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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-
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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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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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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
memb