
the final Core analysis/advisory and entering into the Depot
Maintenance Interservice (DMI) review process to obtain
the Depot Source of Repair (DSOR) decision.

The first component of the PIA process, the CLA, is a non-eco-
nomic analysis providing early awareness to the programs of
Core capability required to be established at a public/organic
depot. The CLA is an input to the final Core analysis, which
provides the definitive decision on the systems, sub-systems,
assemblies, sub-assemblies, and parts that must have organic
repair capability established.

The second PIA process component, a SORA, is closely tied
to the CLA. The analysis, performed in accordance with DoD
policy, identifies an array of potential depot repair sites (or-
ganic and commercial) for consideration and review by the
program in performing its early sustainment solution plan-
ning. The outputs from the SORA process are further ana-
lyzed, evaluated, and refined once DLR-level data is available
to determine the definitive depot-level sustainment solution
to be implemented.

The last component of the PIA process is titled “Strategic
Considerations.” This area is focused on the special concerns
that may lead to establishing organic capability where it
would not otherwise be required. The analysis may include:
a review of the criticality of the weapon systems mission,
which might lead to a Service establishing organic main-
tenance capability for non-Core assets; a study of Title 10
considerations, including planning for 50/50 compliance (i.e.
by directing more workload to organic depots); an action
that potentially directs use of a Service Center of Industrial
and Technical Excellence (CITE); and/or a strategic planning
need for replacement organic workload when the supported
weapon systems are sunsetting.

. ﬁ industrial analyses ar;;
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the program to develop
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lowering the TOC of de

The PIA is a living analysis updated throughout a weapon
system'’s lifecycle, and documented as an exhibit in the Life
Cycle Sustainment Plan (LCSP). The PIA process leverages
data from the SETR process technical reviews leading up to
Milestone B of the acquisition framework. Graphical repre-
sentation of the alignment of the two processes can be seen
in Figure 1. By using the outputs from the SETR technical
reviews, the program gains the advantages of early planning
without needing to generate additional data and information.
As stated earlier, the technical reviews being performed by
NAVAIR under the Navy's SETR process are the same as
those being done by the other Services moving through the
acquisition lifecycle.

As the program moves through the acquisition lifecycle and
performs the later technical reviews, more mature DLR identi-
fication information (e.g., part numbers, NIIN/NSN) is gener-
ated. This, along with PIA process output, is used to perform
the final Core analysis/advisory and enter the DMI review
process to obtain the DSOR decision. This final DSOR deci-
sion provides the authority to begin investing in the stand-
up of the documented source (i.e., investment in capability
stand-up cannot begin until the DSOR decision is finalized).
The organic portion of the depot-level maintenance solution
must be established no later than 4 years after Initial Operat-
ing Capability (I0C), and therefore the program benefits from
the DSOR decision being made as early as possible. This is to
accomplish the ultimate goal of having the depot-level main-
tenance capability stood up and in place to support the fielded
weapon system to meet warfighter readiness requirement and
minimizing, if not negating, costly ICS.

Defense AT&L: November-December 2011



Figure 1. Industrial Depot Maintenance Management Process
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PIA Is an Approach for Developing an
Efficient Depot Sustainment Solution

The PIA process provides program managers the “what” and
“why" of an early industrial analysis. Program offices deter-
mine how to implement industrial maintenance planning by
using the tools provided in the SPI for IDM (including the PIA
process) aligned to the SETR process. The end result of the
PIA process should be early and timely identification of po-
tential industrial depot maintenance capability solutions (to
be reviewed, analyzed, and funded for implementation) that
would support a program'’s overall readiness goals. The opti-
mal result is balanced to include the use of Service specific,
interservice, and commercial (through PBL solutions using
PPP) depot-level sources without unnecessarily duplicating
DoD depot maintenance capability and capacity. While other
Services and agencies may not decide to call it a PIA, these
processes should be easily adaptable to their requirements
and goals, regardless of the terms used.

All industrial depot solution planning tools, including this
PIA process, must be ultimately linked to the acquisition
framework and the events and milestones within it. These
early industrial analyses and follow-on decisions enable the
program to develop a more efficient result, with the goal of
reducing the O&S cost contribution and ultimately lowering
the TOC of depot sustainment.

Defense AT&L: November-December 2011
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Effecting a Positive Change

The current and future plans are for large-scale reductions to
overall DoD budgets. Industrial depot maintenance will be iden-
tifying efficiencies to support these reductions. While continu-
ing to support readiness levels required by overseas contingency
operations, the enterprise must become more efficient and ef-
fective. Each weapon system'’s acquisition life cycle will require
fact-based, accurate, risk-balanced depot maintenance solution
planning and decisions. The potential solution must then be ana-
lyzed and refined by information from technical reviews during
the acquisition cycle as the design matures and stabilizes. By
supporting and applying the recommendations in the Strategic
Planning Imperatives for Industrial Depot Maintenance 2010-2017,
including successfully performing an assessment such as the
NAVAIR PIA process as early as possible using the SETR data,
program managers gain greater leverage for performing plan-
ning, which helps maximize depot maintenance effectiveness
and optimize investments.

Although the SPI for IDM was developed for Naval aviation,
everything in it and the PIA process could be adopted for use
by other Services or agencies. For readers who would like ad-
ditional information on these or other related depot processes,
please contact NAVAIR's Industrial Business Office at 301-
757-8427.

The authors can be reached at bruce.wilhelm@navy.mil, steven.beh-
rens@navy.mil, and ian.cameron@navy.mil.
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eployed program management of local acquisitions in
Afghanistan presents challenges both similar and dis-
similar to those experienced in the United States. One
major challenge is requirements generation with Af-
ghanistan National Security Forces (ANSF) and those
of the Coalition advisors. This article is the first of two parts that
highlights challenges and provides lessons for deployed program
managers to use when conducting acquisition programs beyond
simple commercial-off-the-shelf commodity procurements with
host-nation vendors in a combat environment. A separate article
will discuss the challenges of procuring defense items from the

Afghanistan vendor base.

Overcoming the requirements generation challenges
has been the primary focus of the Security Assistance
Office-Afghanistan’s (SAO-A's) 15-person Local Acqui-
sitions Office since early 2010. The SAO-A functions
under the three-star NATO Training Mission-Afghani-
stan/Combined Security Transition Command-Af-
ghanistan (NTM-A/CSTC-A), charged with training and
equipping the components of the Afghanistan National
Security Forces (ANSF). NTM-A/CSTC-A and the three-
star International Joint Command (1JC), which conducts
counterinsurgency and security operations in concert
with the ANSF, are the two major commands under the
International Security Assistance Force (ISAF), led at
the time by Gen. David H. Petraeus.

Preparation for deployed program management and
procurement should start at the home station. Those
who will be involved in making local purchases or over-
seeing service and construction contracts should obtain
their Contracting Officer's Representative (COR) cer-
tification training prior to deployment. Due to the low
Internet bandwidth available at most deployed locations,
not to mention the deployed work load, | recommend
taking the four online training courses at the home unit.
These courses are: CLM 003, Ethics Training for AT&L
Workforce (or Service equivalent); CLC 106, COR with
a Mission Focus; CLC 206, COR in a Contingency Environ-
ment; and Combating Trdfficking in Persons (CTIP). Three
of these courses (CLM 003, CLC 106, and CLC 206) are
available at the Defense Acquisition University (DAU)
Atlas Pro website (https://learn.dau.mil/html/login/

login.jsp). To sign up for training, click the “I Need Train-
ing” link on the left side of the web page, which will direct
the applicant to his/her Service training application site
to complete the registration process. The CTIP course is
normally part of the required pre-deployment training
for each Service member.

Those deploying to Afghanistan should read the Afghan
First Policy documents that explain the effort to rebuild
the Afghan economy and industrial base while contrib-
uting to the counterinsurgency (COIN) campaign. A
bibliography of these documents can be found at the
end of this article, starting with the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008 (Public Law 110-
181), Section 886, “Enhanced Authority to Acquire Prod-
ucts and Services Produced in Iraq and Afghanistan.”
The premise of the Afghan First Policy is to purchase
as much as possible from Afghan companies to sup-
port the Afghanistan National Security Forces (ANSF),
composed of the Afghanistan National Army (ANA) and
the Afghanistan National Police (ANP). A special Title
10 Department of Defense (DoD) appropriation called
the Afghanistan Security Forces Fund (ASFF) is used by
deployed program managers to purchase commodities
and life support, construction, and other services from
Afghan-based companies. The ASFF also is used by the
SAO-A to procure Major End Items through the foreign
military sales process managed by the Defense Secu-
rity Cooperation Agency (DSCA). For locally procured
items, the SAO-A Local Acquisitions Office takes the Af-
ghan First Policy one step further to buy as many prod-



There is not yet an integrated product
team (IPT) concept in the ANSF system,
so one must be fostered and the benefits

of such an approach explained and
mentored to the ANSF.

ucts from Afghan vendors who actually make them. Those
are the procurements most challenging to deployed program
managers and will be the focus of the remainder of this article.

One of the first challenges the deployed program manager
faces is generating requirements, both within the Coalition and
with the ANSF leadership. The dynamic security environment
leads to many changes in training and fielding plans for the
ANSF. The Coalition planned to grow the ANA from 134,000
to 171,000 personnel and grow the ANP by roughly 25,000
personnel by October 2011. This included forming brand new
organizations and greatly expanding those approved in 2010,
such as the Afghanistan National Civil Order Police (ANCOP),
the Afghanistan Public Protection Force (APPF), the Afghani-
stan Local Police (ALP), and the ANA Commandos. For the
SAO-A Local Acquisitions Office (SAO-A/LA), this meant
developing new uniforms and outfitting the ANSF units with
dozens of Organizational Clothing and Individual Equipment
(OCIE) items without the benefit of having clothing, footwear,
and other OCIE experts in the deployed office. The ANSF also
do not have such experts and neither do they have a materiel
command organization comparable to that in the DoD.

Therefore, the SAO-A/LA team reached back to DoD orga-
nizations with this expertise in the U.S., such as the Natick
Soldier Research Development and Engineering Center (NSR-
DEC) and Defense Logistics Agency Troop Support Command
in Philadelphia (formerly Defense Supply Center-Philadelphia,
DSC-P). These organizations supplied the SAO-A/LA team
with U.S. government specifications for uniforms, boots, and
other OCIE items so that they could be included in solicita-
tions to Afghan industry to have the items made in-country.
NSRDEC representatives actually traveled to Afghanistan on
two occasions to help the SAO-A/LA team assess the Afghan
clothing/textile industry and finalize specifications. Their help
was invaluable in helping implement not only Afghan First but
actual Afghan Made initiatives.

Another challenge in generating requirements lies in defin-
ing them in objective versus subjective terms, and then test-
ing them prior to full-rate production. ANSF personnel typi-
cally define quality in subjective terms, such as “high quality”
or “durable,” or based on where the item is made, such as
“Turkish quality” or “Iranian quality,” rather than in objec-
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tive, measurable terms. These subjective terms are actually
part of item nomenclatures in the ANSF logistics inventory
management system and incorporated into the culture of the
Afghanistan public and industrial base to describe their goods
in their commodity price lists. Therefore, obtaining meaning-
ful, measurable requirements from the ANSF for which the
items are being developed and procured is very challenging.
With the help of Air Force Capt. Phil Bernal, an advisor to the
ANP Logistics and Procurement departments, | developed and
conducted a basic requirements generation training seminar
for 10 ANP item managers in December 2010. However, it will
take time to change this subjective standard of measurement
in both Afghan government and industry, and show them the
life cycle cost benefits of defining and paying for objective,
measurable quality.

In addition to difficulty defining requirements in a way they
can be measured, there are no national government or com-
mercial standards or testing capabilities for defense-related
articles in Afghanistan. The nearest Underwriters Laboratory
is in India. Counterfeit goods and components are abundant
but not easily distinguished from the actual name brand.
Many Afghan vendors claim to be able to supply almost any
commodity needed, which calls into question their ability to
do any one thing really well or actually make anything in Af-
ghanistan. Therefore, SAO-A/LA sends vendor samples on
new contracts to DoD organizations such as DLA or NSRDEC
for laboratory testing. For initial operational testing of cloth-
ing items, SAO-A/LA coordinates with the Coalition and the
ANSF to have some of the ANSF training sites use the items
during their basic warrior training courses. This approach has
the advantages of the test sites being close to the SAO-A/LA
program management team in Kabul, a semi-controlled test
environment over several weeks of practical use, inspecting
and collecting the test items after training and before field-
ing, and negating risk to real security operations in case of
unexpected product or component use failures, manufacturing
defects, or design flaws.

Another challenge for generating requirements involves the
high levels of approval required and the corresponding lack of
delegation of authority and empowerment in the ANSF lead-
ership. Design decisions that would be made at the one- or
two-star level in the DoD (Acquisition Category Il or lower)
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may have to go the deputy minister of Defense or Interior,
or the actual minister, for approval prior to enactment. Thus,
adequate staffing time must be built into the development
schedule and fielding date expectations managed, especially
among the Coalition leadership used to more expedient reso-
lution of such matters in the DoD or NATO nations. It is also a
very good idea to identify the approval authorities required on
both the ANSF and Coalition sides when a new or improved
product is to be developed.

Requirements generation in Afghanistan also presents chal-
lenges in obtaining end user (ANSF) input and feedback. Major
operational command planning staffs, in which requirements
managers reside in the DoD system, don't have a corollary in
the ANSF system. Instead, the requirements managers are
usually found in the logistics staffs, under the general staff
chief of logistics (GSG4) in the Ministry of Defense and the
deputy minister for administration and support in the Ministry
of Interior, with no direct ties to the actual end users. The ANSF
cultural environment also tends to restrain personnel in one
chain of command from talking to those in another, even if just
for technical interchange discussions at the action officer level.
There is not yet an integrated product team (IPT) concept in
the ANSF system, so one must be fostered and the benefits
of such an approach explained and mentored to the ANSF
among the functional areas normally found on such Require-
ments IPTs in the DoD.

On the NTM-A/CSTC-A side, the Directorate of Logistics
(CJ4), ministerial development advisors, and SAO-A/LA,
not an operational headquarters element, develop most of
the requirements with their ANSF counterparts. SAO-A/
LA, as the commodity acquisition program management of-
fice, has therefore facilitated such cross-functional discus-
sions among ANSF staffs and actually traveled to meet with
ANSF end users to directly obtain their input and feedback
on new or improved items under development. Again, such
travel and meetings should be factored into requirements
development timelines and leadership expectations man-
aged accordingly.

Afghan industrial base constraints and the ANSF perception
of them also present challenges for developing requirements.
The typical ANSF requirements development process for a
new or improved item is to find similar items at the local ba-
zaars and have vendors bring in samples, usually imported, for
approval by a small committee. This approach constrains the
requirements to those of the available items, thereby jumping
to a technical solution without the benefit of first developing
the operational concept, strategy to task relationship, func-
tional needs, and non-materiel solution analyses typical of
Western requirements development.

There are also no ANSF organizations that do non-materiel
solution analyses to see if a materiel development is even
required, or to ascertain the impacts of a materiel develop-
ment, if warranted, on non-materiel facets of the ANSF. In
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the DoD system, the non-materiel solution analysis examines
the DOTMLPF, or Doctrine, Organization, Training, [existing]
Materiel, Leadership and Education, Personnel, and Facilities
potential solutions first before a Materiel Development De-
cision is made. Non-materiel solution analysis also assesses
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The GIF usually wants to get his ANSF partner
some new, distinct or improved item, in an

unreasonable amount of time, with no funding
provided, and/or with little regard for
many of the requirements challenges
previously outlined.

or projects the impacts of that materiel development on the
DOTMLPF areas as the requirements evolve and the develop-
ment progresses. Considering the ANSF's typical subjective
definition of requirements described earlier, combined with
the lack of non-materiel solution analysis, definition of opera-
tional requirements, national standards, and test capabilities,
generation of requirements with and within the ANSF is chal-
lenging to say the least.

Another challenge in developing requirements with the ANSF
is documenting the requirements package and maintaining
configuration control over it. In the DoD system, the re-
quirements package from the Joint Capabilities Integration
Development System (JCIDS) includes a summary of the
operational requirements, non-materiel solutions analyses
described above, the potential materiel solutions, and other
“cradle to grave” analyses. While such extensive documented
analyses are probably not feasible for most local procure-
ments of simple Class IV commodities for the ANSF, such
comprehensive analyses and documentation are warranted
for development of more complex, high-visibility items. This is
especially important for items intended to be locally procured
from Afghan vendors to foster creation and expansion of their
manufacturing base while properly equipping and outfitting
the ANSF. More importantly, mentoring the ANSF to conduct
such requirements development and procurements for them-
selves is extremely important so that they will one day be able
to conduct such actions themselves.

Documentation of requirements and decisions made dur-
ing their development are also crucial to maintain continuity
among the ever-changing cast of Coalition personnel whose
tours vary from six months to one year in length and whose
positions may be filled by those operating outside their normal
career field. For example, the SAO-A/LA OCIE Team grew
from one to six personnel within the year 2010, with half on
six-month tours, all but two having no actual acquisition pro-
gram management experience or training, and none having
any prior experience in OCIE requirements development or
program management. Documenting progress and decisions
made is vital not only for the PM team'’s continuity but also for
PM team to indoctrinate the ever-changing Coalition advisor
and logistics personnel on the overall item development team.
While this is also crucial for CONUS-based acquisitions, it is
doubly important in the deployed environment.
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It is here in the requirements documentation process that the
deployed acquisition program manager must beware of the
“good idea fairy” (GIF). The GIF is not native to Afghanistan
but is usually a well-intentioned Coalition member. The GIF
usually wants to get his ANSF partner some new, distinct or
improved item, in an unreasonable amount of time, with no
funding provided, and/or with little regard for many of the re-
quirements challenges previously outlined. The GIF can also
insist that his project be placed above the huge work load al-
ready put on the small deployed program management (PM)
team by approved projects. New projects or item improve-
ments that bypass the PM team and go straight to Coalition
and/or ANSF leadership can result in a re-prioritization of the
PM team'’s work load and funding without due consideration
of the entire requirements inputs and outcomes. Similarly, GIF
changes to requirements that are not documented and ap-
proved by the Coalition and ANSF leadership can cause much
consternation and confusion in the PM team, who might be the
last to hear about such changes, approved or not, or to have a
chance to analyze and support or rebut them.

Therefore, each requirements package should be configura-
tion-controlled by a specific member of the PM team. Require-
ments team members should be advised up front that only the
approved version of the requirements document package will
be acted upon by the PM team until the senior leaders in the
ANSF and Coalition approval chains direct otherwise.

In summary, a program manager can face many challenges
when trying to develop an acquisition program to procure a new
or improved product while deployed in Afghanistan. Improper
requirements generation can start a program down the wrong
path and cost much time and money, both of which are valu-
able commodities to the small deployed program management
team. The deployed PM must work to foster teamwork within
the ANSF and Coalition to define requirements in objective, not
subjective, terms. Those requirements must be documented for
continuity and configuration-managed to prevent unauthorized
changes from well-meaning individuals. Once those hurdles are
overcome, the PM then faces the daunting challenge of finding
Afghan vendors who can actually manufacture the items to the
quality defined in those documented requirements. But that is
the subject of another article.

The author can be contacted at darren.rhyne@dau.mil.
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Acquisition Reform as Performance Art

Re-forming Acquisition Reform
Ross A. Jackson, Ph.D.

ilence falls upon the audience as the houselights dim. Three figures appear center stage.

Demanding greater accountability, an aggravated politician lambastes bureaucrats for

operating in a maze of outdated policy. A baron of business extols the virtues of a market

economy and explains that with stable requirements, industry could deliver cutting-edge

weapon systems on schedule and budget. In response, a contrite, high-ranking military
member acknowledges past mistakes but focuses attention on the lessons learned. The military
member explains they are proactively reforming their acquisition processes based on these les-
sons. The three characters continue to speak, now inaudibly. The curtain falls. The audience sits
in the bewildered confusion often accompanying performance art.

Defense acquisition outcomes are the result of a complex combination of actions and inactions by members of
Congress, the military Services, and the defense industry. Collectively, these elements comprise a major part of
what one might call the defense acquisition system. Yet acquisition reforms, when implemented, tend to focus
narrowly on changing the internal acquisition processes of the military Services. This approach has failed to pro-
duce substantial improvements. If we are to achieve significant improvements, acquisition reforms should address

Jackson is a branch chief in Headquarters Air Force Materiel Command. He teaches economics and management at the University of Phoenix
Cincinnati campus.
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the broader defense acquisition system. Simply modifying the
military’s acquisition processes is inadequate to the task of
generating actual improvements. It is time to consider seri-
ously the prospect of re-forming acquisition reform.

There is no shortage of defense acquisition reform efforts. In
fact, it seems that each decade contains its own major reform
effort along with a smattering of lesser initiatives. A list of bet-
ter-known acquisition reforms includes the Fitzhugh Commis-
sion in 1970, the Packard Commission in 1986, Perry’s Acquisi-
tion Reform in 1994, and the Defense Acquisition Performance
Assessment Project in 2006. These reports focus primarily
on improving the cost and schedule performance of defense
programs. While each study provides a unique set of recom-
mendations, there is a great deal of consistency among the
proposed solutions. In the most general form, these recom-
mendations tend to suggest improving acquisition outcomes
requires that military Service members do more good things
and stop doing as many bad things.

Because these standard recommendations lack novelty, it is all
too easy to view them superficially. Consequently, it appears
plausible that the suggested actions could improve defense
acquisition. In other words, because the recommendations
fit so easily in to the existing paradigm of defense acquisition
reform, one is able to accept them without much (if any) criti-
cal thought. However, the frequency of these studies makes
one doubt they substantially improved acquisition outcomes.
Studies focused on defense system cost growth further sug-
gest these reforms did not quite deliver.

Ina1993 RAND study, Drezner and his team analyzed the im-
pact of defense reforms from 1960 to 1990 on weapon system
cost growth. Their results indicate no significant change in per-
formance. In 1996, Christensen’s team of analysts narrowed
the focus to the impact of the Packard Commission by analyz-
ing 269 defense acquisition contracts from 1988 to 1995. The
results of this study suggest performance on development
contracts worsened significantly. A more recent RAND study,
led by Arena in 2006, provided some positive but ultimately
inconclusive results regarding changes in defense system cost
growth. Collectively, these studies call into question the impact
of prior reforms and suggest it is time to address the broader
acquisition system rather than simply continue modifying the
military’s acquisition processes.

This assessment of the situation is not without its critics.
Apologists for acquisition reform often contend the consis-
tency in recommended solutions and the lack of discernable
improvements are both the result of a failure of the military
Services to implement the reform in practice. This view is not
without some merit. It is interesting to think about when this
argument is used, by whom, and for what purpose. This type
of defense of acquisition reform is often employed by those
leading the current wave of acquisition reform as a means to
convince a critical audience that somehow this iteration of
reform will be different. Inevitably, somebody in the audience
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Inevitably, there is somebody
in the audience who is brave,
foolish, or close enough to
retirement to ask what makes

this iteration different.

is brave enough, foolish enough, or close enough to retirement
to ask what makes this iteration different.

Reform leaders typically provide an answer in two parts: First,
the previous reforms did not have the current leader in charge
of the effort. Second, this time we have the full support of
senior leadership. These justifications tend to work the first
time one hears them. Subsequently, one understands the
first portion is a classical management fallacy in which one
overestimates personal ability. The negative consequences of
such an overreliance on personal ability are even more likely
to occur considering the manager is only part of one of the
world's largest bureaucracies. It is difficult to imagine any
large-scale, organizational effort for which the second claim
is not a necessary condition. This creates an interesting scene
in which the position is potentially accurate and not altogether
irrelevant, but too weak to inspire much confidence that future
reform efforts will actually be implemented.

One might think the motivation behind the recommendation
to take a systems approach is based on a desire to shift blame
away from the military. After all, increasing the aperture will
defuse the focus given to any one group. While broadening
acquisition reform to address the roles played by members of
Congress and the defense industry does produce this result,
it is merely a consequence and not the intent of the recom-
mendation. To be clear, the military Services are ultimately
responsible for the acquisition outcomes of defense programs.
Nevertheless, the Services are perhaps too obvious a place
to focus attention. Provocatively, it is precisely because they
seem like the logical place to start that one should look else-
where. However, the temptation to do something (almost
anything) might be too great. It is understandable why ac-
quisition reforms focus primarily on military processes. Since
these processes are so well defined, they lend themselves to
modification. Unfortunately, just because the processes lend
themselves to modification does not mean these modifications
produce significant improvements.



One conceptual error with the dominant perspective is it
presupposes the military Services, while responsible, control
acquisition outcomes. In reality, defense program managers
merely influence certain aspects of the acquisition process.
This influence interacts with the influences of members of
Congress and the defense industry. Improving acquisition per-
formance requires understanding and subsequently modify-
ing the underlying structure of this dynamic web of complex
interactions. Like the pedestrian list of common acquisition
reforms, even this recommendation to take a systems ap-
proach is not altogether new. Some acquisition reform stud-
ies and research articles address elements of this concern.
Understanding these attempts at reforming the overarching
acquisition system helps set the stage for a further interroga-
tion of why defense acquisition reform efforts fail to produce
meaningful improvements.

The 2006 Defense Acquisition Performance Assessment Report
certainly influenced the way acquisition professionals dis-
cussed acquisition reform, even if it has not yet fundamentally
changed actual acquisition outcomes. The use of “big A" ac-
quisition (the management systems) and “little a” acquisition
(the military’s processes) became part of the insider’s lexicon.
Even today, people refer to “big A" acquisition issues. How-
ever, while significant in a certain rhetorical sense, in imple-
mentation the focus appears to have reverted to the military’s
acquisition processes. Perhaps the pressure to do something
compels military members to reform the only portion of the
system under their immediate control, even when there is little
chance this change will improve performance. Under such a
construction, the reform actions are more symbolic and rhe-
torical than constructive.

Deborah Frank addressed the overarching political concern
in her 1997 article “A Theoretical Consideration of Acquisi-
tion Reform.” Frank recognized that “far more radical” change
would be required, one that “basically alters the relationship
between the political system and the acquisition process,” to
produce significant and meaningful changes in acquisition out-
comes. However, such radical change is unlikely given that the
defense acquisition system, even with its occasional public
failure, works at what must be considered an acceptable level
of performance. More directly, Frank explained, “a political
system accustomed to muddling through will probably engage
in radical reform only in response to massive failure. And the
fact is the failures of the acquisition process tend to appear on
the margins.” That the acquisition failures, when they emerge,
are of insufficient quantity or magnitude to warrant significant
change to the defense acquisition system does not mean one is
able to ignore them. These failures form a basis for rhetorical
and symbolic maneuvers by members of Congress, the mili-
tary Services, and the defense industry.

Regarding the numerous attempts at acquisition reform and
the consistent lack of discernible improvements in perfor-
mance outcomes, the Center for Strategic Inquiry's Jeff Dafler
observed:

“If reform fails, does anybody care? The big question about
outcomes in the organizational context is: What are the con-
sequences of the success or failure of reform? It seems there
are political consequences to failing to call for reform, which
means there are organizational consequences for failing to en-
gage in reform. History, however, seems to indicate that there
are no consequences for failing to actually achieve the stated
aims of a given reform initiative. So then, you have politicians
engaging in discourse that conveys outrage over cost overruns,
senior officials at the Pentagon engaging in discourse show-
ing their determination to stop them, and defense personnel
(apparently) engaging in discourse to prove their commitment
to action. Based on the outcomes, however, one is only left to
conclude that the politicians are not actually outraged, Pentagon
leadership is not really determined, and defense personnel are
not all that committed. They are all only pretending.”

Changing the wording of this conclusion slightly to be more
consistent with the motif developed in this article, perhaps
they are all only engaged in the performance art of acquisition
reform. A performance where the roles are too tightly scripted,
the actions too repetitive, and the outcome too predictable. In
other words, the performance contains all the inherent flaws
of a sequel.

It is time to focus attention on the broader defense acquisi-
tion system, rather than the military’s acquisition processes.
Informed by this broader perspective, we should decide either
to do substantially more by actually changing the structural
causes for the dynamics among Congress, the defense indus-
try, and the military Services, or, interestingly, to do consider-
ably less by ceasing to pursue acquisition reforms that too
narrowly focus on the military's acquisition processes. It is
worth noting in passing that attempts at reform are not free.
Pursuing reforms entails costs in terms of both time and ef-
fort. This has important implications for the current wave of
acquisition reform, with its densely encoded pursuit of greater
“efficiency.” If reforms to the military’'s acquisition processes
fail to significantly improve performance it would be more ef-
ficient to allow the acquisition system to operate at the given,
albeit uninspiring, level.

More than 40 years of acquisition reforms combined with rela-
tively consistent performance data are sufficient to question
the efficacy of this script. If there is a real defense acquisition
problem (which is suspect), the solution likely requires us to
re-form acquisition reform to address more fully the broader
defense acquisition system. If there is not really a problem,
these reforms are inefficient as well as ineffective. In either
event, the data suggest we should stop tweaking the military’s
acquisition processes in hopes of substantially improving ac-
quisition performance unless these refinements are part of
a much larger acquisition system reform. That is, unless one
finds playing a role in acquisition reform as performance art
intrinsically rewarding or otherwise unavoidable.

The author can be reached at ross.jackson@wpafb.af.mil.
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Increasing Participation of
Wounded Warriors and
Individuals with Disabilities

Finding and Recruiting
Schedule A Candidates

Matthew Tropiano

n fiscal year 2009, employees with disabilities were less than 1 percent of
the federal government workforce—a decline since FY 2000 and short of
the 2 percent goal set by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
(EEOC)—a goal that only 11 federal agencies have reached.

To remedy this, President Obama issued Executive Order 13163 on July 26, 2010. It
directs the head of the Office of Personnel Management (OPM), in consultation with the
secretary of Labor, the chair of the EEOC, and the director of the Office of Management
and Budget, to develop mandatory training programs. It also commits the government to
hiring 100,000 individuals with disabilities in the next 5 years.

Enabling the success of Executive Order 13163 is the Schedule A hiring authority, which
allows agencies to hire or appoint persons with disabilities using a much shorter process
than the usual 6-9 months. Depending on security and other pre-employment require-
ments, using Schedule A authority can shorten the hiring time to anywhere from 2 weeks
to 2 months. The regulations guiding this instruction can be found in the Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR). The citation is 5 CFR § 213.3102(w).

Why Use Schedule A?

Because of the low percentages of individuals with disabilities in the federal government
compared with the civilian labor force, individuals with disabilities are an untapped source
of excellent applicants. Schedule A has greatly facilitated the process of hiring an individual
with a disability; no public notice is required, and the amount of time to perform the usual
human resource related procedural steps is greatly reduced or avoided. Consequently,
Schedule A can greatly reduce the time necessary to hire a well-qualified candidate. In

Tropiano is the corporate recruiter and disability/wounded warrior program manager for the Navy Facilities
Engineering Command. He began working for the Navy as a Presidential Management Fellow in 2001 and has
master’s degrees in business, religious studies, and public affairs.
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Schedule A can greatly
reduce the time necessary
to hire a well-qualified
candidate. In addition, the
federal government's growing
emphasis on telework will
dovetail well with the needs
of many applicants with
disabilities.

addition, the federal government’s growing emphasis on tele-
work will dovetail well with the needs of many applicants with
disabilities. Finally, agencies using Schedule A will not have to
clear Priority Placement Program (PPP) lists, Re-employment
Priority List (RPL) lists, or other mandated priority hiring lists
prior to using Schedule A. In short, when a manager uses
Schedule A, he/she is not required to go through the certificate
process; he/she can choose to pick the Schedule A candidate.

Who Qualifies to Be a Schedule A Candidate?
Schedule A candidates are people with severe intellectual,
physical, or psychiatric disabilities. Disabled veterans with
disability ratings of 30 percent or more from the Department
of Veterans Affairs also meet the Schedule A requirements.
To be Schedule A certified, an applicant needs only a letter
from his/her doctor, rehabilitation specialist, or another gov-
ernment entity stating that he/she has a severe disability and
can do the job for which he/she has applied.

Resources for Hiring

Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAQC) is the sys-
tems command that delivers and maintains quality and sus-
tainable facilities, acquires and manages capabilities for the
Navy's expeditionary combat forces, provides contingency
engineering response, and enables energy security and envi-
ronmental stewardship. NAVFAC, with locations across the
United States and in countries around the world, currently em-
ploys 996 individuals with disabilities, including 799 wounded
warriors. From 2010 to 2011, the number of wounded warriors
working at NAVFAC increased 21.8 percent, and the number of
individuals with disabilities working at NAVFAC increased 12.5
percent. NAVFAC Southeast, NAVFAC Midwest, and NAVFAC
Southwest increased their wounded warrior populations 21
percent, 23 percent, and 24 percent, respectively. NAVFAC
Headquarters increased its wounded warrior population by 50
percent, and NAVFAC Hawaii increased its wounded warrior
population by 56 percent.
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There are several excellent sources of qualified wounded war-
rior applicants. The Navy Human Resource Service Centers
(HRSCs) can provide hiring managers and recruiting person-
nel with regular updates of wounded warriors Schedule A
candidates including their desired occupation, educational
background, qualifications, and geographical field of interest.
These resumés can be accessed by sending an e-mail to the
HRSC's point of contact. NAVFAC has hired several wounded
warriors through this source. For wounded warrior lists from
HRSC-Southwest in San Diego, e-mail Dennis Eley at dennis.
eleyl@navy.mil; for wounded warrior lists from HRSC-NE in
Philadelphia, e-mail Jason Simms at jason.simms@navy.mil;
for wounded warrior lists from HRSC-E, e-mail Corey Young
at corey.young@navy.mil; and for wounded warrior lists from
DC Capital Area Region, e-mail Jenna Sarrafin at jenna.sarafin.
ctr@navy.mil.

The Office of Personnel Management's (OPM) Shared Regis-
ter of Candidates with Disabilities is a database of Schedule A
candidates. OPM, in collaboration with the Chief Human Capi-
tal Officer (CHCO) Council, established a contract to populate
a shared register of individuals with disabilities who have an
interest in working for federal agencies and who satisfy the
requirements of positions federal agencies are frequently re-
quired to fill. On a monthly basis, a minimum of 50 individu-
als are recruited, screened, and directed to the shared regis-
ter. This regularly updated register is available on a biweekly
basis for anyone who requests it. For more information on
OPM'’s Shared Register, e-mail Sherry Homme at shomme@
benderconsult.com.

Equal Opportunity Publications (http://www.eop.com/expos.
php) coordinates career fairs for individuals with disabilities.
They will also provide files of resumés for attendees. These
files can be filtered to access the Schedule A candidates.

NAVFAC's Corporate Recruiting Resumé Tool also enables
hiring managers to search for Schedule A candidates among
all the applicants to NAVFAC. A manager can search for
wounded warriors with this tool as well.

Other Potential Sources of Schedule A
Candidates

The Workforce Recruitment Program for College Students
with Disabilities (WRP) provides another source of candidates
with disabilities for federal employment. The WRP program
was created in the 1980s as an internal Department of the
Navy effort and was expanded in the mid-1990s to serve the
entire federal government under the sponsorship of the De-
partment of Labor's Office of Disability Employment Policy
(ODEP) and the Department of Defense (DoD).

The WRP helps connect federal agencies nationwide with col-
lege students and recent graduates with disabilities looking
for summer, temp, and permanent jobs. The WRP provides a
database of candidates representing a wide variety of career
fields. The most recent database included 104 career fields.



Agencies can employ summer interns through the WRP and
can use WRP as a source of candidates for both temporary and
permanent positions. DoD has central funding that provides
salaries for a defined number of WRP candidates for summer
positions. Furthermore, the Computer/Electronic Accom-
modations Program (CAP) arranges for job accommodations
without cost to the DoD agency for the summer hires. WRP
can be a great pipeline for increasing the number of students
with disabilities at your agency.

How WRP Works

So far in 2011, 87 trained recruiters from 20 federal agencies
have visited over 200 college campuses. More than 2,200
candidates, including undergraduate, graduate, and law stu-
dents, were interviewed and accepted into the database. Stu-
dents in the database are categorized by job interest, degree
program, geographic location, and other factors. The com-
ments of the recruiters are included in each student'’s database
profile. The database holds resumés and college transcripts
that can be downloaded. The database is then opened to all
agencies nationwide in early December and is active for 1
year. Some students are Schedule A eligible, and some are
disabled veterans. Hiring managers can use the student intern-
ship programs (currently the Student Temporary Employment
Program [STEP] and the Student Career Experience Program
[SCEP]) to offer employment opportunities.

Since its inception, the WRP program has provided perma-
nent jobs and internship opportunities to more than 6,500
students. DoD is by far WRP's biggest user.

Other Sources

Operation Warfighter is a federal unpaid internship program
that assists recovering wounded, ill, and injured (WII) service
members by providing internships for 15-20 hours per week on
average. It enables the wounded warriors to rehabilitate and
adjust into the workforce while also providing federal agen-
cies with dedicated employees. This program is open to all
WII service members assigned to a Service wounded warrior
program. If interested in this program, contact Patrick Brick,
the Operation Warfighter Program Manager, at patrick.brick.
ctr@osd.mil, or Corey Hixson, the Operation Warfighter Na-
tional Capital Region coordinator, at cory.hixson.ctr@osd.mil.

State Vocational Rehabilitation agencies (SVRAs) and state
Disability Service agencies recruit potential applicants with
disabilities. SVRAs provide counseling, evaluation, training,
and other services to individuals with disabilities. SVRAs are
one of several sources that candidates may use to obtain proof
of disability and certification of job readiness required under
the Schedule A appointing authority for people with disabili-
ties. For more information, go to www?2.ed.gov/about/offices/
list/osers/rsa/. In addition, State Disability Service agencies,
such as State mental health agencies, frequently have em-
ployment training programs and can be a good recruitment
resource. Find your state's VR office at: http://askjan.org/cgi-
win/TypeQuery.exe?902

Many untrained managers
may fear that hiring an
individual with a disability will
be financially burdensome.
Training can reduce that fear.

Training Managers

A recent survey found that only half the federal managers in-
terviewed had the knowledge and tools to hire employees with
disabilities. A recent article in Government Executive indicated
that more than 1in 3 (36 percent) managers said they were
not familiar with Schedule A. Many untrained managers may
fear that hiring an individual with a disability will be financially
burdensome. Training can reduce that fear.

In a Government Accountability Office (GAO) report titled
“Leading Practices That Could Increase the Employment of In-
dividuals with Disabilities in the Federal Workforce,” one of the
top 10 leading practices identified for increasing the employ-
ment of individuals with disabilities in the federal workforce
was “training staff at all levels regarding the implementation of
policies and procedures related to improving employment of
people with disabilities.” The GAO report noted that this train-
ing may increase hiring managers' sensitivities to disability
issues as well as improve and increase usage of Schedule A
and other hiring authorities. Training is imperative!!

Conclusion

It takes an average of 102 days to complete all the stepsin the
competitive hiring process, from making the request, to mak-
ing the appointment to bring the person on board. Schedule
A is a great alternative to that process and greatly facilitates
the hiring an individual with a disability. NAVFAC has taken
advantage of the available networks within the Navy and
federal government to increase the numbers of qualified and
excellent wounded warriors and individuals with disabilities
working at NAVFAC. Trained and equipped with Schedule A
hiring authority and provided with the resources, NAVFAC and
other agencies are well positioned to increase their numbers of
wounded warriors and individuals with disabilities while gain-
ing great employees.

The author can be contacted at matthew.tropiano@navy.mil.
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“he EVM Hoax
A Program Leader’s Bedtime Story

.p/ Pat Barker m Roy Wood
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bout 20 years -ago, a story surfaced about a substance called “di-

hydrogen monoxide.” This compound was a major component of

acid rain, deadly if inhaled, and often found in industrial solvents and

nuclear power plants. Yet dihydrogen monoxide was also an excel-

lent fire retardant and often found use as an additive to many food
products in the supermarket! This story was a simple hoax that occasionally
reappears on the web. For anyone with a basic chemistry background, “dihy-
drogen monoxide” is quickly recognized as H,O. We call it water.

Wood is dean of the Defense Systems Management College at DAU. Barker is an adjunct professor at American University who specializes
in program management and leadership.
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Gold-card carrying EVM
practitioners are often relegated to
isolated corners of financial management

shops where they can recite obscure
passages from ANSI/EIA-748B while
entering data into large, complex
spreadsheets.

When it comes to how we teach and train in the federal ac-
quisition environment, the story of Earned Value Management
(EVM) is not altogether different from the saga of dihydrogen
monoxide. EVM is not a hoax, of course, but it often suffers
unnecessarily, at one extreme, from the dismissive detractor
who wishes to ignore its benefits and, at the other extreme,
from those taken in by the tales of danger that EVM costs too
much or is way too complex. One might wonder if those at the
extremes of EVM are the same ones who did not do so well in
high school chemistry!

In the minds of many federal acquisition professionals,
EVM suffers from the unfortunate reputation as a system
that requires excessive number-crunching and produces
esoteric results that sometimes seem irrelevant to manag-
ing a program. Gold-card carrying EVM practitioners are
often relegated to isolated corners of financial management
shops where they can recite obscure passages from ANSI/
EIA-748B while entering data into large, complex spread-
sheets. Here, it is little wonder that EVM is far removed from
the program manager’s decision-making “inner circle.” Even
EVM training seems to reinforce the image that EVM is the
territory of green-eye-shade accountants and Ouija-board
mathematicians. It's little wonder that ordinary acquisition
professionals approach EVM with pitchforks and torches. It
is not uncommon to hear EVM descriptions, like:

* "EVM just won't work at our agency. We just don't have
the expertise!”

“Small businesses can't do EVM. It's too expensive.”
“EVM has too many acronyms and formulas to remember.”
"EVM software is confusing and too hard to use.”

“EVM is overkill for this contract because it costs too much
and takes too long.”

“Our contractor does EVM; they send us CPl and SPI every
month, so we don't need to do anything more.”

Really?! We believe it is time for EVM to emerge from the dark
recesses and be embraced for the powerful, interdisciplinary

33

performance measurement tool that it is. EVM, simply put,
is designed to be a leadership decision making tool. When
used in this way, EVM has been quite successfully employed
in acquisitions like the Navy's F/A-18 program, where strong
leadership, an “interdisciplinary” common-sense approach,
and discipline were the orders of the day.

Consider this: All successful programs, whether they realize it
or not, employ some of the fundamental concepts and tech-
nigues of EVM. Pick up just about any project management
book, and you cannot help but see concepts that might eas-
ily have been lifted straight out of an EVM manual. Here is a
sample:

* Decomposition of complex systems into simple enough
components to enable clarity and consistency in derivation
of technical, schedule and cost objectives

Linkage among these components and program functions
and disciplines to create a single baseline with multiple but
interdependent dimensions and views

Proactive management of program performance, opportu-
nity, and risk in relation to this baseline

Empowerment and accountability for reasonable, repeat-
able, and defensible cost and schedule estimates at the low-
est practical level of management

This hardly sounds like some esoteric bean-counting ritual.

Indeed, when embraced by program leadership and lever-
aged by all the functional disciplines, EVM allows you, your
organization, and your stakeholders to have dependable and
integrated visibility into the technical, cost, and schedule dy-
namics of projects.

As an example of how EVM might be used to drive program
decisions, let's compare and contrast what might happenina
fictitious scenario of a program review with two very different
leaders. The savvy PM embraces EVM and understands what
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Reported “Metric”

“We have a program CPI of 1.3.”

Savvy PM Response

“Hmm. You either front-loaded your baseline with meaningless work OR have sub-
stantial ‘level of effort’ earned value technique in there OR you need to publish a
book called Best PM Practices Nobody Has Ever Discovered but Work Beyond Al
Imagination. Which is it?”

“We have a program SPI of .98.”

“Please don't just give me program information in SPI and CP!, and never, ever without
showing me the actual integrated master schedule (IMS). | want you to tell me what
is going on a level or two below the ‘program level,” and we'll dive even deeper if
there is a significant variance on my critical path tasks or in a big-ticket cost item.”

“We are 35 percent complete.”

“Really? Does that mean 50 percent of your tasks are 70 percent complete; or 35
percent of your tasks are 100 percent complete? Let’s talk about how many of the
control account work packages are actually closed.”

“We completed our system re-
quirements document last Tues-
day.”

“What does ‘complete’ mean here? ‘Complete’ because it weighs 3 pounds and you
turned it in on time? Or ‘complete’ because all requirements are clear, unambiguous,
verifiable, and traceable bi-directionally, complete in aggregate and accompanied
with a verification matrix?”

“We have a schedule variance
because we did not complete as
much work as we planned.”

“You are a master of the obvious. Please try that explanation one more time before
you are ‘unemployed because you no longer have a job.’”

“Our EVM data show we are back
on schedule with an SP1=1.0."

“EVM doesn't give me schedule information. Only the integrated master schedule
(IMS) gives me schedule information. Show me the IMS and what the critical path
is looking like.”

“We no longer show a cost vari-
ance.”

“That may be because you are burning down management reserve like there is no
tomorrow. And that is poor planning. Let’s talk.”

“We have recovered the work and
now have no more schedule vari-
ance; we still have no cost vari-
ance.”

“Cost variance always follows recovery of schedule variance. We'll see it soon
enough. Plan accordingly.”

“Subsystem testing is complete.”

“What does ‘complete’ mean? Did you meet all your test objectives? Is there re-work
in our future?”

“Our preliminary design review
was completed last Thursday.
Thanks for attending it.”

“Your PDR can’t be complete until all the exit criteria are satisfied. It is not a calendar-
driven review. Show me how the EVM numbers reflect exit criteria completion. And if
they can't reflect it, tell me: What exactly you are measuring these days?”

“Our EAC is $1 million.”

“We’ll stop right here. Come back when you show me a best case and worst case
along with it.”

“Our most likely EAC is $1 million.
Worst case is $1.02 million. Best
case is $996,000.”

“Those numbers show such little variance; | don’t know why we aren’t making this
firm-fixed price.”

“Our most likely EAC is $1 million.
Worst case is $1.23 million. Best
case is $975,000.”

“Okay, you are trying. | see that. Very good. Now we can do some real decision-
making and looking at trade space. Let's see how maybe we can aim to capture
some opportunities. Show me how these numbers trace to the specific risks and the
associated cost and schedule impacts. Let’s start with your schedule risk analysis.”

Uninterested PM Response

she's being told; the other PM is, well let's say, less interested.
How might the conversations go?

Earned value management, like dihydrogen monoxide—only
seems bad to the uninformed. Indeed, the only danger of
EVM comes when the program management team ignores
it or relegates it to the dark recesses of the program office.
The reality is that the disciplined insight and proactive deci-
sion-making enabled by EVM gives your program advance
warning of problems in time to avert disaster. EVM data can
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empower leaders to know what kinds of questions to ask and
recognize when the answers are insufficient.

In short, EVM is a powerful tool in the hands of a PM who
knows how to use it. Dear reader, please do not panic at
the sound of "EVM." Instead, learn to use it. The American
warfighter and taxpayer deserve no less.

The authors can be reached at learntolead@verizon.net and roy.wood@
dau.mil.



The Great Green Fleet

Naval Warfighting Imperatives for Energy Security

John F. Morton m Scott C. Truver, Ph.D.
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What'’s Past Is Prologue

eet from coal to oil, as engineers and operators alike had come to
believe that oil-fired propulsion would greatly enhance the Navy's
fighting trim. Three years later, the ‘round-the-world voyage of the
Great White Fleet underscored coal’s logistical and operational chal-
lenges and the need for change.

Today, the Navy has embraced a far-reaching energy-efficiency strategy and is pursuing a broad spectrum of
“technology insertions” that include alternative fuels for its ships and aircraft. This is already promising across-
the-board enhancements for today's as well as tomorrow's fleet, not unlike the Navy at the turn of the previous
century. And in that, the Service is focused on a game-changing target: the 2016 deployment of a “Great Green
Fleet,” first announced by Secretary of the Navy Ray Mabus in his October 2009 Navy Energy Forum address. The
nation’s energy vulnerability clearly has military and national security implications, he explained.

Truver is director of national security programs at Gryphon Technologies LC, Greenbelt, Md. Merton is senior policy and programs analyst
at Gryphon’s National Security Programs.
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“We do not have operational independence, and we are tied
to a vulnerable logistics tail,” Mabus said. “[IIn the drive for
energy reform the goal has got to be increased warfighting
capability.”

At the 2010 Navy Energy Forum, Chief of Naval Operations
(CNO) Adm. Gary Roughead said the Navy's path to a Great
Green Fleet was not a “public relations gimmick” but epito-
mized the Service's new energy-security research, develop-
ment, policy and operations.

“It's more than simply how ‘green’ can we be seen,” said
Roughead. “It really is an operational issue for us.”

The Green Fleet concept
signals the Navy's strategic
embrace of a dramatic sea
change that could break de-
pendence on fossil fuels for
powering the future surface
ships and provide an alter-
native energy model for the
United States. In short, it's
a strategic and operational
imperative that cannot
wait.

Leveraging Partners
The U.S. Naval Sea Systems
Command (NAVSEA) is
working across multiple of-
fices to address energy se-
curity and the planning and
implementation across the
fleet of what the Navy calls
Energy Efficiency Enabling
Technologies (E3T). Three NAVSEA partners have key roles
in the E3T Green Fleet enabling effort: NAVSEA’'s Naval Sys-
tems Engineering Directorate (SEA 05), the Surface Warfare
Directorate (SEA 21), and the Program Executive Office (PEO)
Ships in the Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy for
Research, Development and Acquisition.

SEA 05 and SEA 21 have NAVSEA “roles and missions” re-
sponsibilities for energy efficiencies and reducing the “carbon
footprint” of the Navy. SEA 05 has E3T technical authority
and is responsible for the design, engineering and validation of
the costs and safety of Green Fleet technologies and systems
for both new-construction and in-service assets. SEA 21 has
the responsibility for inserting these technologies into existing
non-nuclear surface warships, vessels and craft, which prom-
ises near-term benefits: 80 percent of the ships that will be in
the surface fleet of 2025 are now in service. As its NAVSEA
partners prove Green Fleet technologies/systems in the in-
service fleet, PEO Ships is responsible for inserting them into
new-construction programs, like the littoral combat ship.
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The Green Fleet concept signals
the Navy's strategic embrace
of a dramatic sea change
that could break dependence
on fossil fuels for powering
the future surface ships and

provide an alternative energy
model for the United States.

NAVSEA is also collaborating with enterprise partners
throughout the Navy, DoD, and other federal agencies, as well
as with industry and academic communities to enhance the
surface fleet's energy efficiency and reduce its environmental
footprint. On various energy-efficiency initiatives, NAVSEA
has reached out to the fleet, Military Sealift Command, Ocean-
ographer of the Navy, Office of Naval Research, Coast Guard,
Maersk Line Limited, Department of Energy, Royal Australian
Navy, Royal Navy and Royal Danish Navy.

NAVSEA's energy efficiency efforts afloat are also directly
linked to the Task Force Energy Program in the CNO's Energy
and Environmental Readiness Division (OPNAV N45), whose
director, Rear Adm. Philip
Cullom, is dual-hatted as
director of Task Force En-
ergy. The CNO stood up the
program in October 2008,
and a year later, Cullom
helped to shape Mabus'
strategic energy vision: “En-
ergy reform,” Mabus said,
"is a strategic imperative.”

Task Force Energy com-
prises Navy headquarters
resource sponsors, sys-
tems commands, and the
fleet to make better use
of Navy energy resources.
Together, they are advo-
cating new technologies
or enhancements to exist-
ing technologies that can
increase future combat
capability and operational
responsiveness through energy efficiency. These new tech-
nologies reduce mission risks that might result from the lack
of available energy or volatile costs that consume Navy op-
erating budgets.

“There are many things NAVSEA and the fleet can accomplish
simply by changing the way they operate and changing the
culture to emphasize that energy efficiency and alternative
energy are critical for today’s Navy and the Navy of tomor-
row,” Rear Adm. James P. McManamon, NAVSEA deputy
commander for surface warfare, said in an April 2011 interview.

Reining in Total Ownership Costs

For several years, Team Ships—the lashup of SEA 21 and PEO
Ships—has been implementing numerous total ownership cost
initiatives effectively at the individual program level. The team
is now elevating that approach to reduce the cost of owner-
ship across the entire Surface enterprise. In August 2010, for
example, Team Ships leaders—SEA 21's McManamon and
former PEO Ships Rear Adm. William E. Landay, Ill—issued a



“Sailing Direction on Energy Security” that addressed the “di-
rect impact on warfighting effectiveness” of the cost of energy.

To ensure that “direct impact,” Team Ships is putting in place
an integrated approach to improve energy efficiency and ex-
pand the adoption of renewable energy sources. The goal is to
address increasing shipboard power demands, historically high
operational tempos and the need to reduce costs. Technology
development and system integration challenges will increase
with the need to reduce fuel consumption, balance mission
requirements, and increase available electrical power.

Team Ships is leveraging the ongoing efforts of the Navy's Task
Force Energy and Maritime Working Group. Task Force Energy
has been developing an energy strategy that includes op-test-
ing of its resilience to possible future energy scenarios. The
task force is the place where the innovation pipeline starts as it
optimizes design and does the engineering. The task force also
oversees the Maritime Energy Roadmap that charts the Navy's
collaboration with other services, government agencies, in-
dustry, and academia to facilitate energy efficiency initiatives
within the acquisition process and lower ownership costs. The
Maritime Working Group is developing the Maritime Energy
Roadmap to identify the most promising technologies for the
Green Fleet for each of its 2012, 2016 and 2020 timeframes.
Task Force Energy is looking for technologies having TOCs that
are low-cost with near-term breakeven points.

To answer those rudder orders, SEA 21 and SEA 05 have
grouped their energy-efficiency technologies into three pack-
ages that align with the three-phased rollout of the Great
Green Fleet. The first target date is 2012, when the Navy plans
to begin demonstrating the Green Fleet in operations near
homeports. The first package consists of 11 insertion tech-
nologies—several of which in the summer of 2011 are ready
for installation—to provide immediate energy efficiencies on
the Fleet's conventionally powered surface ships and craft.
The first technology package includes: hybrid electric drive,

solid state lighting, foul release coatings, online gas turbine
water wash and generator efficiency improvements, combus-
tion trim loop, Smart Voyage Planning decision aid, stern flaps,
variable-speed motor drives and alternate fuels.

Not breathtaking on an individual basis, but in the aggregate
these can have significant impacts on business as usual. The
technologies in NAVSEA's 2012 Green Fleet package have a
24-36-month return on investment that is well within the fu-
ture year's defense plan.

Inserting Technology

Among the numerous initiatives and programs that will con-
tribute directly to the fleet energy efficiencies, several are
available now.

Hybrid-Electric Drive (HED) Propulsion. The Navy has two
HED system designs: Makin Island’s Auxiliary Propulsion Sys-
tem, already deployed, and the DDG 51 Flight Il Class's Electric
Propulsion System, currently in proof-of-concept phase and
planned for installation on USS Truxtun DDG 103 in 2012. Dur-
ing Makin Island’s two-month maiden voyage, the ship saved
more than $2 million against comparable costs of the steam
plant aboard the earlier ships in the class up to USS Iwo Jima
(LHD 7). The ship logged 33 percent of her transit time on gas
turbine propulsion and 67 percent of her transit time on auxil-
iary electric propulsion. Initial data suggest that the potential
(fuel and non-fuel) savings could be as much as $6 million
annually or $240 million throughout a 40-year service life.
The auxiliary plant technology is also being installed in the
USS America (LHA 6), the lead ship in what will be the Navy's
first—from the keel up—"green” class of ships.

The HED propulsion plant modification allows the ship to oper-
ate in two modes: using the ship's gas turbines or the electric
motor. The system that is planned for backfit in the DDG 51s
offers the potential for fuel savings of 8,000 barrels or $1 mil-
lion per ship, per year.

Figure 1. Green Fleet Technology Insertion Packages

Energy Efficiency Enabling Technologies

2012 2016

Future

Hybrid Electric

Hull Hydrodynamic Mods

New Engines and Generators

Alternate Fuels Generator Mods

Fuel Cells

Solid State Lighting

Heat Energy Recovery

Wind Energy Harvesting

Foul Release Coatings

High Efficiency Chillers

Solar Energy Harvesting

Online GT Water Wash Energy Dashboard

Air Film Hull Drag Reduction

GTG Efficiency Improvements Propulsion Mods

Combustion Trim Loop Degaussing Mods

Smart Voyage Planning Decision Aid

Advanced RO Desalinator

Stern Flaps Electric Meters

Variable Speed Motor Drives

Energy Storage Modules

Low Solar Absorption Coatings
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Another complementary technology to HED is the ship-wide
Energy Storage Module. Today, many ships operate with two
gas turbine generators online to prevent a “dark-ship” condi-
tion in case of mechanical failure, even though the load could
be handled by a single generator. The Energy Storage Module
will allow ships to operate a single generator, potentially saving
another 8,000 barrels per ship per year.

Solid State Lighting (SSL). Solid State Lighting illumination
technology uses light-emitting diodes (LEDs) as sources of
light rather than electrical
filaments, plasma or gas.
LEDs emit visible light when
a direct current is passed
through them. Luminaries
are designed to use numer-
ous small, point-source
lights. The potential fuel
savings are not dramatic,
on the order of 500 barrels
per year for a guided missile
destroyer. But, assuming
$96 per barrel and 65 or so
DDGs in the active forces,
the Navy could avoid more
than $3 million in annual fuel
costs. SSL technologies in mid-2011 were onboard the USS Wasp
(LHD 1), USS Iwo Jima (LHD 7), USS Pearl Harbor (LSD 52), USS
Chafee (DDG 90) and USS Wayne E. Meyer (DDG 108).

Anti-Fouling Coatings. The Fleet Readiness R&D Program is
sponsoring ship demonstrations for two different anti-fouling
coating applications. The Aegis guided missile destroyer USS
Cole (DDG 67) and Aegis cruiser USS Port Royal (CG 73) are
demonstrating hull coatings, and the USS Gunston Hall (LSD
44) is demonstrating propeller coatings. Fouling-release un-
derwater hull coatings mitigate biofouling without relying on
biocides. Operators of commercial ships with high operational
tempo claim the use of these types of coatings can result in
an annual fuel savings of more than 10 percent. Potential fuel
savings for a DDG is on the order of 1,800 barrels per year.

Gas Turbine Online Water Wash. Water-wash technology
applies to gas turbine generators when they are periodically
shutdown and washed to improve compressor performance
and extend operating life. The online water wash system al-
lows performance of the compressor wash while the engine is
in operation. For affordability, it uses and augments the exist-
ing offline wash equipment architecture. In mid-2011 installed
in the USS Preble (DDG 88), the online water wash will reduce
fuel consumption, reduce maintenance costs and improve
starter life by extending the time between offline washes. In
the interim periods, it will keep the compressor section of the
gas turbine cleaner and more energy efficient.

Combustion Trim Loop. The Navy has begun installing com-
bustion trim loop systems onto USS Wasp-class (LHD 1) am-
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The Green Fleet initiatives
will reduce the U.S. Navy's
surface ship carbon footprint,
enhance efficiencies and

lower total ownership costs.

phibious ships to improve fuel efficiency and save up to 2,400
barrels of fuel per ship annually. This system optimizes the
fuel-air mixture for the ship class’s two boilers, making them
more efficient. The USS Bonhomme Richard (LHD 6) and USS
Blue Ridge (LCC 19) are currently having the system installed,
following system validation on board USS Peleliu (LHA 5),
which completed in July 2010. LHDs 1 through 7 will receive
the new system by the end of 2016.

Stern Flaps. The first SEA 05 Fleet Readiness Research and
Development Program
(FRR&DP) project to com-
plete the process has been
the installation of stern
flaps on two amphibious
class ships. Stern flap tech-
nology improves a ship’s
hydrodynamic character-
istics by reducing drag. In
April 2009, the USS Whid-
bey Island (LSD 41) was
the first amphibious ship
to receive the flaps. Based
on the data from previous
stern flap insertions, the
expected fuel efficiencies
could yield savings as much as $450,000 in fuel costs per
ship annually, based on a fuel price of $96 per barrel. The USS
Kearsarge (LHD 3) was the second amphibious ship to install
a stern flap. Once stern flaps are fleet-wide on all LSDs and
LHDs, the Navy expects the project to yield an annual savings
of some $6.3 million. Additional installations will go on Ar-
leigh Burke-class (DDG 51) Aegis destroyers, Ticonderoga-class
(CG 47) Aegis cruisers, San Antonio-class (LPD 1) amphibious
transport dock ships and Cyclone-class (PC 1) coastal patrol
craft.

Smart Voyage Planning (SVP) Decision Aid. SVP is a tool that
allows the Navy to make smarter decisions during in-transit
operations. The software application uses hull-form data
combined with real-time weather and current information to
compute the best route and optimize ship routing on fuel sav-
ings. Shipboard applications would extend and interface with
the Electronic Chart Display and Information System—Navy
(ECDIS-N). The SVP tool would also be used ashore for Fleet
Forces ship scheduling. By using real-time data and computing
power to plot routes, SVP has the potential to save 4 percent in
annual fleet-wide fuel costs. The SVP Decision Aid is on board
the USNS Carl Brashear (T-AKE 7) dry cargo/ammunition ship
and is used at the Naval Maritime Forecast Centers in Norfolk,
Va., and Pearl Harbor, Hawaii.

The Biofuels Promise. The operational side of the Great Green
Fleet initiative begins in 2012 when the Navy will demonstrate
a green strike group of two destroyers and a cruiser running
on biofuels in local operations. In 2016, the second phase, it
will fully deploy the Great Green Fleet aircraft carrier strike



group keyed to a major exercise. All surface warships will run
on hybrid-electric drive and alternative power systems using
biofuel. By 2020, Green Fleet phase three, Mabus wants half
of the surface Navy's fuel consumption to be alternative fuels.
The candidate alternative fuel must meet fuel requirements,
will require no change to the ship and can be mixed or alter-
nated with petroleum fuel.

In 2010, the Naval Surface Warfare Center's Carderock Com-
batant Craft Division completed an at-sea HRD-76 biofuel dem-
onstration on a 7-meter rigid hull inflatable boat at Fort Monroe,
Va. CCD then tested a 50/50 blend of NATO F-76 diesel fuel
and an algae-based biofuel on the next-generation 49-foot riv-
erine command boat experimental (RCB-X). The RCB-X clocked
44.5 knots and performed sudden stops, reversals, circles, and
tight U-turns. NAVSEA conducted the first full-scale diesel
component and engine test on a Cummins QSB marine diesel
engine, which ran for 256 hours without a hitch. The road map
for shipboard demonstrations includes milestones leading to a
biofuels introduction into the fleet in 2012.

The Great Green Fleet is not about making the “business case”
for biofuels. It has a much broader impact. The Green Fleet
initiatives will reduce the U.S. Navy's surface ship carbon foot-
print, enhance efficiencies and lower total ownership costs.
“There's very little funding to jump-start new programs,” Mc-
Manamon explained, “so we are starting with proven tech-
nologies and systems and looking for the low-hanging fruit

that cumulatively will have significant impacts on the overall
Navy—not simply an individual ship or class.”

Making Way for the Great Green Fleet

A century ago, President Theodore Roosevelt remarked how
“Bully!" it was to witness 16 white-painted battleships of the
U.S. Atlantic Fleet and their escorts pass Hampton Roads, Va.,
in review. “Did you ever see such a fleet and such a day?” he
exclaimed that December 1907 morning.

But there was a serious purpose for the Great White Fleet, in
addition to broad patriotism. “| want all failures, blunders and
shortcomings to be made apparent in time of peace and not
in time of war,” the president said before the Fleet deployed
on its year-long, around-the-world cruise. Only this way could
he be assured of a “Navy second to none.”

Today, the Great Green Fleet represents an ongoing dem-
onstration and deployment of small, incremental energy ef-
ficiency efforts and initiatives that have potentially large—if
not game-changing—impacts throughout the Navy. Much like
the transition from sail, to coal, to oil....

When it comes to the promise of the Great Green Fleet, Mc-
Manamon noted, “We're hitting a lot of ‘singles’ but not many
home runs, yet. Those will come.”

The authors can be contacted at jfmorton@prodigy.net and sctruver@
aol.com.

Where Can You Get
the Latest on the

Better Buying Power
Initiatives?

power in defense acquisition

B BBP Gateway (https://dap.dau.mil/bbp) is your source for the
latest information, guidance, and directives on better buying

B BBP Public Site (https://acc.dau.mil/bbp) is your forum to share
BBP knowledge and experience

S —
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Knowing and Loving Your KO

A Guide for Program Managers

John Krieger

n the OSD Study of Program Manager Training and Experience, program managers gave high
marks to their acquisition training concerning “Contracting Challenges.” But, personal one-
on-one interviews with Program Executive Officers and Program Managers caveated that
by indicating that they were concerned about how to communicate, and get along with, their
contracting officers (KOs). No surprise there. How do we go about achieving that?

The Study

Over the last several years, the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology and Logistics),
in conjunction with DAU, as part of its human capital initiatives, has been conducting competency assessments of
various acquisition functional communities (e.g., Acquisition and Program Management, Contracting, Life Cycle

Krieger is an independent acquisition consultant supporting DAU’s Defense Systems Management College. He had 31 years of government
experience in contracting and acquisition before retiring from the Civil Service and is a former assistant commander for contracts at the
Marine Corps Systems Command.
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Table 1. Percent of interviewees answer-
ing “yes” to whether acquisition training
was sufficiently practical and compre-
hensive.

“Yes”
Responding to Military Service Inquiries 63%
Contracting Challenges 59%
Understanding and Using Government Financial 55%
Reports
Responding to OSD Inquiries 55%
Systems Engineering Challenges 53%
Responding to Inquiries From Outside DoD 53%
Changes in Technical Requirements 51%
Test and Evaluation Challenges 51%
Risk Management Challenges 49%
Source Selection Challenges 45%
Logistics Challenges 45%
Changes in Directed Funding 43%
Technical Failures 43%
Changes in Directed Schedules 41%
Dealing with User Requirements 41%
Understanding and Using Contractor Financial Reports 39%
Earned Value Challenges 37%
Overseeing Contractor Performance 31%
Cost Estimating Challenges 27%
Software Management Challenges 25%
Cost Control Challenges 25%
Unexpected Cost Growth 14%

Logistics). Dave Ahern, Director, Portfolio Systems Acquisition,
OASD(A), the functional advisor for acquisition and program
management, oversaw the conduct of an initial Program Man-
agement Competency Assessment, with a goal of reaching
1,300 employees. The survey instrument was sent to 4,271
randomly identified professionals, of whom 1,568 completed
the assessment, for a total response rate of 36.7 percent. The
results of the survey provided information for OSD to “Adjust
human capital strategies and organizational level decision
making in such areas as:
* Education, training and development modification based
on learner characteristics
* Targeted recruitment and retention to shore up strengths
or heal weaknesses in workforce or at the command level
» Conduct strategic human capital planning
* Workforce/manpower allocations and other resource
allocations.”

However, Ahern wanted even more insight into the compe-
tency level of the functional community, so he directed the

OSD Program Management Certification Study, which was
developed, conducted and prepared by DAU, with represen-
tatives of academia and industry. The study was much more
targeted than the initial assessment. It consisted of two parts.
One part was a set of more specific questions, provided to a
targeted group of program executive officers (PEOs) and pro-
gram managers (PMs). The other part consisted of in-depth
interviews with PEOs and PMs. Table 1 shows the distribu-
tion of “yes” answers to the question, “Is acquisition training
sufficiently practical and comprehensive (other than on-the-
job training) to enable you to manage or deal effectively with
this challenge?” Note that the “yes" answers to “Contracting
Challenges” constitute the second highest of all the 22 generic
challenges.

That said, one might think that program executive officers
and program managers who took the survey are sanguine
about their knowledge of contracting. Not so, as indicated
by a number of comments that came out of the in-depth
interviews:

* "DoD PMs often have significantly less knowledge and ex-
perience in contracting than their contractor counterparts.
PMs need to be trained to read and understand the con-
tracts relating to their acquisition program. They need train-
ing in the process of contracting as well as in the mechanics
of contracting.”

* “"PMs need to have sufficient depth in contracting to be able
to have an intelligent discussion with their contracting of-
ficers and to know where a contracting officer does and
does not have flexibility on a contract.”

* “PMs should be trained to a higher level of competence in
contract incentives, including (a) award fees and (b) how
government contributions to contractor overhead costs on
a contract can reverse the intended effects. (Low fees un-
dermine contract incentives.)”

* "My PM contracting training was only in the fundamentals;
little training in incentives or in contracting strategies. PMs
need more training to deal with contracting strategies and
the intricacies of negotiations.”

* "PMs need to be trained in ways to provide contractors can-
did feedback on CPAF contracts.”

Based on the integrated analysis of the surveys and the inter-

views, the Study produced the following findings:

* Program managers need additional training in industry prac-
tices, including factors that motivate contractors and ways
in which PMs can use incentives to achieve better program
performance for the government customer.

« Additional earned value training with applications, com-
bined with experience in financial management, is necessary
to enable program managers to use predictive indicators to
anticipate program challenges, assess more accurately the
condition of their programs, and deal more effectively with
financial problems.

* Additional training and experience in contracting is neces-
sary for program managers to deal more effectively with
contracting officers and contractors.
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Although nobody ever wants
to address the question,

a program manager is the
contracting officer's COR,
sans portfolio. | suspect that
the relationships between
(KOs and PMs'are governed

_ 'by how they view this

relationship.

So how do we go about providing that additional training on
dealing more effectively with contracting officers? Well, for
my part, Ahern personally told me that | had to work on mak-
ing that happen. I've gone about doing that in two ways. The
first was to introduce the topic into the contracting portions of
the program management courses that my teaching partner
and | support in DAU's School of Program Management. The
second is this article.

The Relationship
What's a KO? He or she is the contracting officer. And, ac-
cording to the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) FAR 2.101:

“Contracting officer” means a person with the authority to
enter into, administer, and/or terminate contracts and make
related determinations and findings. The term includes certain
authorized representatives of the contracting officer acting
within the limits of their authority as delegated by the con-
tracting officer.

Interestingly enough, the only thing that keeps a program
manager from being a contracting officer’s representative
(COR) and, therefore, technically, a “contracting officer,” is
the requirement that they be designated and authorized in
writing. Although nobody ever wants to address the question,
a program manager is the contracting officer's COR, sans port-
folio. | suspect that the relationships between KOs and PMs
are governed by how they view this relationship. | would posit
that the worst contracting officers believe this to be true, and
the best program managers believe this to be true.

It all gets to the issue of who is in charge. Whom does the
contract belong to? Some contracting officers will say that it
belongs to them. Some program mangagers will say it belongs
to them. Although some of you might believe this is like trying
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to decide whether the glass is half full or half empty, it is not. If
you look at Block 27 of a Standard Form 33, Solicitation, Offer
and Award, you'll find the truth of the matter is that it belongs
to the United States of America, although it has been signed
by a contracting officer. (By the way, the glass is neither half
empty nor half full; it's the wrong size.)

Part of the reason that contracting officers might believe that
they are the top dog is that the term “contracting officer”
appears 5,381 times in the FAR, while the term “program
manager” appears a mere 7 times. If it would help program
managers feel better, the term “systems engineer” appears
0 times in the FAR. But, it's not about the contracting officer,
program manager, systems engineer, or any other functional
personnel, it's about the acquisition team: “The Acquisition
Team consists of all participants in Government acquisition
including not only representatives of the technical, supply,
and procurement communities but also the customers they
serve, and the contractors who provide the products and
services.”

Very closely related to the question of ownership of the con-
tract is ownership of the single most important document that
sets up the contract, the acquisition strategy. And, although
ownership of the contract might appear ambiguous in the FAR,
ownership of the strategy is not:

The program manager, as specified in agency procedures, shall
develop an acquisition strategy tailored to the particular major
system acquisition program. This strategy is the program man-
ager's overall plan for satisfying the mission need in the most
effective, economical, and timely manner. The strategy shall be
in writing and prepared in accordance with the requirements of
Subpart 7.1, except where inconsistent with this part, and shall
qualify as the acquisition plan for the major system acquisition,
as required by that subpart.

So, before there is a contract, the program manager (PM)
owns the Acquisition Strategy that the contracting officer will
seek to implement. In the Department of Defense, the PM also
owns the acquisition plan, if written as a separate document.
Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement (DFARS)
207.103(g) states, “The program manager, or other official re-
sponsible for the program, has overall responsibility for acqui-
sition planning.” On the acquisition team, the PM is responsible
for what needs to be done to execute the program through the
various phases, as articulated in the acquisition strategy. The
KO, in concert with the PM and other members of the acquisi-
tion team, implements that strategy through the contract with
industry, recognizing, of course, that the acquisition strategy
also includes efforts with other parts of the Defense enterprise
(e.g., test community, field agencies).

One of the comments we often hear from PMs is, “My con-
tracting officer is always saying no.” There may be a reason
for that, because although the FAR is a very permissive docu-
ment, “no” appears 1,150 times. Even if you exclude the 149



Table 2. Instances of instances where that is
Negative Phrases in the abbreviation for num-
the Federal Acquisition ber, that leaves a lot of
Regulation noes. And, that isn't even
counting prohibit, prohib-

No 1150 its, prohibited, shall not,
No. 149 may not, none. But, the
— counts for those appear
Prohibit 17 in the table below. Unfor-
Prohibits 13 tunately, of the 612 times
Prohibited 74 the word “yes" appears,
Shall Not 730 610 are in check blocks
May Not 133 for con’Frgctor responses
in provisions or clauses

None 55 or in the clause matrix,
Yes 612 used for selecting provi-

sions and clauses. There
are only two other yeses, both references to the “yes” radio
button on the Governmentwide Point of Entry (GPE) (https://
www.fedbizopps.gov).

Does that mean the FAR should be used to say no? Just the
opposite. The statement of guiding principles for the Federal
Acquisition System, which was added on July 3,1995, the pro-
gram manager's Independence Day, included the following
statement at FAR 1.102-4(e):

The FAR outlines procurement policies and procedures that

are used by members of the Acquisition Team. If a policy or
procedure, or a particular strategy or practice, is in the best
interest of the Government and is not specifically addressed in
the FAR, nor prohibited by law (statute or case law), Executive
order or other regulation, Government members of the Team
should not assume it is prohibited. Rather, absence of direc-

Table 3. FAR and DFARS/PGI Changes

* 51 Federal Acquisition Circulars (FACs) issued since
March 2005 [Through FAC 2005-51]
+ 4 Amendments
+ 1 Technical Amendment
+ 1 Revision
+ 1 Addendum [20 pages]
+ 1 Thresholds Matrix [34 pages]
+ 8 Corrections
= 90 Defense FAR Supplement Publication Notices! is-
sued since January 2008 [Through DPN 20110511]
* 64 Open FAR Cases
« 72 Open DFARS Cases

TPreviously Designated Defense FAR Supplement Change
Notices.

These changes do not even take into account the
myriad of USD(AT&L) and DPAP policy memoranda.

11 May 2011

tion should be interpreted as permitting the Team to innovate
and use sound business judgment that is otherwise consistent
with law and within the limits of their authority. Contracting
officers should take the lead in encouraging business process
innovations and ensuring that business decisions are sound.

That language is the license to say YES! So how do the pro-
gram manager and the contracting officer get to yes? Look for
the answer in Part 2—appearing in the January-February 2012
issue of Defense AT&L.

The author can be contacted at john.krieger@dau.mil.
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Making Trust Work

Stan Emelander

Defense AT&L: November-December 2011

“For it is mutual trust, even more
than mutual interest that holds

human associations together.”
— H. L. Mencken

rust is a powerful compo-

nent of success in organiza-

tions as well as a contributor

to individual work satisfac-

tion and enjoyment. Both
individuals and organizations can
strive to enhance trust.

Emelander is a project manager in the Army's Individual Weapons
program. He holds degrees in business administration and systems
management and recently completed a doctoral degree in organiza-
tion and management. He is Level Il certified in program management
and Level | in systems engineering.
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Imagine working in an organization where workers and supervi-
sors have strong bonds of trust. Next consider an atmosphere of
nonchalance or even distrust. The visceral difference between
the two scenes underscores the importance of trust as factor
in the workplace. Trust is both the glue that binds successful
organizations together and the lubricant that frees workers to
be creative and productive. This article describes the benefits of
trust, discusses barriers to its formation, and identifies behav-
iors that build a trusting climate and relationships with special
focus on program and project teams and their leaders.

Trust Defined
Trust is a belief that others, including both people and organi-
zations, will behave in a way that does no harm when they are
unobserved. Trust varies by degree in two dimensions: inter-
est alignment and competence. Interest alignment can vary
from aligned—implying intentional benefit from the object,
to neutral—an assumption that the object at least has no
harmful intentions, to hostility. Assessments of compe-
tence can range from effective to ineffective. Thus, even
closely aligned agents will lose trust if their behavior is
inconsistent or ineffective.

Importance of Trust

Trust benefits individuals, teams, and whole or-
ganizations because it builds a positive social
climate, enhancing motivation and productiv-
ity. Employees build motivation by identify-
ing with and valuing both their work and
the people they work with. Identification
with work grows when employees are
trusted to make autonomous deci-
sions about their approach to job
tasks. When workers identify with
their work they also come to value
it more highly. Identification and
valuing are components of job
engagement, which is in turn
linked to productivity. En-
gaged, productive workers
are perhaps the most vital
component for organiza-
tional success and they are
also more likely to practice
organizational citizenship be-
haviors (OCB), actions outside
the bounds of their job description

that benefit the organization.

The need for exhaustive monitoring and control is
lowered when we trust the values and performance of

business partners. Contracting is a recognized area where
trust matters to project managers. When parties to a contract
trust each other fewer detailed clauses and specifications need
to be spelled out in print or be inspected on-site because stan-
dards of performance can be relied upon. When a contractor
delivers faulty goods or services, trust in their performance is

eroded resulting in the need for increased oversight, a burden
to all parties.

Trust is an important factor in teams, especially those that
are permanent or semi-permanent. Because of the time spans
involved in DoD acquisitions, both project teams and work
groups within organizations fit this criterion. Individuals, and
the teams they comprise, possess finite amounts of energy to
expend on job demands. Trust makes teamwork more efficient
by reducing the energy spent speculating about others’ mo-
tives and capabilities. When team members trust each other,
suggestions are less likely to be viewed with suspicion and
competition can be replaced with cooperation.

Team creativity and innovation are two other areas related to
trust. Innovation always entails a degree of risk, including the
threat that the innovator will be attacked or criticized. When
team members trust each other their inhibitions are lowered,
leading to a freer exchange of ideas. Such exchanges lead to
better solutions than any individual could have arrived at alone,
a synergy that is one of the major advantages of teamwork.

A leader’s trustworthiness is also related to the types of power
they can employ. According to the classic French and Raven
model, power is built upon five aspects labeled Coercive, Re-
ward, Legitimate, Referent, and Expert. The power a leader
may access varies in different circumstances, and it is advan-
tageous to build power in each aspect to enhance effective-
ness and flexibility. While coercive power is linked to negative
management styles, conditions that erode trust, and legitimate
power is trust-neutral, trust enhances the effectiveness of the
other three aspects. We tend to trust those who have expert
knowledge, are consistent in delivering rewards, and with
whom we identify personally (the referent aspect). Leaders
and managers at every level, including project managers, can
build their power base by being trustworthy.

Barriers to Trust

The differences between people are one of the major sources
of mistrust. Overt differences between groups, including race,
age, gender and ethnicity, are well-researched barriers to trust
formation. We tend to trust in-group individuals more than
those from out-groups. While the debate about whether mis-
trust of this kind is instinctive or learned continues, there is
no argument about it being commonplace. More subtle dif-
ferences, including belonging to different divisions within an
organization, also affect trust. Matrix teaming arrangements
are pervasive in project management work, and project man-
agers must work with team members representing numerous
organizations, such as contracting, test and evaluation, logis-
tics, and budget offices. Opinions about the trustworthiness of
the organizations they represent can raise or lower the initial
levels of trust such team members are afforded.

Inconsistent behavior towards others impacts trust formation.
We build opinions about the character and trustworthiness of
people by observing how they behave towards others. When
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colleagues act in a Machiavellian, manipulative way towards
others in an out-group, team members assume that those
same standards could apply to in-group behavior if the con-
ditions are right.

We also carry the seeds of mistrust through our inability
to communicate perfectly. Communications are vulner-
able to error from both the sender and receiver. Consider
the supervisor who states “I do not want be harsh about
this.” While the supervisor may intend to express empathy,
followers may interpret
the statement to mean
the supervisor considers
harsh behavior a realistic
option, eroding trust. On
the receiving end, people
may make use of cog-
nitive shortcuts, called
heuristics, to interpret
communications without
really understanding the
content. Heuristics lead
us to think that because
current events appear
similar to the past we
know what will happen
next, sometimes lead-
ing to jaded "been there,
done that"” attitudes. This
thinking can be a barrier to
leaders trying to establish
credentials as trustworthy
change agents in the firm.

All of these factors and
more can combine in proj-
ect teams. Larger projects
are often multi-national
in scope, including team
members with different
cultural and ethnic back-
grounds. Matrix manage-
ment arrangements are
the norm in project teams,
potentially raising ques-
tions about the focus of
many team members.
Trust is facilitated by personal contact, but many project teams
meet virtually most of the time, reducing the richness of com-
munications and hindering formation of trusting ties.

Building Trust

Efforts to earn trust should flow both ways between leaders
and followers. Individual workers must be aware of how co-
workers and supervisors form positive opinions of trustworthi-
ness: observation of behavior that is consistent and supportive.
An awareness of common barriers to trust, such as out-group
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When colleagues actin a
Machiavellian, manipulative
way towards others in an
out-group, team members
assume that those same
standards could apply to

in-group behavior if the

prejudice and heuristics, is a first step in working to become
more trusting oneself. Avoiding emotional confrontation and
behavior that could be interpreted as backstabbing estab-
lishes a foundation of trustworthiness. It is also important for
employees to communicate frequently and honestly, keeping
supervisors and team members abreast of information they
need to perform effectively.

Interactions with other team members deserve special men-
tion. Teams make their best decisions by comparing ideas,
a process that inevitably
involves individual mem-
bers proposing different
plans or points of view.
Hurt feelings and resent-
ment can result if the
subsequent discussions
turn personal, detracting
from trust between team
members. Individuals, as
well as team leaders, have
aresponsibility for keeping
discussions and disagree-
ments at a cognitive level,
dealing with facts, rather
than degenerating into
attacks on persons. Sup-
portive, positive attitudes
are also linked to trust, co-
operation, and higher per-
formance in work teams.

conditions are right.

Supervisors can work to
both build trust in them-
selves and develop fol-
lowers into trustworthy
members of the organi-
zation. Trust building for
supervisors consists of
both do’s and don'ts. The
don'ts include behav-
iors that contribute to an
overly controlling environ-
ment. Specific behaviors
to avoid include berating,
giving negatively charged
feedback, micro managing,
and controlling the conversational agenda. The do's include
behaviors that encourage worker autonomy, including pro-
vision of non-judgmental informational feedback, ensuring
that employees have the resources needed to be effective,
and delivering on promised rewards. Supervisors are always
under observation by followers, and being aware that be-
havior towards out-group persons will influence in-group
opinions can help establish the needed level of consistency.
For some supervisors, trusting employees may involve an



uncomfortable leap of faith, especially in organizations that
have developed a culture of control and secretiveness.

Organizational policies and processes also play a role in es-
tablishing a culture that supports trust.

Transparency is an important consideration at the organiza-
tional level related to trust. The opposite of the consistency
component of trust is uncertainty, and transparency reduces
uncertainty about organizational processes. Transparency
affects the effectiveness of rewards, including promotions
and monetary rewards. When the processes for distributing
rewards are secret or opaque to employees they may respond
with mistrust. Transparency in communications and decision
making are other well-recognized factors, with application at
all levels in the organization. Project managers as well as ex-
ecutive leaders build confidence when their decision processes
are communicated and understood.

Organizations can also take action to reduce the barriers
between in- and out-groups. Human resource profession-
als may work to establish a pro-diversity workplace through

PROGRAM MANAGERS

awareness and education programs. Outreach through spon-
sorship of events, such as multi-cultural social gatherings,
and recognition of the contributions of minority groups are
other recommended activities. Human resource depart-
ments can also be vigilant for incidents of unfairness and
conflict, both resulting from in-out group conflict and related
to organizational processes. On project teams, the PM usu-
ally wears the human resources hat, along with their other
responsibilities. As a team leader they should be conscious
of the need to lower barriers by respecting and encouraging
out-group members to play an active role in planning, deci-
sion making and strategy execution.

Trust is important because it has a real impact on organiza-
tional performance in terms of both efficiency and effective-
ness. It also dovetails with other areas of importance to orga-
nizations such as leadership and high-performance human
resource development. It is an expression of values with appli-
cation at the individual, supervisory, and organizational levels
and helps allow project teams to rise to their potential.

The author can be reached at stanley.emelander@us.army.mil.
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Our Troops Need Your

BRAINPOWER

Here’s a way to put it to work

Join the best minds in science and technology on DoDTechipedia — the new internal wiki for the U.S. Depart-

ment of Defense. Post ideas, ask questions, make suggestions or share information with colleagues you can’t

reach now. It’s a way to expand our brainpower focused on rapidly responding to the needs

of the warfighter.

HERE’S HOW IT WORKS

Share your knowledge. Every contribution counts.The more

you contribute, the more the collective knowledge base expands.
The wiki can easily be edited by any user, broadening your access
to the latest and best research and ideas. DoDTechipedia is open
to federal government employees and contractors with Common

Access Card or DTIC registration.

Connect across walls. Reach across command chains and
departmental divisions to find other people working on ideas
and solutions that interest you. Discuss hot topics. Stay on top
of new trends. Read technical blogs — or create one of your
own.You don’t need to know the right people—you can

connect on the wiki.

Collaborate.The wars we are fighting today require immediate
solutions. The wiki is the biggest brainstorming session ever

at DoD. Network with others working in your areas of interest.
Present new ideas or technical challenges. Stay abreast

of research and development initiatives, conferences, and
symposiums. Collaboration across DoD increases our ability

to identify challenges as they emerge and deliver vigorous

solutions fast.

https://www.DoDTechipedia.mil

M™\ START CONTRIBUTING
N\ TO DODTECHIPEDIA NOW

If you have CAC or DTIC registration,

you already have access to the wiki.

Go to https://www.DoDTechipedia.mil and log
in. Once on the wiki, visit the

tutorials link to learn how to add or

edit information.

IATAC MAINTAINS THE FOLLOWING
TECHNOLOGY FOCUS AREAS:

Information Assurance:
protection and defense of information and IT systems

Information Warfare:
capabilities used to exploit information and IT systems

Networking Technology:
technologies that interconnect groups and/or systems

IATAC POC: Rogelio Raymond
(703)984-0072 or raymond_rogelio@bah.com

The U.S. Department of Defense Science and Technology Wiki

A project of Acquisition, Technology and Logistics, Defense Research and Engineering, Defense Technical Information Center,
Networks and Information Integration and Department of Defense Chief Information Officer, and Rapid Reaction Technology Office




0G0

[011010101001C

o

Software Acquisitio': b
Reducing Risks #*

James Jones

The Acquisition Risk Crisis

he GAO has shown that technical, cost, schedule, and performance risks are inherent
in delivering software-intensive systems. The GAO also reported that FAA acquisition
programs have consistently experienced cost, schedule, and performance problems -
attributed to systemic management issues. Various authorities and the GAO have con- \.l
cluded that there is insufficient knowledge and skill to effectively manage the life cycle A

of those systems where software plays a significant role. Software acquisition and development .| ~4

have always presented challenges due to such factors as software estimation, design constraints, == |

acquirer lack of experience, and supplier lack of institutionalized software development capability

maturity. Cost overrun is the single biggest risk because it represents time, money, and missed

opportunities. The difficulty in estimating costs is attributable to inadequate software size esti-

mates and requirements growth. Poor software size estimation is one of the main reasons major

programs fail to meet deadlines. Software size is the critical factor in determining cost, schedule,

-

Jones is a DoD software acquisition subject-matter expert at Support Systems Associates, Inc. He has software experience in acquisition,
development, and process improvement and holds two patents (4,479,034: 4,451,702).
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and effort. Software sizing is typically driven by the contract
and the supplier software development capability maturity.

My Software Acquisition Journey

My software acquisition journey includes providing advisory
and assistance services and software subcontract manage-
ment for major defense acquisition programs (MDAP). These
MDAPs experienced cost and schedule overruns. One MDAP
experienced three “Nunn-McCurdy” unit cost breaches. Prior
to my serving as the software subcontract management lead,
thousands of subcontract data requirement deliverables re-
quiring approval by the prime were 6 months to 2 years over-
due. Approval was achieved prior to FAA type certification.

FAA procurement comprises over 200 acquisition programs.
| provided systems engineering and integration services such
as system development manager, software lead, on-site sup-
port, and software subject matter expert. Several programs
experienced cost and schedule overruns, performance, and
terminations for convenience and default. | was deposed by
the supplier. One major cornerstone of the FAA experienced
cost increases from $3.6 billion to $7.6 billion and required re-
structuring. However, | was involved with two very successful
major programs. As the software lead, the supplier delivered
the first production unit 6 months ahead of schedule and re-
ceived a $9 million incentive award. The other program ($1.3
billion) achieved 100% on-time delivery of all systems.

Five Key and Effective Software Acquisition
Elements

Based on previous acquisition experiences, | will discuss five
key and effective software acquisition elements that result in
reducing risks and improving the acquisition outcomes.

» Software Contract Requirements

* The Acquisition Environment

* Technical Performance Assessment

* Software Acceptance

* Performance Measurements

1. Software Contract Requirements

The degree of interaction between the acquirer and supplier
depends on the nature of the development effort and the
contract type. Although there are many variations, the two
basic compensation schemes are fixed-price and cost-reim-
bursement. To provide an effective software acquisition envi-
ronment, appropriate software contract requirements must
be communicated to the supplier in the request for proposal
(RFP). Success of an acquisition is directly linked to the quality
of the RFP. During the RFP preparation, the acquisition team
must have software acquisition expertise to ensure that es-
sential software data and data rights are acquired.

Software must be addressed in the following RFP essential

elements:

« Section L and Section M

« Statement of Work (SOW)/Statement of Objectives
(S00)
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* Contract Data Requirements List (CDRL)
* System Specification
* Data Rights

Section L and Section M

Section L (instructions) should instruct the following software
data to be submitted: 1) draft software plans (i.e., software
development plan, software configuration management plan,
and software quality assurance plan), 2) description of pre-
vious software development experience of similar systems,
and 3) description of the software process defined in the draft
software plans. Section M (evaluation factors) should contain
district discriminators for software requested in Section L. For
example, the government will consider the offeror’s plans for
conducting the software development and capability maturity.

Statement of Work/Statement of Objective
The Statement of Work (SOW) or Statement of Objective
(S00) is the “linchpin” of the contract. It defines the tasks
required to successfully supply the software. The SOW/SOO
must provide sufficient detail to allow the supplier to scope
the effort, cost it, and provide a technical solution.

The SOW/SOO0 must contain software tasking information
which should reference any applicable CDRL item that will be
delivered by that task. Task should include updates of software
plans as CDRLs, subject to acquirer review and approval. While
the SOW/SOO states the specific tasks to be performed, it
must not tell the supplier how to do the required work.

CDRLs

CDRLs are absolutely essential for managing the develop-
ment process. Software CDRLs are a natural by-product of
the development process to capture results for each soft-
ware development activity. The Defense Federal Acquisition
Regulation Supplement requires the use of a CDRL in solicita-
tion when the contract will require delivery of technical data.
CDRLs should be used only to acquire software data and
rights which are essential to meeting the needs of the re-
quiring organization. CDRLs must be referenced in the SOW
paragraphs describing the software effort and preparation
of software data. SOW takes precedence over the CDRL
in a contract. Therefore, it is essential that the language in
the SOW be consistent with and does not conflict with the
CDRL in any way. Special data provisions (e.g., data rights
and warranty if required) should be identified in the contract
via special contract clauses.

Each CDRL identifies a data acquisition document data item
description (DID). The DID defines the data the supplier is
required to provide, along with delivery instruction. Assist
Quick Search should be used to access the current DID. The
DID selected should be used as is, or with non-applicable
requirements tailored out (i.e., data requirements cannot
be added to, only tailored out of a DID). Tailoring instruc-
tions (e.g., “BLK: Delete paragraphs...”) are entered in the
remarks section (Block 16). The DID should be referenced



Figure 1. Acquisition Environment
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by the exact identifier and title with reference to any issue
or revision identifier.

CDRL submission should be associated with events such as
technical reviews (Quality Gates) in accordance with the CDRL
item blocks. CDRLs should be delivered prior to the event to
allow: 1) the acquirer sufficient time to perform a detailed
review and provide review comments, 2) the supplier to dis-
position review comments, and 3) the acquirer and supplier
to agree on the disposition. It is absolutely critical that the
acquirer time for review and acceptance/rejection be speci-
fied in Block 16. All software CDRLs should be prepared by
the software acquisition management team, reviewed by all
applicable distribution addressee organizations and approved
by either the appropriate acquirer program manager or data
requirements review board chairperson prior to action by the
contracting officer.

With the SOO approach, a list of CDRLs is proposed tailored
to their design. The proposed CDRLs are then evaluated by
the acquirer during proposal evaluation.

System Specification

The system specification is used to establish top-level tech-
nical performance, design, development, integration, and
verification requirements. Software development constraints
(e.g., methodology and safety-critical constraints) should be
included. Sound system requirements are the backbone for
accurate performance parameters—essential to the develop-
ment of effective capabilities.

Data Rights
Data rights are of great importance to both the acquirer and
the supplier. The acquirer must have sufficient rights to en-

Typical Report Items

* |ssues/Status

+ Milestone Review Readiness
+ Discrepancies

+ Corrective Action Request

Typical Software Products

+ Software Development Plan (SDP)

+ Software Configuration
Management Plan (SCMP)

+ Software Quality Assurance
Program Plan (SQPP)

+ Software Requirements
Specification (SRS)

+ Interface Requirements
Specification (IRS)

+ Software Design Description (SDD)

* Interface Design Description (IDD)

+ Software Test Plan (STP)

+ Software Test Description (STD)

+ Software Test Report (STR)

+ Software Version Description (SVD)

able the use, maintenance, and
replication of the software data.
The supplier wants to ensure that
its proprietary rights for software
developed at company expense
are protected in order to maintain
its competitive advantage. Data
rights categories include: unlimited
rights, acquirer purpose rights, and
restricted data rights. The secre-
tary of the Air Force has directed
the acquisition of technical data
and associated rights to be ad-
dressed in all acquisition strategy
plans.

2. The Acquisition
Environment
Software-intensive system acqui-

CMP: Configuration Management Plan

sition involves a number of orga-
nizations, including the user, the
acquirer, and the supplier. Figure 1
depicts the acquirer/supplier rela-
tionships. The degree of interaction depends on the develop-
ment effort and the contract type.

Acquirer

The acquirer program manager (PM) has full authority, re-
sponsibility, and resources to execute the acquisition program.
The appropriate business function groups—finance, contracts,
and legal—should establish and monitor the terms and condi-
tions of the contract. During the establishment of the contract,
the acquisition team must consist of a software acquisition
management (SAM) integrated product team (IPT). A soft-
ware acquisition manager should be designated to be respon-
sible for all software acquisition activities and products. The
manager should have software acquisition experience and
coordinates with other affected parties such as the PM, con-
tracting officer, and finance.

The SAM IPT must have adequate resources and funding.
Members should be trained to perform the acquisition ac-
tivities and receive orientation in the technical aspects of the
program. The SAM IPT must recognize quality work before
they can require and accept it.

Supplier

The supplier software IPT should be headed by a software
manager who is responsible for planning, managing, tracking,
and oversight. The manager should be the single point of con-
tact for the acquirer software manager. The manager should
provide visibility into actual progress so supplier senior man-
agement and the acquirer software manager can take ef-
fective actions when the performance deviates significantly
from the plans. The software IPT should consist of a software
process group, software engineers, software configuration
management, and software quality assurance. The software
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process group must establish and
maintain a set of software pro-
cess assets. Figure 2 illustrates

Figure 2. Typical Software Process Definition
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the supplier should develop the
software plans. Software plans
should be updated based on
events or phase-dependent.

3. Technical Performance
Assessments

Technical performance assessments enable the acquirer to
determine accuracy and adequacy of the supplier process,
progress, and CDRLs. It provides measurable results for deter-
mining effectiveness of the process and CDRLs quality.

The technical performance assessments are:
* Process Assessments

* Progress Assessments

* CDRL Review

Process Assessments

The acquirer should conduct process assessments to verify
that software management, software configuration manage-
ment, and software quality assurance activities and products
are in compliance with contract requirements, the supplier
process, and plans. Results should be analyzed to detect
issues and to identify risks. The contract should provide a
mechanism allowing the acquirer to access the supplier pro-
cess and plans.

Progress Assessments

Progress assessments, using reviews, should be conducted
to determine status, surface issues, and provide feedback to
the supplier. The key focus should be what is done and the
product being built. There are two general types of reviews:
formal and informal. Formal reviews, such as technical re-
views, should be defined in the contract. Informal reviews are
conducted by the supplier—peer reviews and walkthroughs,
for example.

Formal reviews should be structured around well defined pro-
cedures and objectives and coupled with realistic program
events. Technical reviews (e.g., software requirements review)
should directly support the software development process
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Project Results and
Software Work Products

Project’s Software Development Plan
Project’s Software Configuration
Management Plan

Activities _ Project’s Software Quality Assurance Plan

and provide the acquirer insight into the development status
and CDRL quality. Technical reviews should be used as qual-
ity gates. The completion of software activity and associated
CDRLs should be a prerequisite for the technical reviews. The
acquirer and supplier should agree on CDRL maturity (pre-
liminary, draft, final) and the technical review entrance/exit
criteria.

CDRL Review

CDRLs are essential for managing the development process
and delivery of quality software. Prior to exiting each develop-
ment phase, the supplier should perform CDRL peer reviews
and place the CDRLs under software configuration control
prior to delivering to the acquirer. The acquirer should per-
form a detailed review providing review comments and/or rec-
ommendations in accordance with the acquirer CDRL review
procedure. It is critical that the acquirer time for review and
acceptance/rejection be specified in the CDRL.

4. Software Acceptance

The development of software involves a series of produc-
tion activities within which opportunities for human induced
software errors are enormous. Because of this likelihood, the
development process is accompanied by software testing,
a quality assurance activity. There are typically three levels
of software testing performed by the supplier: Unit testing,
integration, and formal qualification testing (FQT). Unit and
integration testing are conducted in accordance with the sup-
plier process, and plans.

FQT is performed to evaluate the “as-built” software against
the software requirements to ensure that the probability of
failure due to latent defects is low enough for acceptance.
FQT should be specified in the SOW with CDRLs. The supplier



Figure 3. Examples of Performance Measures
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Considering that complete test
coverage is generally not pos-
sible, the acquirer and supplier
face a difficult question in de-
ciding when to release the soft-
ware. The acquirer and supplier
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5. Performance
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Performance measurement is
essential to managing and pro-
ducing quality software. Soft-
ware development is often out
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should document testing criteria, regression testing strategy,
and acceptance criteria. Tests should be traceable to the soft-
ware requirements. The supplier should document test cases
and procedures.

Prior to FQT execution, the supplier should establish test
readiness criteria and document the “as-built” software. The
acquirer and supplier should agree to proceed to FQT execu-
tion. Upon agreement, the supplier should execute the tests
in accordance with test procedures and capture the execution
activity via test logs. Acquirer and supplier software quality
assurance should witness all FQT execution. After FQT execu-
tion, the supplier should document test results indicating any
problems detected.

Problems identified during FQT should have priority classifi-
cation and should be tracked to closure. The supplier should
establish a change control system to implement software
changes identified during FQT, peer reviews, and approved ac-
quirer comments. The change control system should provide
how many problems have been reported, how many problems
are pending, and how many problems are closed, as well as
the progress of each problem.

53
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ter process management can
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the quality of the software can
be qualitatively measured. The
acquirer and supplier should use
performance measurements as
quality indicators (metrics) to
augment conventional acquisi-
tion and development reports.
As mandated by Section 804
of the National Defense Acqui-
sition Act, “metrics for perfor-
mance measurement and continual process improvement”
are a requirement.
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The acquirer and supplier should mutually agree on and im-
plement selected performance measurements. Examples of
performance measurements are shown in Figure 3. As shown,
over 4,000 review item discrepancies were identified, which
contributed to FAA success.

Reducing Software Acquisition Risks

Studies have shown that technical, cost, and schedule risks
are inherent in delivery of software-intensive systems. Five key
and effective software acquisition elements can reduce risks,
but reducing software acquisition risks requires assiduously
detailing software contract requirements and applying knowl-
edge and skill acquirer and supplier with capability maturity,
effectively assessing supplier technical performance through
process, progress, and CDRL review to measure effectiveness
and compliance. Reducing risk also requires ensuring the “as-
built” meets requirements, and determining progress toward
objectives through performance measures.

The author can be contacted at jjones@ssai.org.
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The Goal of Defense Acquisition

Lt. Col. Dan Ward, USAF

recently asked a couple of dozen colleagues an apparently simple

question: “What is the goal of defense acquisition?” Their re-

sponses were remarkably diverse. Some people emphatically

asserted the answer was simple and sent me short goal state-

ments. Others insisted the question was complicated and sub-
mitted lengthy replies. A few jokers sent answers that shouldn't
be published here, even though | confess they made me laugh.
As | perused the stack, it was interesting to see so many different
perspectives. Interesting, but also a little disturbing.

Ward is a branch chief in the Science, Technology and Engineering Directorate, Office of the Secretary of the Air Force for Acquisition (SAF/
AQRT). He holds degrees in systems engineering, electrical engineering, and engineering management. He is Level IlI certified in SPRDE, Level
IIl'in PM, and Level I in T&E and IT.
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Confusion about the goal

causes counterproductive
behavior which actually
moves us away from
where we want to go.

A goal is the organization’s purpose for existing—the thing
it was created to do. If the organization does not achieve its
goal, it has failed. So the question “What is the goal?" is a
fundamental one, and divergent goal definitions are a bad
sign. Ideally, an organization's goal directs its activities and
measurements and defines the very heart of organizational
success. Without a goal, we don't know if we're doing the
right thing or making meaningful progress. Of course, an
organization may have multiple goals and sub-goals, but at
the end of the day, there needs to be a single, over-arching,
tie-breaker goal—a Most Important Thing, if you will.

Here's why this matters: Confusion about the goal causes
counterproductive behavior which actually moves us away
from where we want to go. So the fact that no two people
proposed the same goal statement probably means we've
got a problem.

The inspiration for this little research project came from Eli
Goldratt's business novel The Goal. This book is widely re-
garded as the original source for the Theory of Constraints,
but as the title indicates, the concept of goal identification
is central to the story. In fact, goal identification just may be
the most important concept in Goldratt's story, and indeed
it is the pivot point for much of the novel's drama.

To be clear, the results of my admittedly unscientific ex-
periment weren't entirely dissimilar. As you might imagine,
many of the proposed goal statements included some vari-
ant on “achieving cost, schedule and performance objec-
tives." But Goldratt's book argues strongly that such goal
statements aren't quite right.

In The Goal, the main character (Alex) makes the startling
observation that efficiently producing quality products is
not the goal of a factory, nor is it to advance the state of
the art of technology. Instead, he realizes that the goal of a
factory is simply this: to make money, now and in the future.

Goldratt argues that if a factory makes quality products
efficiently but unprofitably, it's failed. If it uses or develops
advanced technology but doesn’'t make money, it's failed.
The only true success for a factory is to make money, be-
cause without profit, the factory won't survive.

This analysis began to cast a little doubt on all those ac-
quisition goal statements that echo the “achieving cost,
schedule, and performance objectives” concept. That type
of goal sounds suspiciously like “efficiently produce quality
products,” which is firmly rejected in The Goal. | started to
wonder: If efficient production of quality products is not
the goal of a factory, maybe it's not the goal of the defense
acquisition enterprise either. So | decided to take a closer
look.

Imagine if the acquisition community efficiently delivered
quality products that didn't line up with operational needs.
That would be a failure, right?

Similarly, what if we meet the cost and schedule objectives, but
they were too high in the first place, resulting in systems we
can't afford? Or what if the development costs are on target
but the operational costs are unsupportable? Clearly, a system
can be “on budget” and still be an unaffordable failure.

What if one program delivers on time and on schedule but
drives all sorts of problems and delays into a dozen other
programs? What if the delivered system can't integrate with
the rest of the operational environment? What if we optimize
one system at the expense of the larger system-of-systems?
What if we improve engineering in a way that hurts logistics?
Fail, fail, fail, fail.

Maybe we just need to adjust the goal statement. We could
add lots of phrases like “in response to user needs” and “in an
integrated fashion” to the cost/schedule/performance goal,
ending up with a statement that is both more comprehensive
and more cumbersome. Is the goal of defense acquisition to
“deliver affordable, war-winning, sustainable, effective, inte-
grated, compatible capabilities on-time and on-schedule, with-
out driving expensive changes into the operational environ-
ment"? Or does even that phrasing leave out critical aspects?
| suspect the solution isn't to pile on more phrases, caveats,
and nuances. The longer the statement is, the more likely we
haven't quite defined the goal yet.

Which brings us back to Goldratt's book. He argues that a fac-
tory's goal is “to make money, now and in the future.” We may
agree a factory is supposed to make money, but clearly, that
is not the goal of acquisitions, at least from the government
side. We're not in the profit business.

Just what sort of business is the acquisition community in?
True, acquisition involves providing products and services, sort
of like a commercial entity, but not for the purpose of selling
them at a profit. Is there perhaps something we make instead
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The question of the goal of
defense acquisitions is not one
for senior leadership to answer

alone. The responsibility

lies with us all, to seek to
understand the goal. To

ensure our activities and

measurements support it.

To ask the questions.

of money? Some greater goal? What if the thing we make, our
equivalent to a factory’s profit, is national strength?

Perhaps the primary goal of defense acquisition is this: make
America stronger, now and in the future.

Let's test that thought. Is it sufficient to achieve that goal if
we don't achieve any others? And are there any activities we
could undertake in support of that goal that would ultimately
be counterproductive?

The act of efficiently producing quality goods serves that goal,
just as it serves a factory's profit motive. Delivering systems
that work, meet genuine needs and can integrate with other
systems also serves that goal. These sub-goals are important,
but they can't be allowed to trump the main goal.

If we optimize a part at the expense of the whole, we could
make the nation weaker, which does not support the goal. Keep
in mind that counterproductive optimization of a part can be
inadvertently justified using cost/schedule/performance
goals, but we avoid this pitfall if we define the goal as making
the nation stronger.

This does not mean the Defense Acquisition Workforce
shouldn't care about efficiency, quality, or advancing the state
of the art. A manufacturer can't ignore those things, either. It
just means none of those activities are THE goal. And if those
are not the goal, perhaps we need to take a closer look at the
way we define and measure progress, at our metrics and our
activities.
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Let's step away from the factory metaphor for a moment. In-
stead of a factory, whose goal is to make money, we could con-
sider agym. What is the goal of exercise? Why do people work
out? Sure, some people do it for fun, some for their mental
health, some as a way to socialize and some just because they
like wearing spandex. But imagine for a moment that a group of
people decided their goal was to get fit (understanding that the
generic concept of “fitness” can be defined in several ways).
How would fitness as a goal shape their behavior? How would
it shape the things they measure, monitor and track?

It is certainly possible to spend a lot of time in the gym and
still be out of shape, so it would be pretty silly to use Time in
Gym as a primary metric and expect that hanging around the
smoothie bar will erase those love handles. Further, | could
spend buckets of money on expensive gear, clothing, and
equipment and still be a slug, so Money Spent on Fitness
probably isn't a great metric either. | can have fun and so-
cialize in the gym without getting any slimmer, stronger or
swifter, so if fitness is the goal, then Number of Cool People
Met and Enjoyment Level aren’t great metrics or central ac-
tivities either.

If the goal is fitness, doesn't it make sense to move our bod-
ies around in particular ways, then, depending on the type of
fitness we're aiming for, to measure how many pounds we've
lost, how far/fast we can run, or how much weight we can
lift? We could even get all scientific and measure stuff like
resting pulse rates and blood pressure. Measurements like this
indicate whether we're getting fitter, right? And if we don't see
the results we were aiming for, it's time to find a different way to
move our bodies, because the current motions aren't effective.
| hear there's an opening in the spin class.

Keep in mind: Defining the goal as fitness doesn’t mean you
can't ever have fun, meet people, wear stretchy pants or spend
money like crazy. It just means those things aren't the goal. In
order to be meaningful, our metrics and activities must be con-
nected to the goal, so those things shouldn't be at the heart of
what we do or how we monitor progress.

If you ever read an airline magazine, you've probably seen ad-
vertisements for the ROM exercise machine, which promises
to whip you into shape with a 4-minute workout. It only costs
$14,615, which is apparently quite a bargain. | have no data and
no opinion as to the veracity of the ROM claims. For all | know,
the thing works great. Or maybe not. | only mention it because
| can imagine some people might feel bad about spending that
much money on a piece of equipment they'll only use 4 minutes
aday.

I'd like to gently suggest that dollars spent divided by time used
is a bad way to measure fitness—because it doesn't actually
measure fitness. As we've seen, the amount of time and money
you spend are unreliable indicators of how fit you're getting.
The real question is whether or not the thing made you big-
ger, sleeker, or tougher. Or maybe you're just going for a lower



resting pulse. Again, “fitness” has many definitions, and we'll
need to be precise with what we mean by that term. Once we've
defined it sufficiently, it's important to make sure our activities
and measurements are aligned with that goal.

Maybe the ROM isn't for me. Perhaps | can get an equivalent
level of fitness by spending $15 on a pair of used running shoes
and putting in countless hours on the track. That's where an
analysis of alternatives comes in. If I've got plenty of time to
work out and not a lot of spare cash, running might be the way
to go. If I've got more money than | know what to do with and
no free time then sure, buy a ROM. In either case, the thing
to keep in mind is that the goal is fitness, not spending time
or money.

While time and money are interesting aspects of the situation,
there's no sense in trying to figure out if | got my money’s worth
in terms of dollars spent per hour used. The real question is
whether I'm in better shape or not. Fitness per dollar or fitness
per hour are both fine metrics. We could even get all math-
ematical and measure fitness per dollar-minute and compare
multiple options. The key is to include the goal—fitness—in the
calculation somewhere.

OK, back to defense acquisition. If the goal is to make America
stronger, then the acquisition enterprise is sort of like a national
gym. It's full of wonderful machines that target different parts of
our metaphorical anatomy; some exercise our airpower biceps,
while others exercise our seapower pecs, our spacepower delts,
our ground-based quads, and our highly coveted Marine Corps
six-pack abs. We even have stuff that make our cyberpower gray
matter swifter and smarter.

As we use these machines to crank out new acquisition pro-
grams, it's important to ask a few critical questions: What is the
goal? Do we have the right goal? Are our metrics and behaviors
aligned with the goal?

The interesting thing is, the protagonist in Goldratt's book didn't
so much decide his factory's goal as discover it. Like a Platonic
form, the goal possesses a higher kind of reality, independent of
whether it is explicitly recognized or accepted by mere mortals.
Thus, the question of the goal of defense acquisitions is not one
for senior leadership to answer alone. The responsibility lies with
us all, to seek to understand the goal. To ensure our activities
and measurements support it. To ask the questions.

| don't know if “Make America stronger, now and in the fu-
ture” is really the right goal for the acquisition enterprise. For
all I know, there's a much better goal statement out there, and
maybe there's even a wide consensus on what that statement
is. Maybe Goldratt is completely off-base, entirely irrelevant to
defense acquisition, or both. Maybe efficient production of qual-
ity products is exactly the right goal. Or maybe not. | suspect
Plato would agree it's a question worth considering.

The author can be contacted at daniel.ward@pentagon.af.mil.
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Acquisition Leaders Honor a Life of Contribution:

Richard K. 'Ric" Sylvester

On Sept. 6, 2011, the Defense Acquisition Workforce was saddened at the untimely death of Ric Sylvester, who had served as interim
DAU president in September and October of 2000.

Sylvester contributed 35 years of service to the nation in various roles, including deputy director of acquisition resources and analysis
for acquisition management, deputy director for property and plant equipment, assistant deputy under secretary of Defense for
acquisition reform, and deputy director for acquisition workforce and career management—all as a member of the Senior Executive
Service in the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics. He began his career with the U.S.
Army and spent a year as a legislative fellow on the staff of Sen. Carl Levin. At the time of his passing, he was vice president for
acquisition policy at the Aerospace Industries Association.

A mentor to many and friend to many more, Sylvester forged many strong friendships at DAU and at many other institutions. To honor
him, Defense AT&L reached out to a few of Sylvester’s colleagues, who shared their fond memories of this leader and his contributions
to the acquisition profession.
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“Those of us who knew and worked
with Ric also knew him for his passion
for the work, his sense of team, and
his humor.”

that wasn't Ric. Ric always took
the idea and made it better so that
it would work for all sides. That's
probably how he was able to negoti-
ate agreements where others failed.
He genuinely heard both sides and
developed mutually beneficial solu-
tions.

Stan Z. Soloway

President and CEO, Professional
Services Council

Former Deputy Under Secretary of
Defense (Acquisition Reform)

* * *

“Ric [a University of Michigan alum-
nus] always had such a sharp wit and
was such a rabid M-Go-Blue fan! He
could finesse agreements out of the
toughest groups and committees and
often was given those specific jobs

“Ric was a giant in federal service,
whether it was working as a gov-
ernment employee or as a defense
contractor. He never lost sight of
the goal to safeguard the benefit
to the U.S. taxpayer. There hasn't
been anyone before and there will
not be anyone after who will be

because everyone knew no one else able to rival his style and ability to

could do it. get things done, and done well. He will be missed. And he will
not—ever—be forgotten.”

“Ric always delivered—whether it was in acquisition reform Craig Curtis

and coming up with truly new and innovative ways of doing Former DoD Procurement Analyst, DHS Contracting

business or with Industry in showing the benefit to both gov- Career Manager

ernment and industry in seeking to implement new practices.

Despite tough resistance, Ric could sell it, but then again, he * * *

didn't back losing ideas. He made sure that the concepts and  “Although | never worked closely with Ric, | knew him for many
innovative practices were really win/win for both Government  years and would call him and talk with him on occasion. | first
and Industry. It is one thing to blindly salute and execute, but  met him when | was a young Army captain back in the early
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'70s, just getting my feet wet in the acquisition business. |
was working on armored and automotive systems in combat
developments at the Armor Center at Fort Knox. | was on the
team working the requirements for the new Army tank—which
became the Abrams. | wrote the first operational test for the
Abrams and had to obtain approval for the test through all of
the major Army commands, to include the Tank Automotive
Command (TACOM) at Warren, Mich., and all the way up to
the G-3 (then ODCSOPS) in the Pentagon. Ric was at TACOM
back then—my guess is he was a GS-12 or 13—and worked
with me on Abrams as well as other tank and automotive is-
sues. He was always very helpful and really knew his business.
| respected him very much. And yes, being so close to Ann
Arbor, you can bet he wore his university’s gold and Navy blue
very proudly!”
Wayne Glass
DAU Program Director, Strategic Partnerships

* * *

“Rick was the ultimate professional, who cared deeply and

worked every day to make a difference. He was both tough

and compassionate. He worked hard, had a great sense of

humor, and was always thoughtful. Even when you disagreed

with Rick, you always respected him. He was a great leader, a
great friend, and will be deeply missed.”

Frank J. Anderson, Jr.

President, Strategic Public Sector Solutions, LLC

DAU President, 2000-2010

* * *

“It was an honor to have Ric work for me, and he was very good

in both the acquisition management and the plant, property,

and equipment jobs he did for ARA. He is, and will be, terribly
missed.”

Nancy Spruill

Director of Acquisition Resources and Analysis,

Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,

Technology and Logistics

* * *

“Ric was my deputy and teammate for over nine years in OSD
and my dear friend for almost 18 years. From the first day | met
Ric, | was impressed by his honesty and his straightforward-
ness. But very soon | also | admired him for work ethic, deter-
mination, teamwork, loyalty, intelligence, capability, and his
‘can do’ attitude. There was nothing Ric couldn't or wouldn't
take on in acquisition reform and acquisition initiatives. He
loved his work, and he loved working hard to make a differ-
ence for all those he served—particularly our military men
and women: our warfighters and all those that support them
through acquisition, technology, and logistics support.

“He was a true patriot and warrior himself, trying to make
things better in the DoD and proudly served our nation for his

entire adult life—as a young man working for the Army in Ger-
many, then in OSD, and [later] as a defense contractor. Ric was
talented and knowledgeable and shared his talent, knowledge
and experience with all those he worked for or by mentoring
program managers as well as those that worked for him.

“Ric taught us so much. He taught us to work hard, but make
it fun, and play hard. He always made time for his loved ones,
Mary, Christy, Kim, Dave, and his grandchildren that he loved
dearly. He also taught us what real courage is as he took on his
battle to beat cancer. He helped so many of us by sharing his
feelings and challenges as he made his final journey, trying to
make it easier on us all. We could not make things better for
him except to let him know that we were thinking of him with
positive thoughts, sending caring thoughts, prayers and our
love. Ric fought his battle with courage, determination, grace,
and humility. He did all he could to get well, but he also taught
us through his faith how to accept what we must. The world is
better because of Ric, and | am grateful for having known him.
| will miss my dear friend very much.”

Donna Richbourg
Former Acting Deputy Under Secretary of Defense
(Acquisition Reform)

* * *

“Ric recognized the value of the acquisition workforce, and
he worked to enable them to be more effective and to have
successful careers. He was president of DAU in an interim
capacity during 2000, as he often proudly reminded his col-
leagues. Many faculty and staff remember that time as a turn-
ing point between the DAU of the 1990s and what it was to
become in the next decade. Ric was an early and persuasive
advocate for expanding DAU's products beyond the classroom
to helping the workforce perform on the job. Examples include
continuous learning, knowledge sharing, and ‘Ask-a-Professor,’
which have grown into mainstays of the university's offerings.
We remember him as a dedicated public servant, a powerful
intellect, a caring person, and a friend.”

Jim McMichael
Vice President, Defense Acquisition University
* * *

“Ric Sylvester, with strong character and determination, made
monumental contributions to the defense acquisition commu-
nity. He effectively mentored his teams with a sense of pur-
poseful accomplishment and maintained a collegial environ-
ment, rich with pride and enjoyment. We will always cherish
our many discussions regarding acquisition reform and initia-
tives for excellence. Enduring is his message of importance, ‘|
am blessed with a loving family and good friends, who could
ask for more."”
Paul T. McMahon
Deputy Director for Administration, Executive Secretariat
OSD (AT&L)
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Purpose
Defense AT&L is a bimonthly magazine published by DAU Press,
Defense Acquisition University, for senior military personnel,
civilians, defense contractors, and defense industry professionals in
program management and the acquisition, technology, and logistics
workforce.

Submission Procedures

Submit articles by e-mail to datl(at)dau.mil. Submissions must in-
clude each author’'s name, mailing address, office phone number,
e-mail address, and brief biographical statement. Each must also
be accompanied by a copyright release.

Receipt of your submission will be acknowledged in five working
days. You will be notified of our publication decision in two to three
weeks. All decisions are final.

Deadlines
Note: If the magazine fills before the author deadline, submissions
are considered for the following issue.

Issue Author Deadline
January-February 1 October
March-April 1December
May-June 1February
July-August 1 April
September-October 1June
November-December 1 August

Audience

Defense AT&L readers are mainly acquisition professionals serving
in career positions covered by the Defense Acquisition Workforce
Improvement Act (DAWIA) or industry equivalent.

Style

Defense AT&L prints feature stories focusing on real people and
events. The magazine seeks articles that reflect author experiences
in and thoughts about acquisition rather than pages of researched
information. Articles should discuss the individual's experience with
problems and solutions in acquisition, contracting, logistics, or pro-
gram management, or emerging trends.

The magazine does not print academic papers; fact sheets; technical
papers; white papers; or articles with footnotes, endnotes, or refer-
ences. Manuscripts meeting any of those criteria are more suited to
DAU's journal, Defense Acquisition Research Journal (ARJ).

Defense AT&L does not reprint from other publications. Please do not
submit manuscripts that have appeared elsewhere. Defense AT&L
does not publish endorsements of products for sale.

Length
Articles should be 1,500-2,500 words.

Format

Send submissions via e-mail as Microsoft Word attachments.

Graphics

Do not embed photographs or charts in the manuscript. Digital files
of photos or graphics should be sent as e-mail attachments. Each
figure or chart must be saved as a separate file in the original soft-
ware format in which it was created.

TIF or JPEG files must have a resolution of 300 pixels per inch; en-
hanced resolutions are not acceptable; images downloaded from the
Web are not of adequate quality for reproduction. Detailed tables
and charts are not accepted for publication because they will be
illegible when reduced to fit at most one-third of a magazine page.

Non-DoD photos and graphics are printed only with written permis-
sion from the source. It is the author’s responsibility to obtain and
submit permission with the article. Do not include any classified
information.

Author Information

Contact and biographical information will be included with each ar-
ticle selected for publication. Please include the following information
with your submission: name, position title, department, institution,
address, phone number, and e-mail address. Also, please supply a
short biographical statement, not to exceed 25 words. We do not
print author bio photographs.

Copyright

All articles require a signed Work of the U.S. Government/Copyright
Release form, available at http://www.dau.mil/pubscats/pages/
defenseatl.aspx. Fill out, sign, scan, and e-mail it to dat[atldaul[dot]
mil or fax it to 703-805-2917, ATTN: Defense AT&L.

Alternatively, you may submit a written release from the major
command (normally the public affairs office) indicating the author
is releasing the article to Defense AT&L for publication without re-
striction.

The Defense Acquisition University does not accept copy-
righted material for publication in Defense AT&L. Articles will
be considered only if they are unrestricted. This is in keep-
ing with the University's policy that our publications be fully
accessible to the public without restriction. All articles are
in the public domain and posted to the University's website,
www.dau.mil.

http: //www.dau.mil /pubscats /pages /defenseatl.aspx
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