ACQUISITION REFORM

Maverick Airframe Team Scores
Stunning Acquisition Reform Success

A’s for H’s - Let’s Make a Deal

COLLIE J. JOHNSON

unique bartering arrangement

between the U.S. Air Force and

Raytheon offers renewed hope

and inspiration to defense pro-

gram managers who are faced
with a reduced procurement budget and
the tough choices of not funding a
needed weapons upgrade program. A
bold, initially risk-laden idea that was
previously abandoned for lack of takers,
has resurfaced out of the old West as a
vital program.

The resultant Maverick Missile Exchange
Agreement, a team effort led by former
Maverick Development System Manager
(DSM), Air Force Lt. Col. Greg Kuntz,
and Raytheon’s Air-Launched Strike
Director, Glenn Kuller, stands as one

of the most innovative Acquisition
Reform success stories in recent
memory. Ly

Establishing a Need

To understand this story, we

need to look at two of the eight \
variants of the Maverick missile: X
the first Maverick, the AGM-65A,

and the last to complete operational ""..,
testing, the AGM-65H. i

-

In 1972, Hughes Aircraft Company [now
Raytheon] delivered the first Maverick,
the AGM-65A, in responsg to an Air Force f . o Lo g
request during the Vietnam era for a ' W Eid
close air support (CAS) weapon to pro- e i
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vide a catastrophic kill capability when
launched from tactical fighter aircraft
against mobile targets.

The original Maverick, with a forward-
looking, electro-optical (TV) seeker, was
a rocket-propelled guided missile that
carried a 125-pound, shaped-charge war-
head. Once launched, it was designed
to knock out mobile tanks and trucks
as well as stationary targets.

Following up on their first effort, through
the years Hughes and Raytheon deliv-
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ered seven more variants of the Maver-
ick (Figures 1 and 2).

Now let’s fast forward to 1997. Maver-
ick’s evolution isn’t quite over yet. The
AGM-65H, with its charge coupled de-
vice (CCD) modern TV seeker tech-
nology, circuitry, and associated software
provides greater reliability, a clearer pic-
ture, longer standoff range, and en-
hanced tracking capability. Totally
replacing some technology on the earli-
est variants of the Maverick, the “H” Mav-
erick complements, but does not replace
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the Imaging Infrared (I°R)-guided mis-
siles.

But despite its capabilities and the Air
Force’s critical requirement, the AGM-
65H variant, which has completed a suc-
cessful Quialification, Operational Test
and Evaluation (QOT&E) by the Air
Force, was unable to gain the necessary
funding from an Air Force procurement
account that has come under constant
attack.

In fiscal year 1998 Congress, seeing the
urgency of maintaining a TV Maverick
capability, added $8 million to keep the
upgrade program on track. Due to the
two-year Program Objective Memoran-
dum (POM) cycle, the Air Force could-
not request AGM-65H funding in the
fiscal year 1999 procurement budget re-
quest...which is where our Airframe Ex-
change story begins.

Necessity,

the Mother of Invention

The concept of exchanging A’s for H’s
was a response to that loss of funding.
The government’s DSM at that time,
Wanda Siefke, was searching for a way
to keep the program alive.

Meanwhile, Ron Stenstrom,
Raytheon’s Maverick Pro-
duction Manager, and Glenn
Kuller, Raytheon’s Air-Launched
Strike Director, had their own prob-
lems. Katema, Maverick’s airframe
supplier of 20-plus years, had de-

. cided that with the stop-and-go

procurement nature of the Mav-
erick airframe business, they could
no longer commit the floor space
required to keep the equipment up
and ready to build. This situation is not
unique to Maverick; many second-
and third-tier suppliers are taking
a hard look at their defense

business and asking tough

questions about their con-
tinued involvement.

Said Stenstrom, “Finally, they [Katema]
basically told us that their portion of fac-
tory floor space currently dedicated to
airframe production could be put to
better use making commuter airline
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assemblies.” Stenstrom went on to note
that Katema did make Raytheon a one-
time offer to build as many airframes as
needed to fill current and future re-
quirements. However, the company
could not accept the risk of buying air-
frames against an ill-defined future re-
guirement and chose to immediately
seek an alternate source.

The Air Force’s need to keep the pro-
gram alive...Kuller’s need for a supplier.
At some point no one can precisely re-
member, a meeting of the minds took
place. Kuller, after assessing the situa-
tion from all sides, resurfaced an old idea
that had never gotten off the ground.

An Offer

Too Good to Refuse

In essence, Kuller made Siefke an offer
the Air Force couldn’t refuse: “Trade in
missiles, let me take them apart; I'll give
you credit for like Maverick hardware
purchases,” he told Siefke. In other
words, Raytheon would buy 1,000 of
around 8,000 AGM-65A missiles the Air
Force had in “deep storage,” take the
missiles apart, retain the airframes for
use in Foreign Military Sales [FMS] or
Direct Commercial Sales, and return the
warhead and other explosive compo-
nents back to the Air Force for demili-
tarization.

Raytheon would give the Service a credit
of $2,155 per airframe to be applied to
the AGM-65H. In essence, they'd take
the only piece that’s really worth any-
thing — the aluminum airframe — and
use that in their new-build production.

In making the offer, Kuller risked cutting
off Raytheon’s only supplier. “The Air
Force had not totally committed to this
idea — there were a few sleepless nights
on my part. Had | done the right thing?”

Kuller notes that the program encoun-
tered several delays, “But once Greg
[Kuntz] came on board as the govern-
ment 65H DSM, he had a single focus:
Before his retirement, he was going to
ensure that Siefke’s initial efforts in ‘get-
ting the ball rolling’ were carried through
to completion of the final Maverick Air-
frame Exchange Agreement.”

AGM-65B  “Scene Mag” seeker-improved optics; refined targetac- 13579
quisition capability; increased single-pass kill probability.

AGM-65C  USAF laser missile. Not put into

production

AGM-65D  World's first operational imaging infrared (I°R) missile, de- 10,943
signed to meet Air Force’s requirement for a night
precision strike weapon with adverse weather and night
operations capability.

AGM-65E  US. Navy laser-guided missile, first variant with 300-lb. 2,165
Maverick Alternate Warhead (MAW) with selectable
fusing. Increased effectiveness against high-value targets.

AGM-65F  Refinements in the IR seeker, guidance processor,and 1,732
system software; added ship attack mode for tactical op-
erations at sea and included heavy-weight warhead.

AGM-65G  Added system software to give Air Force capability of 10414
attacking an expanded spectrum of land and sea targets.
Optimized use against high-value targets.

AGM-65H/K Upgraded Guidance Unit with Charge Coupled Device 35 “R&M
(CCD) technology; clearer picture, longer standoff range,  2000” units
haze penetration; enhanced tracking software. Guidance  built; 1,200
Unit mounts on either airframe with shaped-charge war-  GCSs initial
head (65H model) or with the heavy-weight warhead production.

(65K model). Completed operational testing.

Kuntz, for his part, knew that the Air
Force had about 8,000 AGM-65A TV-
guided missiles in “deep storage” that
were no longer capable of economically
performing their intended mission. He
also was fairly certain that the airframes
of those never-used Mavericks were in
pristine condition. And from his vantage
point, that looked like a steady, reliable
supply of airframes for the near future.

Raytheon, in June 1997 sent a letter to
the Commander, Aeronautical Systems
Center, proposing the Maverick Missile
Exchange Agreement. By mid-Decem-
ber 1997, the General Services Admin-
istration (GSA) had signed off on the
agreement — largely due to the incredi-
ble level of defense-industry coopera-
tion; and superior technical, financial,
and systems management skills of the
Maverick Airframe Team.

Says Kuntz, “After all was said and done,
in essence the U.S. Air Force entered into
a ‘strategic supplier’ arrangement with
Raytheon to supply AGM-65A airframes
for all future Maverick production.”
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Demilitarization —

What’s Left?

Kuntz explains that the “A” Mavericks
currently maintained in deep storage are
not periodically tested, and are slated
for eventual demilitarization [destruc-
tion]. This is a costly process, he notes,
whereby the various subsystems are dis-
mantled and the components disposed
of in accordance with federal and state
regulations.

Elaborating on that process, Glenn Kuller
puts it this way: “Basically, you end up
with a warhead, fuse, and a rocket motor.
Chemicals, particularly rocket motors
and warheads, are destroyed by the
Army; and metal parts are rendered mil-
itarily useless and sold by the pound as
scrap.” (At the going rate for aluminum,
Kuller points out that the airframe, if
sold by the pound as scrap, is worth only
about $57.)

Raytheon’s shaped-charge warhead
manufacturing team is currently work-
ing with the Air Force trying to reclaim
some metal parts during the warhead



demilitarization process. Kuller explains
the process in layman’s terms: “Essen-
tially, we take the lid off the warhead, re-
move the warhead closure, and then heat
and remove the existing explosive. After
steam cleaning all the metal parts, we
mix a new batch of explosives and vac-
uum-pour the new mixture into the
warhead case. The reclaimed explo-
sive,” says Kuller, “is then recycled for
sale as a commercial product.”

The rocket motor, according to Kuller, is
also a candidate for reclamation. Raytheon
and the Air Force are investigating a sim-
ilar approach for the AGM-65A rocket
motor, whereby a Raytheon supplier
would accept the motors for demilita-
rization. During that demilitarization
process, the supplier would reclaim the
nozzle portion of the assembly. This pro-
posal, Kuller notes, is in the midst of tech-
nical evaluation to ensure the nozzle can,
in fact, be reused.

He goes on to say that Hill AFB also has
plans to use several dozen of the AGM-
65A batteries for aging and surveillance
purposes. A series of tests will be con-
ducted at a variety of temperatures to
verify that the current and voltage char-
acteristics of the thermal battery are
within specification. Kuller states that,
historically Maverick has used batteries
for aging and surveillance testing that
were removed from supply stock. The
demilitarization process, however, offers
an opportunity for the Air Force and
Raytheon to assess batteries that have
been in a wide variety of missile storage
conditions.

Commonality, Acceptance,
Stable Pricing

Gary Card, Hill AFB Maverick Systems
Engineer, speaks of the innovative na-
ture of the Airframe Exchange. “The con-
cept was certainly something to think
about, but the way programs in the past
have occurred, you normally don’t go
back and revitalize a lot of old systems.
If you've got the money to pay for new
systems, you use new money.”

Card readily admits his surprise at the
willingness of the Department of De-
fense community to accept the role of

revitalizing a weapons system in this
manner, and states that he thinks it's a
good idea. “When Congress basically
said, TYou] have no money,” and we knew
of the great need the user has for the
65H missile to replace the old vidicon
guidance program, it just made a lot of
sense to try to continue on and develop
a system that was still a viable, television-
guided system that the user definitely
wants, and at as low a cost as possible.”

He attributes some of the success of the
Exchange Agreement to the commonal-
ity of the center aft section of the Mav-
erick family of weapons concept (Figure
3). This allowed different guidance units
and control sections to be mated to the
same airframe configuration. “Fortu-
nately,” says Card, “the system was de-
veloped with the concept of easily
removing and replacing the guidance
units, resulting in a very flexible core ap-
plication in other areas for future appli-
cations.”

Overall, this arrangement appeared to
make sense to the government, Maver-
ick buyers, and Raytheon. Once the
numbers were agreed upon, it became
clear that instead of the taxpayers pay-
ing nearly $1 million to demilitarize
1,000 AGM-65A missiles, Raytheon
would buy the missiles for $2 million
and convert the older airframes for use
in current missile production. The net
savings to the U.S. taxpayers was $3 mil-
lion, $2 million of which is assigned as
a credit for like Maverick hardware pur-
chases (in this case the 65H). From any
angle, this looked like a “win-win” situ-
ation for all parties.

The bartering arrangement, according to
General Services Administration (GSA)
regulations, had to be a hardware-for-hard-
ware exchange; that is, the Air Force could-
n't give Raytheon hardware in exchange
for engineering support work. Therefore,
the Air Force would give Raytheon the
hardware (AGM-65A airframes), and
Raytheon would then deliver hardware
by upgrading Maverick “B” guidance units
to Maverick “H” guidance units.

Said Kuntz, “Glenn [Kuller] was looking
across the needs of all Raytheon’s Air
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Force and FMS customers, trying to
make a match, and that drove him to
come up with the Airframe Exchange.”

Besides being a win-win situation for the
government and Raytheon, FMS cus-
tomers also benefit. It would have been
easy for Raytheon to simply develop a
new airframe manufacturer and pass on
the additional costs of bringing online
anew supplier to their FMS [Foreign Mil-
itary Sales] purchasers. However, FMS
customers will now reap the benefit of
stable pricing for the airframe.

Kuller notes that in the past a small Mav-
erick order could result in high airframe
costs. That will no longer be the case.
He also points out that only pristine mis-
siles are being accepted for FMS sales.
Raytheon is refusing any missiles that
have been out of deep storage, such as
captive-carry missiles. “To date,” says
Kuller, “of 480 missiles inspected, 30
have been rejected — 29 showing signs
of being captive-carried and one with a
bent fin. Even though these missiles
would likely have yielded good air-
frames, why bother. We have 8,000 to
choose from, so there is no problem with
getting 30 replacement units.”

Like New —

Nothing Less Will Do

Before the government and Raytheon
could execute the Exchange Agreement,
they had to first assess the condition of
the AGM-65A's in deep storage. Were the
airframes in “like new” condition? Could
they meet the definition of GSA’s “New
Materials” clause?

Ben Harris, the Maverick System Pro-
gram Director at Hill AFB, Utah, was de-
termined to facilitate that process. Harris
explains that his office at Hill manages
all models of the Maverick that are in the
sustained part of their life cycle, all FMS
sales and contracts, and any issues as-
sociated with support of weapons in the
field.

He notes that Eglin AFB, Fla., however,
is the Maverick development agent. All
of the new systems and technologies are
developed at Eglin. Once they’re fully
mature, they transition to Hill AFB.
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RETRIEVING THE AIRFRAME

FRoM DEEP STORAGE TO S

Step 1. AGM-65A’s are re-
moved from “deep storage”
at the Red River storage fa-
cility and shipped to
Raytheon Missile Systems
for disassembly. The Maver-
ick missile is composed of
three major sections: the
guidance and control
section (left), airframe sec-
tion (center), and the
hydraulic actuation system
(HAS) section (right).

Step 2. Key Maverick Air-
frame Exchange team
members inspecting an all
up-round missile. Only mis-
siles that pass a series of in-
spection points are selected
for disassembly. To date, of
the 487 missiles inducted,
30 have been rejected for
having been captive-carried
or, in one case, dropped.
Pictured from left: Retired
Air Force Lt. Col. Greg
Kuntz, former Maverick De-
velopment System
Manager; Marc Trinklein,
Maverick AGM-65K Devel-
opment System Manager;
Glenn Kuller, Air-Launched
Strike Director, Raytheon;
Steve Roberts, Project Engi-
neer.

Step 3. The Guidance and
Control Section (GCS) units
are removed and sold as
scrap. A dealer purchases
the GCSs by the pound and
melts them down in order
to separate various metals.
The remaining “slag” is
poured into ingots and sold
to specialty metals houses,
which further separate the
various metals.

1A ContaINerIZED Maverick AGM-65A's. 1B. Maverick AGM-65A

Step 4. The shaped charge
warheads, fuses, thermal
batteries and rocket motors
are removed and packed for
shipment to a government
disposal facility.

4A. SHAPEDCHARGE WARHEADS 4B.Fusts
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— MAVERICK AGM-65A

Step 5. Raytheon and the
warhead supplier (HiTech)
demonstrated their ability to
reclaim various metal parts
from the shaped-charge
warhead. The original war-
heads have their fuse well
cover plates removed. The
warhead case and explosive
are slowly heated until the
Composition B explosive is
released from the case. The
residual Composition B is
then used in commercial
grade explosives. The war-
head case is then steam-
cleaned, inspected for
reuse, and a new mix of
Composition B is vacuum-
poured.

Step 6. The Hydraulic Ac-
tuation Systems (HAS) are
also sold as scrap. They are
shipped to Raytheon's
property disposal, four at a
time, in the original AGM-
65A missile container.

Step 7. The airframe is
stripped of its earlier primer
and top coats and inspected
for any corrosion. To date,
no underlying corrosion has
been found. A powder paint
coat is sprayed on the
airframe, which is then

5B . WARHEAD REMOVAL heated to cure the coating.

Step 8. Before and After.
On the left is the reclaimed,
“like new” Maverick AGM-
65A airframe.
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Milestone Event Date

209 Contract Award ....................oo., January 1997
RFP to Supplier ............................. March 1997
Supplier's Decision to Stop Manufacturing ... .. April 1997

Airframes
Hughes’ Offer to ‘Purchase’ 65A Missiles ... ... June 1997
Six AGM-65A Missiles Dissassembled ......... June 1997

for Analysis
Requested Waiver for Equipmenton MTL ...... August 1997
GSAApproval ................ ... December 1997
Release of ‘A’ Missiles by AF/XORBP . .......... January 1998
Exchange Agreement ........................ January 1998
First AGM-65A Missiles Disassembled .. ....... January 1998
First AGM-65G TGMs Delivered . .............. September 1998

Speaking of the Exchange Agreement,
Harris said, “Once it was explained to
me what they [Maverick Airframe Team]
were trying to do with this original Air-
frame Exchange program, our folks at
Hill worked to have six of the ‘A" model
missiles released from storage and then
analyzed to ensure that they were indeed
suitable for use in new production.”

He went on to say that release of the mis-
siles was not a simple process. “A lot of
people had a lot of questions because
the exchange was a new concept to them
— and something that’s not really thor-
oughly covered in the regulations. But
we had some forward-thinking people
in the office, we worked well with Greg’s
group, and we got it done.”

Gary Card, the Hill AFB Chief Maverick
Engineer, has total system responsibil-
ity as the manager for transitioning Mav-
ericks to sustainment-type activities.

“We always have a great deal of interest
in aging and surveillance of the Maver-
ick assets,” says Card. “And we’ve always
recognized there was quite an arsenal
out there that was aging, particularly the
AGM-65A’s, some of them in excess of
20 years old.”

Card said that generally speaking, the
AGM-65A is hardware that has been put
on a shelf, maintained, and well kept.
“There’s no reason,” he points out, “why
you can't reuse the airframe.”

Ben Harris and Gary Card readily admit
that the bartering arrangement was, at
first, a hard concept to accept since it
went against everything they had always
been taught as far as in the contracting
field. They emphasize that they’re not
opposed to it, but characterize it as “a
bit of a culture shock.”

“There’s a certification process that the
contractor is required to go through to
ensure that the airframes do meet the
definition — the FAR definitions and the
FAR clause provisions — of ‘new mater-
ial.” As long as they're meeting the terms
of the contract,” says Harris, “and the
FMS countries are getting a good prod-
uct, that's my main concern.”

Tests and More Tests

Dean Nelson, Raytheon’s Production
Lead, received the stored missiles and
was in charge of putting them through
a variety of corrosion analyses. “The Air
Force had about 8,000 old AGM-65A
TV-version missiles that were headed to
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the scrap barrel for demilitarization. So
we said we'd like to select half a dozen
missiles — some of the oldest, even some
that had been shipped overseas. We re-
ally tried to get a good mix of what had
been out there for 20 years. In other
words, we wanted a worst-case repre-
sentative six.”

The object in selecting missiles exposed
to varying climates and environments,
according to Nelson, was to ensure that
the Maverick Airframe Team did not use
missiles for their analyses that included
only those that had gone directly to a
bunker and sat on a shelf other than to
be taken out and periodically tested.

With local Defense Contract Manage-
ment Command and Hill AFB repre-
sentatives present, Raytheon stripped
the missiles down to the bare airframes
and set about determining which two of
the six were in the worst condition. “Ac-
tually,” says Nelson, “it was kind of hard
to spot because we were all shocked at
what excellent condition those missiles
were in. They were in outstanding, ab-
solutely pristine condition!”

Two of the missiles ended up being
cross-sectioned in Raytheon’s Compo-
nents and Materials Lab where Raytheon
technicians went into the areas of the air-
frames probably most susceptible to de-
terioration or corrosion.

The bottom line — they found absolutely
nothing that would indicate deteriora-
tion or corrosion. Said Nelson, “These
were as good as new. In fact, we used to
also do an undercoating on the inside
of the airframe, not just the outside,
probably 10 or 12 years ago. There was
an engineering change that said, ‘No,
you don’t have to put a preventive rust
coat on the inside of the frame.’ So these
older airframes do have extra protection
in that way.

“Some might even venture to say,” Nel-
son offered, “that they're slightly better
than the ones that we’ve built in the last
10 or 12 years.” All in all, everyone as-
sociated with the analyses felt that the
Maverick AGM-65A was a good missile,
stored in an air-tight container, and Air



Force personnel had maintained them
according to the Tech Orders.

However, the government and Raytheon
did not rely on Raytheon’s analyses
alone. As a cross-check, they split the
sample cutouts in half and sent them to
Hill AFB Lab, where Hill’s technicians
also analyzed the airframes for corro-
sion and deterioration. Performing the
same tests, Hill’s technicians achieved
the same results — that the airframes
were in absolutely “like new” condition.

GSA a Key Player

The GSA is responsible for the resale of
government property, and a number of
regulations cover the exchange of hard-
ware. As discussed earlier, the team knew
the exchange must be “similar” and must
be conducted on a “one-for-one” basis.

In addition, missiles are currently ex-
cluded from resale to companies and

must be destroyed after their useful life.
Identifying the major issues and begin-
ning discussions with GSA for the nec-
essary waivers quickly became one of
the team’s top priorities. Coordinating
the waivers was a major effort by Becky
Kirk, the Maverick Airframe Team’s con-
tracting officer at that time.

Says Ben Harris, “Once the analyses were
done, that paved the way for Greg’s
group to complete the work with the
GSA waiver and finish the Exchange
MOA [Memorandum of Agreement]. Al-
though we played a small supporting
role to Greg’s team in the Exchange
Agreement, in terms of the effort in-
volved, the lion’s share of the real nego-
tiation was done by Eglin.”

Dean Nelson also spoke of GSA’s certi-
fication process. “As a taxpayer, | like
this arrangement because we're re-using
some components and saving some
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monies that revert back to our customer;
hopefully, our efforts will allow us to sell
a missile for a little less. Also, by re-pro-
cessing some of these parts, we have re-
duced the cost of demilitarization of
these missiles — costs borne by you and
me, the taxpayers. | think it really is a
significant win-win situation for every-
body.”

Ben Harris agrees. “I think there’s a valu-
able lesson here for other program man-
agers of aircraft weapons systems or
other missiles that are aging. They could
probably use this concept in their pro-
grams as well.

“However,” he cautions, “You've got to
be able to back up what you do. Coor-
dination and communication, achieving
buy-in from all the stakeholders will be
the biggest challenge. But once that’s
done, you press on and get the job ac-
complished.”

Determining the Value

Harris notes that he often speaks to other
program managers or members of the
acquisition community; they're always
interested in how the Maverick Airframe
Team determined the value of the air-
frames, and invariably ask how to go
about determining the value for their
own programs.

Harris speaks of the tremendous amount
of work involved in assessing value.
“There were a lot of meetings and many
different means of assessing the value of
the airframes, a lot of different ways you
could approach it; sometimes it seemed
as though we looked at all of them. And
it took a lot of time and discussion to
work that out, but it was worth it.” He
states that “Determining the value of the
asset you're turning in is definitely the
key to the whole Airframe Exchange.”

Worth the Effort

Greg Kuntz is quick to acknowledge he
had a lot of good help in bringing the
Exchange Agreement to the table. And
both Greg Kuntz and Glenn Kuller stress
that without the tremendous efforts of
everyone on the Maverick Airframe
Team, there would still be no Maverick
Missile Exchange Agreement.

: SEPTEMBER-OCTOBER 1998 17



“Basically,” says Kuntz, “we had six to 10
people in a room. And collectively we
kept coming up with better ideas and
better ways of doing the exchange, bet-
ter ways to make it happen.”

“The people that worked on the program
— the entire team — literally took the bull
by the horns, and without a whole lot
of “Mother-May-I's” went out and made
this thing happen.”

Says Gary Card, Hill AFB Maverick Chief
Engineer, “I think the airframe is a prime
example of the way of the future. | think
with the scarcity of funds, that we should
be looking at more systems and ways
that we can economize and develop im-
proved capabilities without the high cost
of original development.

“It's always nice to get a new system out
there,” Card continues, “but when you
have a good viable system it always has
made sense to me to try to salvage the
value you already have there. It's very
frustrating to think that we have about
13,000 AGM-65A’s and B’s out there that
probably will just go to the scrap yard if
they are not utilized. This is a great way
to increase efficiency — utilizing the as-
sets you already have in place.”

According to Lt. Gen. George K. Muell-
ner, Principal Deputy, Assistant Secre-
tary of the Air Force (Acquisition), “This

GUIDANCE &ND
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Exchange Agreement is a great example
of outstanding leadership and teamwork.
It is a benchmark whereby future bar-
tering arrangements will be judged. You
have laid the groundwork for similar
arrangements in the future...”

Darleen A. Druyun, Principal Deputy As-
sistant Secretary of the Air Force (Acqui-
sition & Management) comments, “Too
often | encounter program managers who
think Acquisition Reform can only hap-
pen at the earliest stages of a program’s
life cycle...your approach epitomizes the
precepts of Acquisition Reform.”

The team’s success in managing risk and
accelerating the pace of the Airframe Ex-
change Agreement through the use of
sound Acquisition Reform principles and
strategies, is directly reflected in its am-
bitious milestones (Figure 2). From the
time Kuntz and the Maverick Airframe
Team agreed on the numbers, got the
AGM-65A’s out of storage at Hill AFB,
Utah, and had them at the gate waiting
to be delivered to Raytheon for analyses
was less than 21 days.

They’re Not Through Yet

The Maverick Airframe Team is not stop-
ping with their first successful venture.
Currently, they’re concluding another
cost-reduction effort with upgrade of the
electro-optical seeker for the AGM-65
Maverick.

Led by Marc Trinklein, Eglin’s new 65K
DSM, the AGM-65K upgrade program
will exchange between 1,200 and 2,000
AGM-65G missiles built since Desert
Storm, thereby generating the necessary
funds to upgrade TV Guidance Control
Systems (GCS) with charge coupled de-
vice (CCD) technology. (This exchange
will be the subject of a future article in
Program Manager magazine.)

Author’s Note: As part of my research
for this article, | visited the Raytheon
plant in Tucson, Ariz., and saw first-hand
an AGM-65A recently removed from
deep storage, still in its shipping crate.
Although many years had passed, the
missile was new, “not even a speck of
dust,” | commented at the time.

Air Force Lt. Col. Greg Kuntz retired from
active duty in July 1998. Currently, he is
the Director of Air Ranges at Comptek
Defense Systems, Buffalo, N.Y.

Those interested in further information
on the Airframe Exchange Agreement
are encouraged to E-mail any of the fol-
lowing Maverick team members:

Trinklei@vxnt2.eglin.af.mil
bharris@armament.hill.af.mil
wgkuller@west.raytheon.com
gkuntz@comptek.com

AFT
el (ENTER SECTION —————3 K — SECTION
THERMAL UMBILCAL
BATIERY COMMECTOR
TOLAUNCHER
N

MISSILE
ELECTRONICS

CONTACT

SENSOR ™|

DOME

COVER e

WOk
SCENE
MAG TV
SEEKER

MAIN WIRIMG HARNESS
Fo RS ARD-FIRNG
SHAPED CHARGE JET

SAFE

AEM
FUEING BOOSTER-5USTAIN

Hp .
A
#ROcKE MOTOR &

IGHITER COMMNECTOR

1 1 1 - I , -
—EL::[::?HILJ 248 CM (98 N} AND BLASTWARHEAD ;%!gﬁ“':”' MAIN STRUCTURE FLIGHT CONTROL
DIAMETER IOCMI12 M) AND WING Asgy  SURFACES DN
WING SPAN 72 CM (285 IN) WINGSFLIppERs HTDRAULIC

18 PM : SEPTEMBER-OCTOBER 1998



