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INTERVIEW

Spcace: The Ultimate High Ground

Space and Missile Systems Center Commander Lt. Gen.
Brian A. Arnold, USAF, talks to Defense AT&L

ir Force Lt. Gen. Brian A. Arnold retired from

his position as commander, Space and Missile

Systems Center (SMC), Air Force Space Com-

mand, Los Angeles Air Force Base, Calif., at the

end of May. During his almost four-year tenure,
Arnold was responsible for managing the research, de-
sign, development, acquisition, and sustainment of space
launch, command and control, missile systems, and satel-
lite systems. With more than 6,500 employees nation-
wide and an annual total budget in excess of $10 billion,
SMC is the nation’s center of excellence for military space
acquisition.

James P. McNulty, Defense Acquisition Uni-
versity Los Angeles site manager and pro-
fessor of systems acquisition manage-

ment, interviewed Arnold

at his office shortly before the general’s retirement. Among
other things, Arnold explained what space—the ultimate
high ground—is doing to help the warfighter and how
systems engineering is helping to contribute to an un-
precedented launch success rate.

(0)

The Space and Missile Systems Center is the nation’s pre-
eminent space acquisition organization, tasked with pro-
viding vital space systems in support of national security
objectives and the warfighter. What is SMC doing to help
deployed military units accomplish their missions suc-
cessfully and return home safely?

" The better the warfighter

learns how to use our ..
systems going forward, the * "‘"F 4
greater the demand will be '

Defense AT&L: July-August 2005

Photographs by Jason M. Webb unless otherwise credited.



A

That’s an excellent question. One of the things we do here
that directly contributes to saving lives and the prosecu-
tion of the war in an efficient manner is GPS—Global Po-
sitioning System. It has opened up the entire rear. When
you tie GPS to a weapon like ]DAM [joint direct attack mu-
nition] and make it an active weapon, that means less re-
attacks on the target, and it means saving the

R
g 147
g

pilot’s life because he or she doesn’t have to return to that
target over and over again. It reduces the amount of col-
lateral damage around the target area, so you essentially
get down to one weapon, one target.

To give you a good analogy, during the Vietham War, we
attacked a bridge—the Dragon Bridge. We lost a lot of
good crew members because they went in with unaided
or inaccurate weapons, and we had to drop many, many
different weapon loads on the target. We might do par-
tial damage to the bridge, but the next day the Vietcong
would come back and repair. We had to keep going back
and attacking that bridge. If we’d had accurate weapons,
then a single weapon could potentially have taken out
that bridge. Fast forward to today: in OIF—Operation Iraqi
Freedom—bombers are being used in close air-support
roles. What a marvelous thing! Who would ever have
thought it possible that a GPS and a guy on the ground
passing coordinates would enable the crew to accurately
retarget a weapon and put it precisely where they want
it to go.

Handheld terminals, the “plugger,” [PLGR, or Precision
Lightweight GPS Receiver], are another important item the
Army uses. With them, they can maneuver at will on the
battlefield, in the desert, in the middle of the night, or in
the middle of a dust storm, without anything except the

handheld device itself; 15 years ago, we would have had
a difficult time just maneuvering around the desert at
night. Other things: we’ve been able to counter the jam-
ming that occurred during OIF [Operation Iraqi Freedom]
by using different processes or capabilities of the GPS.

If you look at the areas of communication, there are
things like the Milstar [a satellite communications sys-
tem]. After we got the Milstar VI, a medium data-read
communications system, up in orbit, the transmission

If you lose just one launch,
it is an order of magnitude
worse than delaying a
launch. P'll take the heat for
a delayed launch to make
sure that it is ready to go.

of the air tasking order to the field went from about an
hour down to about 5.9 seconds. The “so what?” about
that is it means the rest of that bandwidth is freed up
to do whatever the warfighter needs in passing infor-
mation back and forth, which is a great capability. The
Defense Satellite Communication System, is another
program. We launched the last of the DSCS satellites
during OIF, and we basically improved our capability
between OEF [Operation Enduring Freedom] and OIF by
about 40 percent, particularly in the Indian Ocean, an
area of responsibility; and the system’s availability went
up to about 99.998 percent, which is about as good as
you can get.

Another initiative is the Global Broadcast System, where
we provide worldwide one-way transmission of video im-
agery. We're delivering mega types of data per second to
warfighters, and that kind of capability allows them to
prosecute the war in a much more efficient manner than
we’ve ever been able to do before.

In terms of weather, we're using the Defense Meteoro-
logical Support Program, which provides such real-time
weather performance and information in support of the
warfighter as temperatures on the ground, pressure, cloud
condition, sand and dust storms, and so on. The infor-
mation allows the warfighter to plan around the things
that are affected by the weather, giving a great combat
capability.
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(0)

You mentioned the GPS, which brings me to my next ques-
tion. You've noted that GPS is not only a military asset,
but a “worldwide utility” and a “national treasure.” Would
you elaborate on this statement a little bit? Also, at the
start of the GPS program—and I Rnow it was years ago—
was this marriage between commercial and military en-

visioned?

A

GPS really started out as a military program. The idea was
to give a radio frequency to an aircraft, a ship, or a per-
son on the ground that would help them geolocate where
they were. We started off with a small vision and it grew;
today we’ve grown to about 28 satellites in orbit. We have
the healthiest GPS satellite constellation in our history.

Over time, the civil users began to see the advantages of
accurate navigation. Take air travel: the Federal Aviation
Agency uses GPS to separate aircraft. The international
flying rules allow us to use GPS to put aircraft closer to-
gether because you can precision-guide and accurately
tell the distance between aircraft. We use GPS for farm-
ing, for fishing, for recreational uses, for surveying. It has
become another utility out there. It’s a free-to-use utility
that we provide globally, 24/7. And it just gets more and
more accurate. When we build GPS II E we’ll have an L5
frequency, which is a freedom of navigation that enhances
civil use capability further. We’re very proud of that ac-
complishment—and clearly, the commercial and civil
leaders are delighted with that capability.

o

It’s a great asset. You mentioned some of the satellites
that have recently gone up in orbit—the Defense’s Sup-
port Program launched their last satellite, DSP 22, in Feb-
ruary of 2004. Can you comment on how this has created,

as you've said, the “healthiest warning constellation” ever?

A

DSP 22 was our most recent satellite, and we have one
more to go—DSP 23. The Defense Support Program has
a legacy of great contributions in the missile warning and
missile alert arenas, using the infrared sensor on board
to detect the launch. We found during Desert Storm that
we were able to process the data and intelligence when
a scud missile was launched, and we could pass that in-
formation quickly back to the theater commander down-
stream where the weapons might possibly land. So we’ve
adapted the information we get from the DSP program
to really give us more versatile feedback for all kinds of
users. For example, we can detect forest fires.

We expect that same capability to be expanded when we
built our SBIRS—space-based infrared system—which,
in addition to missile warning and missile alert, will also
perform technical intelligence and battlespace charac-

Defense AT&L: July-August 2005
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B-2 Spirit drops Joint Direct Attack
Munitions (JDAM) separation test
vehicles over Edwards Air Force Base,

Calif.
Air Force photograph. L =N

Titan IVB space launch vehicle thunders
into Florida sky carrying a Defense
Support Program (DSP) satellite.

Air Force photograph.

Pararescueman takes GPS readings during a training mission
in Sierra Leone.
DoD photograph by Tech. Sgt. Justin D. Pyle, USAF.



Artist’s rendering of DSP satellite in its role as an orbiting
sentry.
Northrop Grummam image.

Ballistic missile test bed overview.
Northrop Grummom image.
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Soldier uses a GPS to locate a map
grid coordinate.

DoD photograph by Tech. Sgt. Scott Reed,
USAF.
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Lt. Gen. Brian A. Arnold

Retired Commander, Space cnd Missile
Systems Center, Air Force Space Com-
maond

der, Space and Missile Systems Center, Air

Force Space Command, Los Angeles Air
Force Base, Cdlif., effective July 1, 2005, after 34
years' service.

I t. Gen. Briom A. Arnold retired cs comman-

As SMC commamnder,
Arnold was responsi-
ble for managing the
resecarch, design,
development,
acquisition, cnd
sustainment of space
lounch, command
and control, missile
systems, ond satellite
systems. With more
tham 6,500 employ-
ees nctionwide and
an cnnudal total
budget in excess of
$10 billion, SMC is the
nation’s center of
excellence for
military space
acquisition. Arnold was the program executive
officer for Air Force space, responsible for the
following: Air Force Satellite Control Network;
space lift ranges; launch programs; the Evolved
Expendable Launch Vehicle Progrom; the
Space-Based Infrared System Program; military
sctellite communication programs; Navstar
Global Positioning System progroms; interconti-
nental ballistic missile programs; Defense
Meteorological Satellite Program; as well as
other emerging transformational space pro-
grams, such as space-based radar. The general
was also responsible for managing a portfolio of
space superiority system programs.

Arnold was commissioned through Officer
Training School at Lacklond AFB, Texas, in
1971. Prior to his immediate past assignment, he
served as the director of space cnd nuclear
deterrence for the assistant secretary of the Air
Force for acquisition. In this role, he was respon-
sible for space ond missile systems. Arnold
spent the majority of his career as a pilot in FB-
111 and B-52 aircraft. He has served as a
squadron commander, wing commeandet, and
subunified commaomnder. He has logged more
than 3,100 flight hours.
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terization. It will be a more enhanced system than the
DSP. The way we built the DSP system was more cookie-
cutter: we built a lot of them, which saved us money, and
we were able to put them up in orbit. They are lasting
well past their design life, in some cases one-and-a-half
to two-and-a-half times their design life, so when we put
DSP 22 in orbit, it contributes to that overall system. And
that’s how we can say we have the healthiest warning
constellation we’ve ever had in our history.

Q
In fact, hasn’t one of the satellites lasted 18 years?

A

Yes, it’s an unbelievable capability. It really is. It goes back
to the original strategy: if you can build many of these
same kinds of satellites, they’re going to last you a long
time. Typically, we buy satellites in batches of twos or
threes, which makes the up-front development costs ex-
tremely high because in the satellite business, as opposed
to the airplane business, about 70 percent of your in-
vestment is up front in the development, and only about
30 percent or less is in the actual life cycle.

(0)

Most of our major acquisition programs have had prob-
lems with cost, schedule, and performance. Space acqui-
sition, unfortunately, has been no exception. How will the
space-specific processes described in the recently signed
National Security Space Acquisition Policy 03-01 enhance
space to better achieve cost, schedule, and performance

goals?

A

Good question. First of all, we have had some challenges
in cost overruns. We’ve experienced technical issues,
scheduling issues. I've been in the acquisition business
for many years, and I can tell you we run into the same
kinds of problems with airplanes, weapons systems, mis-
siles, and so on, so space is really no different. The idea
that all space programs are broken is fallacy. It’s a gen-
eralized statement. If anyone says that, you need to chal-
lenge it.

In the NSS 03-01, following the direction or recommen-
dation of the Space Commission back in 2001, we are
generating a new way to do the beginning or the flight-
following of a space program. It is tailored after the way
the National Reconnaissance Office does it using their
predictor system. We call ours a defense space acquisi-
tion board, or DSAB.

In addition, as you prepare to bring the program forward
to the DSAB, you go through an independent program
assessment. Somebody—who is independent of the pro-
gram, is perhaps knowledgeable about how the industry
built the system, and perhaps has some knowledge of



the Air Force procurement system—is tasked to do an in-
depth review of the technical capability and the produc-
tion capability of the industry out there and to look at the
financials and the cost estimates. The independent pro-
gram assessment is put together and presented at the
same time the program manager comes forward to brief
the approval process. If the independent program as-
sessment states that the program is mature enough to
move forward to whatever milestone decision point is ap-
propriate, that enhances the process because now we
have an independent and parallel look at what the pro-
gram office is estimating about the program’s readiness.

We rely on the OSD CAIG [cost analysis improvement group]
process. The cost estimators there, as well as at the air
staff, put together a good cost estimate, and we’re also
enhancing our own organic cost estimating capability
here at the product center, so going forward now as we
initiate newer programs we hope to start off with the right
pricing for that program and put in the right amount of
management reserve. Typically in the DoD 5000 series,
you put in about 50 percent cost management reserve;
we’re looking at about 80 percent, if we can get it. That
would give the program manger much more of an op-
portunity for success in the future to be able to cover the
cost overruns that you typically have in very complex
hardware- and software-designed satellite programs.

o
Especially where you're pushing the leading edge of tech-
nology.

A

Exactly. And in virtually every one of our programs, we’re
recapitalizing across the board—in the communications
arena, in navigation, in the weather—so we’re pushing
the envelope, and when you do that, you run into design
problems. That’s where you need your management re-
serve, to allow you to stand back, make the fixes, and
then move forward.

o

The importance of space as the ultimate high ground is
increasingly being credited and recognized as key to suc-
cess on the tactical battlefield. How is SMC working to
build a foundation that will meet future warfighter space

capability needs?

A

The idea is that in order to meet the future combat ca-
pabilities we need to understand what the requirements
are for the warfighter. We start off with what we call an
“urgent and compelling requirement” process, where we
go out and seek the combatant commanders, going
through Air Force Space Command to U.S. Strategic Com-
mand, to get their inputs, and then we lock down a base-
line of what those requirements are. Air Force Space Com-

mand gives us the requirements that go up through an
approved JROC [joint requirements oversight council]
process, and then we go forward. That allows us to go out
and build a technical requirement baseline with indus-
try—the contractors—and then they build their integrated
master schedule/ integrated master plan going forward.
That’s a very big change from the way we’ve done re-
quirements in the past, and it gives us great stability in
our programs. So the first thing we’re doing is working
with the warfighter to identify the specific requirements,
and if we can’t get those requirements right away, then
maybe we’ll spiral them in later on.

The other thing is to provide the warfighter with improved
combat capability. An example is when we put up the Ad-
vanced Extremely High Frequency Communication set
of satellites, the Advanced EHF 1, II, and III. You're going
to get an increase in capability of about 100 times over
what you are getting right now from Milstar. The very first
Wideband Gapfiller that we get into orbit will provide
greater capability and bandwidth than all the DSCS satel-
lites combined. In each and every case, when we put up
a new space system, you have a gain of 5, 10, in places
even 100 percent increase in capability over what the pre-
vious system has given. That’s the combat capability that
we’re providing to the warfighter. The better the warfighter
learns how to use our systems going forward, the greater
demand there will be for space assets. No longer can you
go it alone. The Army, the Navy, the Air Force, and the
Marines have a great appreciation for the combat capa-
bility space provides, so the idea is to stay as closely linked
with the warfighter as you can to find out the needs, then
develop those systems as efficiently and quickly as you
possibly can, and field them in the way that the warfighter
would really want them.

The chief of staff of the Air Force has asked us to look at
a thing called joint warfighting space, which is a unique
way of looking at what can we tailor at the tactical level
of war for the theater commanders to augment what they
don’t have from, say, a national system. That entails a re-
sponsive satellite that is easily plugged in and integrated
into a responsive booster, can launch in a matter of hours
or days rather than months, is autonomously checked
out on orbit in just a couple of passes, and can use some
sort of a common datalink to pass information down to
the theater commander. A good example would be some-
thing like the blue force tracking system [technologies that
tell military units the location of friendly forces].

o

You've made mission success a cornerstone of your lead-
ership. As of the end of 2004, MSC had experienced an
unprecedented number of successful operational launches
in a row. Traditionally, the failure rate for major launches
was one out of 10. What factors are contributing to MSC’s

impressive performance?
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A

We are proud to say that today we are 41
in a row (knock on wood). Granted, you
are only as good as your last launch, but
our focus came from recommendations
from the broad-area review that took place
back at the end of the 1990s. We’d lost
five major launches in *98 and ’99, and
the president directed the broad area re-
view to stand up and look at what
processes we needed to change to get back
to a higher success rate.

But you're right: typically in the history of
launch, we lose about one out of every 10,
so what we went forth with was the idea
that mission success would override every-
thing else. It is the number one priority. If
you lose just one launch, it’s an order of
magnitude worse than delaying a launch.
I'll take the heat for a delayed launch to
make sure that it is ready to go because
in this business, launch is final. It’s one
strike and you’re out. Once you light the
fire, that rocket is going to go vertical and it better go all
the way, or it’s going to be a really bad day.

So we focused on things like clear accountability and re-
sponsibility. I'm responsible for certifying the flight-wor-
thiness of all our launches to the commander of Air Force
Base Command, the chief of staff of the Air Force, and
the secretary of the Air Force. I take it as an extremely
personal and accountable process, and we do it in a very
deliberate fashion. We start off by looking at the issues
for each launch, and if we have a problem, by doing root
cause investigations and closing the issues. We have bet-
ter insight than we’ve ever had before. I have an inde-
pendent review team—Aerospace Corporation here does
a deep-dive review—and I can safely say that at least five
or six of those 41 successful launches had issues that were
caught beforehand by the Aerospace Corporation.

We do a very serious launch review. We do a mission
readiness review. [ do an extended flight readiness re-
view. And mission assurance teams are up front and early
in identifying problems and in trying to run those to the
ground. We've empowered the launch vehicle contrac-
tors as full team partners here, and we’re all in this to-
gether. When they identify a problem, we’re glad they’ve
identified it; we successfully run it to the ground and then
we go ahead and launch. We're really dedicated to mis-
sion success as our number one priority, and I think that
is best evidenced in our launch success here.

Q
When you took command, you said, “We need to make
sure we recognize and award our quality people, make

Defense AT&L: July-August 2005

Lt. Gen. Brian Arnold (center) taste-tests chili during the 2004 Annual Chili
Cookoff with Chief Master Sgt. James Travis, Space and Missile Systems Center
command chief (left), and Brig. Gen. Larry James, SMC vice commander (right).

sure we recruit the right people, and make sure we're work-
ing on career development.” What is SMC doing to keep
up recruitment and retention of quality people?

A

Another very good question. It’s centered around the
space professional development that Gen. Lance Lord
[commander, Air Force Space Command, Peterson Air Force
Base, Colo.] is leading, where we are looking at develop-
ing a cadre of space experts in both acquisitions and op-
erations. There are initiatives across the acquisition com-
munity and the operations community. One is giving our
acquisition folks an opportunity to be commanders. Brig.
Gen. Larry James, SMC vice commander, sits on a board
where they pick future squadron commanders. We have
good examples over the last few years of acquisition lead-
ers being picked to be squadron commanders in opera-
tional units. That’s very good in showing that there is up-
ward growth.

The other initiative is continuing the education of our
young engineers and program officers using the Na-
tional Security Space Institute, the Defense Acquisition
University—they offer a great education for our offi-
cers—and partnering with AFIT [the Air Force Institute
of Technology], and the Naval Postgraduate School, where
[ do distance learning to allow our young officers to go
to school for a few months and then come back here
and continue to work on their master’s degrees in sys-
tems engineering.

We’ve set up our own acquisition school here at SMC. It’s
an integrated training and education program that is run



much like a university. We have Air Force training, ac-
quisition training, contractor training, financial manage-
ment training, and space program training, all captured
under our acquisition school. We’ve only been doing this
about a year but we’re starting to see some success.

To recruit civilians, we’ve added about 30 percent local-
ity pay and retention bonuses. To ensure the pay scale
matches the high cost of living here, we’ve used the De-
fense Civilian Intelligence Personnel System (DCIPS) that
allows our civilians to be incentivized with pay incentive
awards.

Q

You mentioned systems engineering. I Rnow that you cham-
pion it as central to a successful acquisition program. How
is the effort to revitalize systems engineering progress-
ing?

A

[ think it is going along very well. If you recall, back in
2002, Tom Young of the Defense Science Board came
out to review how we and the National Reconnaissance
Office conduct space acquisitions. He found that we
needed to re-establish our organic government systems
engineering capability. During the acquisition reform era,
the decade in the '90s, we actually just scoured that ca-
pability out. So we’re reinstitutionalizing it with a very
deliberate process. It will take some time, probably three
to five years, to really refine this, but the focus on mis-
sion success is the number one priority, and you begin
by revitalizing mission assurance and going back to ba-
sics.

The other parts are to continue the investment in our ex-
ecutive pedigree reviews of each of the programs. We find
out what are the leading issues out there, what are the
connecting issues that have typically caused problems in
the satellite program, and we focus on those early on with
good foundation systems engineering: looking at the in-
tegration at the box level and into the systems level and
then building it up through the flight-readiness review,
the flight-worthiness certificates, and then at the end of
it, a post-flight assessment. Then that all flies into the
overall mission assurance activities across the board here.
It is a systematic approach to reducing program risk. We’re
not risk-averse, but we manage risk. The systems engi-
neering revitalization that we’ve been doing here through
my four years is really starting to take effect. People that
come here to visit are very interested in how we’re ac-
complishing it.

It entails in-depth program management reviews. I've
tasked the Aerospace Corporation to do independent base-
line reviews to identify the programs that have problems.
If we do have a program that has experienced a lot of
problems, we do what we call an ExCom [executive com-

mittee] where we bring in corporate leadership, sit down
on a monthly basis and look at what the issues are with
cost, schedule, and performance. Aerospace Corporation
also provides me with a weekly watch list of about 20
pages of very detailed issues that I or my program man-
agers need to follow. All of this is a center-wide, process-
centric way to start fixing the systems engineering.

Q
You've mentioned some of your industry partners. How is
your relationship with your industry and government part-

ners progressing?

A

It’s going very well. One of the things the industry lead-
ers brought to my attention when 1 first got here was
the notion to go back to specs and standards. For a
while, during the acquisition reform era, we got rid of
all the specs and standards. Now we’ve gone back and
appropriately put in specs and standards where they
meet the needs of industry. The feedback from indus-
try is that has been very good for them because now
they know the “recipe”—that’s my term—for what we’re
looking for in terms of specs and standards when we
go out. We put those specs and standards in a request
for proposal.

Another issue is working with the other DoD agencies,
for example Air Force Space Command. We’'ve been
under Air Force Space Command now for four years,
and I've already mentioned the urgent and compelling
process we do with their director of requirements. We
are also involved with their XP [plans and programs]
and integrated planning process; we’re involved in the
overall program execution and developing the program
objective memorandum. We’re involved with the Air
Force Research Lab. The program executive office and
the technical executive office exchange on a quarterly
basis to build a science and technology roadmap, so
it’s a push-and-pull working relationship with the Lab
to develop those technologies we feel need to be ma-
ture or matured before we begin the development of
our own big programs here.

At a higher level, we’re partnered with the Space Part-
nership Council including Air Force Space Command,
Strategic Command, the under secretary of the Air Force,
NASA, and the National Reconnaissance Office. We all
get together on a quarterly basis to talk about top-level
issues that may affect all types of programs and to work
more in unison. There is great synergy created by doing
that. In addition, we’re working with the educational in-
stitutions out there—AFIT and the Naval Postgraduate
School I mentioned—for improving our education and
developing our corps cadre here to be better program ex-
ecutive officers for the future. The whole idea is to foster
the relationship with industry, the relationship with the
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DoD agencies, and the relationship with the educational
institutions. So it’s a three-pronged approach.

(0)

The Darlene Druyun scandal continues to reverberate
throughout the Air Force and the acquisition community.
What do you consider the most important lessons
learned—or relearned—that the acquisition community
needs to keep in mind?

A

[ think that first of all, we are accountable to the people
of the United States and to the U.S. government to hold
ourselves to the highest integrity possible. I call it the mir-
ror check: everything we do needs to be open, honest,
and straightforward. As program executive officers, we
need to hold ourselves to a rigorous, high standard in
everything we do, and build the trust and confidence that
we are doing the right kinds of things, and that we are
executing the money in the right way.

(0)

SMC was realigned from Air Force Materiel Command to
Air Force Space Command at about the same time that
you took command. How would you describe the health of
the user-acquirer relationship in terms of supporting the
customer?

A

When [ first took over here, we were still under Air Force
Materiel Command, and then about a year later, we came
under Air Force Space Command, as recommended by
the Space Commission. It’s a better alignment because
I've had a single four-star boss, Gen. Lance Lord, as my
spokesman in Washington if I needed one. And my po-
sition now reports directly to the under secretary of the
Air Force.

The alignment under Air Force Space Command has
been good because it gives the operators better insight
into the acquisition issues that we have here, and it gives
us acquirers out here at SMC a better understanding of
what the operators’ needs really are. For example, if
they build a new requirements document, we help them
develop it; they don’t do it in the dark and then have it
passed over the fence to us. If we are experiencing some
troubles in developing a program, we can sit down with
the operators and go through the proper trades, if you
will, to establish if the 80 percent or 90 percent solu-
tion is satisfactory. In the past, we just haven’t had that
capability. So I think it was the proper alignment, and
[ think that under the leadership of Gen. Lord, it has
probably never been better.

o
SMC and DAU recently signed an agreement establish-
ing a partnership, and SMC is a learning organization.

Defense AT&L: July-August 2005

How do you envision this partnership supporting your
objectives, and strengthening the capabilities of the
worRforce?

A

[ think it is great. First of all, we have a great relationship
with DAU, and as we build on the education here—par-
ticularly as we continue to build Space 100, 200, and 300,
then overlay that with the acquisition processes—DAU is
fundamental in creating the building block approach to
education the troops need and making sure it is aligned
properly. You mentioned earlier the NSSO 03-01 docu-
ment. Another thing I have worked on with DAU is mak-
ing sure that we can tailor that into the education of the
acquisition processes. It has traditionally been the DoD
5000.2, and as we ingrain the 03-01 into the DAU edu-
cation process, I think that will be better aligned with the
way we are doing our streamlined acquisition process
today.

o
And most of that 03-01 is being briefed. We're working
hard on that.

I have one last question: As you approach retirement and
look back over your very long and distinguished career
and time spent as SMC commander, do you have any de-
parting thoughts or observations you would like to share
with the acquisition workforce?

A

Oh, absolutely! It’s been a great four years here and a
great 34 years, and it’s gone by like a flash, let me tell
you. I leave with no regrets. First of all, I don’t think the
Air Force has ever been in greater shape than it is right
now. We have the best Air Force on the planet, and it’s
due in part to all the great people that are out there, the
enlisted cadre, the officer cadre, and the civilians. They’re
better educated. This is an all-volunteer force. I came in
during the draft; these people are here through choice.
They’re very patriotic and they are in for the right rea-
sons. I am just grateful to have had the opportunity to
have been here at SMC during the last four years.

We’ve gone through really dynamic changes here in every-
thing we’ve done. We’ve gone away from the 5000 se-
ries to the 03-01. We've realigned ourselves from USAF/AQ
to report to the under secretary of the Air Force. We've
come from under Air Force Materiel Command to under
Air Force Space Command. At the same time, we’re build-
ing an entire new base right across the street. So it’s been
a challenge. We’ve had our cost overruns and program
slips, but on the whole, 1 think our space programs are
performing. The ones that are in orbit are performing
maghnificently. I am very proud to have been part of the
organization that provided that sort of combat capability
to our warfighters.
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AMERICAN FORCES PRESS SERVICE

Closings, Redalignments to
Reshape Infrastructure

Jim Garamone

recommended closing 33 major bases and re-

aligning 29 others as part of a comprehensive re-
shaping of the military infrastructure through the Base
Realignment and Closure process.

WASHINGTON—Defense Department officials have

Michael Wynne, under secretary of defense(acquisition,
technology and logistics), announced Defense Secretary
Donald H. Rumsfeld's closure and realignment recom-
mendations at a Pentagon news conference May 13.

The recommendations now go to the BRAC commission.
The commission will start hearings on the specific rec-
ommendations May 16.

If adopted, the recommendations would give DoD a net
savings of about $50 billion over 20 years, officials said.
Annual savings are pegged at $5.5 billion a year after that.

Ten major Air Force installations are closing, including
Ellsworth Air Force Base, S.D.; Onizuka Air Force Station,
Calif.; Cannon AFB, N.M.; Otis Air
National Guard Base, Mass.; and
Brooks City-Base, Texas.

DoD officials define major realign-
ments as installations losing at least
400 people. Ten major Air Force re-
alignments include Eielson and El-
mendorf Air Force bases, both in
Alaska; Maxwell AFB, Ala.; Lackland
and Sheppard Air Force bases, Texas;
and McChord AFB, Wash.

DoD agencies in leased spaces
throughout the National Capital Area
and Defense Finance and Account-
ing Service offices in Cleveland and
in Arlington, Va., face major re-
alignment actions as well.

Forty-nine installations are gaining

The bases themselves are only part of the story. This BRAC
process had seven joint cross-Service groups to examine
common business processes in education and training,
headquarters and support, technical, industrial, supply
and storage, intelligence, and medical.

Wynne said jointness—Services working together—was
key to creating military value, and military value was the
most important consideration as the BRAC process pro-
gressed. "These joint cross-Service groups were key to
making this jointness a reality in this process," he said.
"They were each chaired by a senior executive or flag of-
ficer, with representation from each of the military ser-
vices, from the Joint Staff, and from the relevant defense
agencies involved."

More than half of the future annual savings, $2.9 billion
of the estimated $5.5 billion, is generated from the joint
cross-Service groups, officials said.

more than 400 people. Air Force
gainers include Little Rock AFB,
Ark.; Peterson AFB, Colo.; Scott
AFB, Ill.; Andrews AFB, Md.; and
Shaw AFB, S.C.

Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics Michael Wynne briefs
reporters on the Defense Department's Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)
recommendations during a press briefing at the Pentagon on May 13, 2005.

DoD photo by Tech. Sgt. Cherie A. Thurlby, USAF.
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Ssupporting Warfighter Distribution
Requirements

Situation Update from the Distribution Process Owner

Gen. John W. Handy, USAF

n September 2003, the secretary

of defense designated the com-

mander of U.S. Transportation

Command as the Department of

Defense Distribution Process
Owner. The DPO designation gave
USTRANSCOM the authority to coor-
dinate and develop processes, doc-
trine, business rules, information tech-
nology tools, and procedures to make
the DoD distribution pipeline more
efficient and effective in meeting
warfighter needs. But this designation
was only the first step in a broader
USTRANSCOM vision to transform lo-
gistics across the DoD.

USTRANSCOM’s efforts to improve
joint logistics support continue to ex-
pand and produce results as we step
up to the plate, creating and imple-
menting world-class global logistics
solutions. Working with the DoD, re-
gional combatant commands (CO-
COMs), joint agencies, and the Ser-
vices, USTRANSCOM is boldly leading
the collaborative effort to make joint
logistics a reality. We are leveraging
knowledge and using information
technology to consolidate logistics re-
quirements in real time, compress the
decision cycle, and empower smarter
decisions. Through collaboration, we are synchronizing
the deployment, distribution, and sustainment of forces
to achieve maximum efficiency and interoperability by
eliminating duplication and nonstandard practices. To-
gether with our national partners, we are building a truly
seamless, end-to-end defense logistics enterprise.

In conjunction with our partners, we have determined
the most important issues and identified appropriate leads

A soldier from the 690th Military Police Company looks on as loadmasters from the
376th Air Expeditionary Wing prepare his unit’s baggage for flight at Manas Air
Base, Kyrgyzstan, for deployment to Baghdad, Iraq, on March 1, 2005.

U.S. Air Force photograph by Statff Sgt. Derrick C. Goode.

for each of them, and we have begun building a defense
logistics enterprise through a series of joint improvement
teams to drive deployment and distribution process en-
hancements. We have organized transformation efforts
into six “pillars” of action that have already produced re-
sults:
® Execution — synchronizes deployment and distribu-
tion of forces and materiel from origin to final distrib-
ution point during execution.

Handy was commissioned in 1967 and received his pilot wings in 1968. He has logged over 5,000 flight hours. He currently serves at Scott Air Force
Base, Ill., as commander, U.S. Transportation Command, and commander, Air Mobility Command.
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® End-to-End (E2E) Process — establishes a framework
for developing the optimal distribution processes to
support the rapid, effective, and efficient projection of
resourced requirements.

® [nformation technology (IT) — develops the enterprise
architecture and performs DoD distribution portfolio
management functions.

® Financial — improves and standardizes key financial
resources, processes, and systems.

® Human Realm — develops a joint professional com-
munity of logisticians to effectively support DPO ob-
jectives.

Working with the
DoD, regional
combatant
commands, joint
agencies, and the
Services, the U.S.
Transportation
Command is boldly
leading the
collaborative effort
to make joint
logistics a reality.
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® ntegrated Distribution — integrates and synchronizes
distribution processes and segments of the global sup-
ply chain.

Linking with the Warfighter

Within U.S. Central Command, the Execution Pillar
is eliminating seams between strategic and theater
distribution through implementation of the CENT-
COM Deployment and Distribution Operations Cen-
ter. The CDDOC enables USCENTCOM to improve
operational effectiveness while avoiding costs to Ser-
vice components. This is made possible through a
national partnership supported by USTRANSCOM,
the Defense Logistics Agency, and the Services. The
CDDOC provides increased visibility over deploy-
ment and distribution flow.

15

The CDDOC has improved readiness and enabled oper-
ational agility by diverting critical items (i.e., armored ve-
hicle track assemblies) to where they were needed most
in the USCENTCOM theater, and it accelerated redeploy-
ments, such as the 101st Airborne Division, by up to three
weeks. Responsiveness to the requirement to relocate
combat capability inside the theater also showed an im-
mediate improvement. Cost avoidance grabs headlines,
but warfighter support is measured in effectiveness, and
the CDDOC has consistently provided timely solutions to
improve support.

Single Ticket

Deployment force flow works well at the strategic level.
The “Single Ticket” initiative was born out of the idea of
trying to mirror what worked on the strategic level and
apply it to bridge the gap to the theater level. Prior to Sin-
gle Ticket, onward movement of arriving units wasn’t co-
ordinated until the unit reached the theater at an inter-
mediate location that was still short of the final destination.
The CDDOC became a CENTCOM subordinate unit with
authority to synchronize, prioritize, coordinate, and di-
rect the force flow process.

Single Ticket is oriented on rapid throughput of person-
nel in USCENTCOM. It creates a single process for all pas-
senger movement across strategic and theater action
agencies and eliminates redundant tasks. The visibility
of troop movement now extends from the aerial port of
embarkation all the way to the final (in-theater) aerial port
of debarkation. Force closure velocity has increased, and
time spent by troops at intermediate locations has been
drastically reduced from more than 72 hours to less than
24 hours.

The CDDOC also redirected shipments from air to sur-
face, realizing a $312 million aviation operating cost avoid-
ance. By identifying and canceling redundant and un-
necessary requests, the CDDOC avoided more than $46
million in materiel costs and transportation fees. Addi-
tionally, this joint group of logistics experts was able to
locate and return misplaced logistics support equipment
to the supply system for cost avoidance of S$1.8 million.
Validated cost avoidances facilitated by the CDDOC ini-
tiative total $359.8 million through 2004. And the effi-
ciencies continue to grow.

The CDDOC developed and executed a risk mitigation
concept of operations to reduce the number of truck dri-
vers exposed to life-threatening hazards in Iraqg. In today’s
adjusted contingency operations, C-17 aircraft deliver
cargo direct from the United States to several airfields ca-
pable of handling large air cargo craft. To complement
this capability, a hub-and-spoke system has been estab-
lished to re-fly just-delivered cargo to smaller airstrips;
there C-130 aircraft can supply locations where the largest
concentration of military forces are assigned. These ini-
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tiatives have not eliminated all trucks on the roads within
the Sunni Triangle, but air support has certainly mitigated
the threat for at least 1,200 truck drivers per week who
once traversed the most dangerous roads in the world.

Improving the Process from End to End

The E2E Process Pillar is laying the foundation for all DPO
efforts by developing a joint distribution process archi-
tecture. Working with our national partners, we are map-
ping the DoD deployment/distribution process from end
to end—{rom the point of entry for a commodity, the “fac-
tory,” to the forward-most point of distribution or that
hand-off point where materiel travels its last mile to the
“foxhole.”

This initiative will allow us to identify organizational,
process, and IT gaps to enable process improvement
through joint solutions. To date, Class V (conventional mu-
nitions) distribution has been analyzed and process im-
provement opportunities identified. Concurrently, the E2E
Process Pillar is working closely with the IT Pillar to auto-
mate process activities where appropriate.

Managing IT

The IT Pillar is overseeing implementation of IT support
to reach our goal of providing COCOMs with detailed
tracking information on the movement of cargo through-
out the defense transportation system. USTRANSCOM is
the primary partner to the Defense Information Systems
Agency in developmental test and evaluation efforts for
DoD-deployable satellite communications. We are work-
ing to achieve network-centric long-haul communications
capabilities using rapidly deployable, easy-to-operate, and
bandwidth-efficient satellite communications packages.

A Military Sealift Command ship delivers cargo in Ash-Shu’aibah Kuwait, Feb. 29,

2004, as part of ongoing Operation Iraqi Freedom troop rotations and ship
DoD photograph by Journalist 3rd Class Eric L. Beauregard, U.S. Navy.

replenishments.
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USTRANSCOM, designated Distribution Portfolio Man-
ager by a joint memorandum signed in July 2004 by the
under secretary of defense for acquisition, technology
and logistics and the director of logistics for the depart-
ment’s joint staff, is implementing portfolio management
controls over DoD deployment and distribution IT sys-
tems. The objective is to focus DoD IT investments to de-
liver required force movement and sustainment IT capa-
bilities to our warfighters using accepted DoD portfolio
management methodologies. We are collaborating with
our national partners at the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense, the COCOM.s, the Services, agencies, and other or-
ganizations to develop an overarching IT backbone for
DoD deployment and distribution. This important initia-
tive is on track to provide our warfighters with more ef-
fective IT support that allows them to see what is com-
ing, to meter the flow, and to make decisions.

Streamlining Financial Management

The Financial Pillar, in partnership with the U.S. Air Force
and the Defense Finance and Accounting Setvice, is trans-
forming business and financial processes and systems to
improve warfighter support. As part of the DoD Business
Management Modernization Program, USTRANSCOM ini-
tiated the Defense Enterprise Accounting and Manage-
ment System. The overall objective of DEAMS is to pro-
vide a single, integrated financial system for
USTRANSCOM and the U.S. Air Force that provides reli-
able, accurate, and timely information. At full imple-
mentation, DEAMS will be an example of a cross-Service
application of the business enterprise architecture and
will reflect the best and most consistent financial man-
agement practices across USTRANSCOM, the Air Force,
and—potentially—throughout DoD.

Creating Joint Logisticians

The Human Realm Pillar has made sig-
nificant progress toward development
of a community of joint professional
logisticians. USTRANSCOM partnered
with the Defense Logistics Agency to
catalog the available supply chain and
distribution courses within DoD’s ed-
ucational institutions and academia.
The resultant directory forms the basis
for logistics education and training. The
Human Realm Pillar has briefed at
many of the institutions, teaching US-
TRANSCOM'’s DPO mission to a vari-
ety of faculty members and students.
These outreach efforts have opened
doors to other possibilities. The Indus-
trial College of the Armed Forces is well-
suited to develop a program that is re-
sponsive to educating military and
civilian logisticians for operations in
the emerging distribution environment.



Gwangyang Port Terminal, Republic of Korea: Sgt. 1st Class Ricky Thompson directs
Staff Sgt. Melvin Lee, both of Army Maintenance Combat Equipment Group Afloat, on
where to line up tactical combat equipment that had been shipped to Korea for
Reception, Staging, Onward movement, and Integration/FoalEagle exercises on March

12, 2005.

Integrated Distribution

The Integrated Distribution Pillar is closing seams with
our commercial partners. Approximately 10 percent of
all DoD cargo movement is managed directly by com-
mercial suppliers or vendors through a process known as
direct vendor delivery. In the majority of scenarios, DVD
offers significant cost-saving to DoD by leveraging the ef-
ficiencies of the marketplace and more effectively com-
bining total acquisition and transportation requirements.

DVD is an important component of our total supply chain,
but these purely commercial and often free-flowing sup-
ply chains must be thoroughly integrated with our de-
fense distribution system, especially during contingency
operations when distribution may be affected by hostili-
ties, delivery congestion at the destination, limited lift
within theater, or other constraints.

This past year, we initiated two programs to integrate our
information systems and standardize our practices in the
handling of DVD shipments. First, under the government
purchase card process improvement pilot, we designed
an alternative process to bring together four DoD pur-
chasing and transportation systems with merchant-or-
dering processes, generating standard data and docu-
mentation for individual government purchase card
shipments. Second, we tested active performance man-
agement, a program designed to fix problem shipments
already within the distribution system. APM is a collabo-
rative tool to facilitate real-time problem resolution for
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U.S. Air Force photograph by Staff Sgt. Suzonne M. Day.

Cost avoidance grabs
headlines, but
warfighter support is
measured in
effectiveness.

shipments that have been delayed
en route.

Two key enablers are providing
tools to execute and manage US-
TRANSCOM’s DPO responsibilities.
First, DoD’s delegation of author-
ity for procurement of commercial
transportation services to US-
TRANSCOM in 2004 provides the
needed authority to manage ac-
quisition programs, develop suc-
cesstul acquisition strategies, and
execute emerging DPO require-
ments. Second, USTRANSCOM is
establishing a corporate metrics
“dashboard” to unify all DPO efforts. The dashboard is a
set of simple but comprehensive metrics to evaluate the
institutional health of USTRANSCOM and our component
commands.

Two critical measures are customer wait time (measur-
ing the speed and reliability of our service to the
warfighter) and financial performance (measuring our
stewardship of taxpayer dollars).

Looking to the Future

To better optimize logistics across a theater, combatant
commanders need to exercise their logistics elements
jointly. USTRANSCOM,, in coordination with the COCOMs
and Services, is championing development of needed
concepts, procedures, and doctrine to enable combatant
commanders to manage theater logistics operations with
more control, precision, and accuracy.

USTRANSCOM is taking CDDOC lessons learned and as-
sisting other COCOM:s to assess their respective theaters’
deployment and distribution requirements. USTRANSCOM
leads an effort to standardize and document a joint de-
ployment and distribution operations center concept for
implementation through the COCOMs. Each COCOM has
chosen to establish a permanent JDDOC scaled for its re-
gion and assigned missions. These theater-specific JD-
DOCs, created by reorganizing existing theater structures,
provide the authority and capability to better synchro-
nize and integrate deployment and distribution processes.
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USTRANSCOM is active in defining future warfighting
LETTERS. concepts and needs. We have partnered with the U.S.
) Army to develop a joint integration concept on joint de-
We lee LetterSQ ployment and distribution. The results will feed DoD’s
Joint Capabilities Integration and Deployment System
(JCIDS) process.

Developing a rapidly deployable, early-entry, the-
ater-opening capability is critical to future opera-
tions. The Joint Contingency Response Group will
provide this capability to future USTRANSCOM com-
manders. Similar to air operations benefits offered by
the Tanker Airlift Control Elements, the JCRG concept
envisions an operational systems architecture to re-
ceive follow-on forces. Focusing on the entire trans-
portation and distribution infrastructure from a truly joint
perspective, the JCRG will connect surface reception with
air operations. We envision JCRGs made up of active-duty

N forces positioned for quick deployment from both t
positioned for quick deployment from both coasts

of the United States and in Europe and the Pacific.

Rather than weeks, this capability could be deployed
within days or hours, readily accepting follow-on forces.
After four to six weeks, the JCRG would be prepared ei-
ther to hand over operations to Air Expeditionary Forces,
a U.S. Marine Corps landing support battalion, or an Army
theater support command; or to contract the mission.
The JCRG will set the stage for establishing joint theater
logistics and will offer another bridge in the gap between
the strategic and operational levels.

Logistics Transformation Near and Far

Future distribution requirements are not limited to con-
tingency operations in distant lands. The Defense Trans-
portation Coordination Initiative is a distribution initia-
tive that contributes to logistics transformation and the
EinniimenEinr R ma i e— 004l of the under secretary of defense for acquisition,
technology and logistics to integrate logistics and become
more efficient. The DTCI concept proposes use of a trans-
portation coordinator to integrate and synchronize move-
ment of freight within the continental United States. The
goal is improved reliability, predictability, and efficiency
of materiel movement. USTRANSCOM, in partnership
with DLA, has lead responsibility for the effort and is
standing up a joint project management office to launch
the effort.

Our work is far from complete. DPO efforts are forging
new partnerships and facilitating collaborative, joint so-
lutions to meeting warfighter requirements for today and
well into the future, both at home and abroad.
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For more information, please contact scott.ross
@hqg.tronscom.mil.

Defense AT&L: July-August 2005 16



3 W Ly A s AN s B N

AN SO b AT G E TN

Recapitalizing the Apache Fleet

Lt. Col. Anthony W. Potts, USA

he recapitalization of the Apache fleet has begun—
or in actuality, it has been ongoing'since 1996
when we rolled the first Longbow Apache (a.k.a.
production vehicle D-001) out of the remanufac-
turing line at Mesa, Ariz.

So what does recapitalization mean? It is the Department
of Defense’s way of getting the greatest return on its orig-
inal capital investment. Instead of retiring the fleet of AH~
64 Apache aircraft, some of which have been in service
almost 20 years, the DoD invests additional capital dol-
lars into that system to improve its performance and ex-
tend its serviceable life. One of the most widely known
examples of this type of effort is'the B-52, Stratofortress,
which began its service life in 1954 and was still a vital
strategic asset in Desert Storm, Operation Enduring Free-
dom, and Operation Iraqi Freedom.

The Apache was a perfect candidate for this program. It
has been in service as the Army’s'main heavy attack he-
licopter since 1986. To date, nothing can rival its capa-
bilities anywhere in the world. The mission equipment
package and weapons systems have performed superbly
in combat operations, and its survivability is unprece-
dented in attack helicopters.

With such a viable attack asset, the logical thing to do
was to give it an overhaul that would extend its service-
able life, improve its capabilities, increase safety and re-
liability, and reduce field maintenance requirements. Such
an overhaul comes at only a fraction of the cost of de-
signing, qualifying, and procuring a new attack helicopter
platform. On April 10, 2002, the vice chief of staff of the
Army approved the Apache recapitalization program. The
program will be accomplished in production (remanu-
facturing) through field retrofit and spares. The goals are
to:
® Remanufacture 597 Apache A model aircraft into D
models, incorporating the installation of fire control
radar, multi-purpose displays, mission data computer,
data transfer cartridge, digital map, etc; Task Force Hawk
initiatives including the modernized-target acquisition
designation sight/pilot night vision sensor (M-
TADS/PNVS); reliability and safety improvements; and
selected component overhaul
® Recapitalize 107 AH-64As with M-TADS/PNVS, internal
auxiliary fuel tanks, reliability and safety improvements,

is product manager for Apache modernization and recapitalization.

and selected component overhaul; these aircraft will
retain the A model designation

® Upgrade all operator and maintainer training systems
to the recapitalized configuration.

At the macro level, the goals of the program are fairly sim-
ple: to maximize marginal return on recapped compo-
nents; to increase unscheduled mean time between re-
moval (MTBR) for selected recapitalized components by
20 percent; and to reduce average fleet life to 10 years
by 2010.

Focusing the Effort

The program incorporates nonrecurring engineering and
the Sandia National Laboratory analysis of components
to ensure that resources are focused on the highest pay-
off components. The Apache project manager initially es-
tablished an integrated product team to provide close
oversight to' the program and to ensure that all initiatives
are integrated to ensure the best possible effort. Along
with key members of the PM office, the team was co-
chaired and comprised representatives from the Aviation
and Missile Command, Integrated Material Management
Center, and the Boeing Company.

We completed the first retrofit of the lead-the-fleet Apache
(D Model), at Fort Rucker, Ala., in January 2004. We will
use the data gathered on this aircraft to forecast the ef-
fects of the recapitalization program throughout the fleet.

The first Apache attack battalion to undergo recapitaliza-
tion was 2-101%, at Fort Campbell, Ky. The unit was out-
fitted with the enhanced logbook automation system,
and we began collecting data in 2001 . ELAS, in conjunc-
tion with contact memory buttons, provides automated
data collection on all aspects of the airframe and airframe
components. Data are stored in a centralized database to
establish the program baseline metrics.

Recapitalization of the 2-101% Apache fleet began in Feb-
ruary 2004 and was completed in September 2004. Along
with the recapitalization of the 2-101%" aircraft, we re-
structured the program to begin the retrofit of the 1-101*
aircraft as well. We began deliveries of four recapitaliza-
tion kits per month in February and March 2004 and
ramped up to eight Kits beginning in April. Two of the
eight kits each month were sent to Fort Hood, Texas, for
the 3-101% Longbow unit fielding training program in Jan-
uary 2005.
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Combining Efforts to Achieve Synergy

Timing is everything. With the return of the first units
from operations Iraqi Freedom and Enduring Freedom
in 2003, the Army began its program to RESET equip-
ment to pre-deployment status. RESET combines the in-
tense Phase IV inspection with additional requirements
to repair battle damage and clean desert sand and debris
from the aircraft.

We saw this as an opportunity to combine programes,
achieve synergies, and produce cost savings. We aligned
the deliveries of the recapitalization kits with the reset in-
duction schedule at Fort Campbell, enabling us to reduce
the operational down time on each aircraft by as much
as two weeks. Additionally, the recapitalization program
injects hundreds of new or like-new components into an
overtaxed supply system. As each aircraft is disassem-
bled, the recapitalization components are separated and
tagged. Then a one-for-one exchange is made, returning
the removed component for a new or overhauled recap-
italized asset. The component removed from the aircraft
is sent back to be overhauled to the recapitalization stan-
dard. These overhauls are to a newer depot maintenance
work record (DMWR) or national maintenance work
record (NMWR) standard that is designed to increase the
MTBR by 20 percent on average. When the effort is com-
plete, the recap/reset aircraft is ready for use whenever
needed.

Another synergy is the extension to the full life of recap-
italized parts. For instance, a transmission pulled from an
aircraft that is to be recapitalized is sent back to Boeing
for overhaul to the new DMWR standard. However, many
of the units have hours of serviceable life left on their time
before overhaul (TBO). Instead of routing the component
directly to overhaul, we exchange it for an unserviceable
or close-to-TBO component removed from another air-
craft—if we pull a transmission that has 300 hours of ser-
viceable life from a recap aircraft but find another trans-
mission on a reset aircraft that had 10 hours’ TBO
remaining, we swap components and effectively achieve
an additional 290 hours of useful transmission life. With
approximately 30 recap components in the kits and the
delivery of eight Kits a month, the synergies of this effort
alone translate into millions of dollars saved.

Program Challenges

In the fourth month of the program (scheduled to run from
fiscal 2004 to fiscal 2010), we experienced shortages in
some of our major components: main transmissions, tail
rotor gear boxes, intermediate gear boxes, and main rotor
swash plates. The shortages actually demonstrated how
well the system works. When we designed the program,
we were to procure 24 sets of new components to begin
the retrofits. However, just prior to the deliveries of these
components, Operation Iragi Freedom kicked off in full
force. In order to support our soldiers in the fight, the DoD

THE APACHE
RECAPITALIZATION PROGRAM
INJECTS HUNDREDS OF NEW OR

LIKE=NEW COMPOMENTS [INTO
AN OVERTAXED SUPPLY SYSTEM.

issued urgent orders for these same components in quan-
tities. The higher priority to support the war effort redi-
rected the components to meet more critical needs.

The delayed delivery of the new components forced us
to overhaul items earlier in the recapitalization program
than previously planned. As a result of high demand for
these dynamic components, there was an extensive ef-
fort to get unserviceable but repairable units to overhaul
and return them to the field as recapitalized parts. To sup-
port continued overhauls, we have been working with our
suppliers to accelerate their deliveries of both mandatory
and non-mandatory replacement parts in accordance
with the appropriate DMWR/NMWR standards. We also
worked with industry to develop processes to repair cor-
rosion on magnesium housings that heretofore would
simply be scrapped. This effort alone will save hundreds
of thousands of dollars in recovered gearbox housings.
After intense program reviews and several process im-
provements, the program is back on track. We are deliv-
ering all of our kits on schedule with 100 percent of the
required components.

What has come to light in this program is that we, as a
government and industry team, are behind in our focus
on sustainment and support versus production and man-
ufacturing. We have had to develop repairs and material
recovery activities to support a cost- and time-effective
method of aircraft sustainability. The challenge now goes
out to industry to understand that sustainment activity,
not new production, is the wave of the future. To stay
competitive, each contractor and subcontractor has to
place emphasis on developing engineering solutions to
sustain an aging fleet.

This program is designed to support the warfighter with-
out delaying delivery of the aircraft. It is intended to re-
duce the maintenance and logistics burden on soldiers
in the field and extend the service life of the Apache, while
maintaining the lethal capabilities of this vital weapon
system in the global war on terrorism and any conflicts
that may arise in the future.

The author welcomes comments and questions. He
can be contacted at anthony.pottsl @us.crmy.mil.
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SYSTEMS ENGINEERING REVITALIZATION

NAVSEA'’s Systems Engineering
Development Program
Two Years Later

Matthew Tropiano Jr.

n the March-April issue of Defense
AT&L, Michael W. Wynne and
Mark D. Schaeffer, in their article
“Revitalization of Systems Engi-
neering in DoD,” stated that “our
primary goal is to re-establish DoD’s
systems engineering prowess.” One
of the missions of the Naval Sea Sys-
tems Command’s Systems Engi-
neering Development Program is to
train and develop systems engineers
based on competency-driven models.

Assessing the Health of
NAVSEA’s Systems
Engineering Development
Program

Two years ago, NAVSEA's Systems En-
gineering Development Program was
evaluated for effectiveness. In Octo-
ber 2003, after the survey, a national —
engineering manager’s meeting was

held to enhance and improve the program through the
implementations of agreed-upon best practices. This year,
65 engineers from NAVSEA's Systems Engineering De-
velopment Program were surveyed to evaluate our
progress. How are we doing? Well, as Dr. Bob (Richard
Dreyfeus) said to his client (Bill Murray) in the movie What
About Bob? “Baby Steps.”

While several areas, such as managerial awareness, down-
sizing, and the administration of the program, have
showed some progress, there is plenty of room for con-
tinued improvement. The “intern” name still remains a
sore point. The percentage of engineers who would enter
the program again has decreased. Although managerial
awareness has shown improvement, it still is the area
identified as most frustrating and in need of work.

Two years ago, 86 percent of current engineers and grad-
uates said they would enter the program again. In this

, the program manager for Naval Sea Systems Command'’s
acquisition intern programs and Dashboard Project, holds a bachelor’s
degree in electrical engineering, a master’s in religious studies, and a
master’s in business administration.
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year’s survey of current interns, 66 percent said that they
would definitely enter the program again; another 15 per-
cent said they would not; and 17 percent indicated “not
sure.” As before, some of those who would not enter the
program again cited faster advancement outside the pro-
gram. According to some engineers, the current lower ini-
tial salary contributes to their reluctance.

Best Experiences

Systems Engineering Education

Two years ago, 90 percent of managers indicated that en-
gineers were learning systems engineering, as did 63 per-
cent of current engineers. This year, 100 percent of the
managers said that the engineers were learning systems
engineering, and 73 percent of the engineers agreed.

Rotations

Two years ago, rotations—the core of NAVSEA's Systems
Engineering Development Program—were cited as the
most valuable aspect of the program by 60 percent of the
engineers surveyed. This year, 81 percent indicated that
rotations were valuable, with 55 percent citing the rota-
tions as “extremely valuable.”



In answering the question “What has been your best ex-
perience in the program?” the predominant number of
responses were related to the opportunity to rotate and
the flexibility to rotate through different assignments, es-
pecially those rotations that brought the engineer closer
to the sailor and the Navy’s products. Fifty-four percent
cited rotations and another 22 percent cited the flexibil-
ity that the program offers. Since rotations are a major
aspect of the flexibility, one might argue that 76 percent
of the positive indicators pointed to rotations. Some com-
ments:
® “The main reason I entered the program was the abil-
ity to rotate within NAVSEA.”
® “Rotations provide you with the background to under-
stand the Navy organization.”
¢ “External rotation at SubPac Pearl Harbor. I learned how
the Navy ‘really works’ from the guys in both blue and
khaki.”

Some engineers found the rotations to be career-

defining:

* “Freedom to explore the Navy’s acquisition system, the
opportunity to mold my career path, and the chance
to get a graduate-level education are fantastic aspects
of the program.”

® “[The program] gave me an opportunity to work many
different kinds of engineering jobs and work with many
different kinds of engineers. This helped me sculpt what
an ideal job for me would be, where I could contribute
the most.*

Hands-on Experience
Two years ago, 20 percent indicated that hands-on ex-
perience from events, trips, and SEA trials was one of the
more important aspects of the program. This year, the
number was up to 48 percent. Ninety-
four percent indicated that hands-on
experience was, at the least, “valu-
able,” if not more than valuable. Un-
happily, some engineers stated that
they hadn’t had the opportunity for
hands-on experience. Some of the en-
gineers reported that hands-on ex-
perience enabled career-defining re-
alizations. A representative comment
from one engineer: “By being hands
on, [ was able to determine what kind
of position I would like to pursue once
I've graduated from the program and
enter the regular government civilian
workforce.”
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Getting An Overview s
Nine percent of the engineers re-
ported that getting an overview was
either a “best experience” or a posi-

tive aspect of the program. For one,
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it was “the opportunity to try a variety of different things
and gain a broad range of experience before settling into
one position.”

National Intern Conference

The National Intern Conference was cited as “extremely
valuable” by 19 percent of the participants, and overall,
71 percent indicated that it was at least “valuable.” Twenty-
five percent reported that the National Intern Conference
was “not valuable”; however, many of them indicated
that had it been offered during the first three months of
their employment, it would have been valuable.

Areas For Improvement

Management Issues

This year, some of the same areas for improvement

emerged, with management training and program aware-

ness once again considered the two areas still needing
the most improvement. However, while two years ago,

60 percent indicated insufficiently trained managers as

a major problem area, this year only 17 percent indicated

managerial training as a major issue; however, another

66 percent said the managerial training could use some

improvement. Ten percent cited “managerial awareness”

or lack thereof as being their worst experience:

* “] was placed initially on an external rotation with a
manager that wanted to use me as his secretary. When
I realized this and tried to press the issue with him that
I needed to be challenged more, he refused.”

* “My boss didn’t introduce himself for a week-and-a-
half and didn’t give me anything to do for the entire
four months that I was there.”

* “Maybe give the managers, or divisions for that mat-
ter, mandatory training before they are allowed to take
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IISI](AT&[) Workforce Development Award
'Will YOUR Organization he a
2005 Winner?

m Has your organization put in place
innovative workforce develop-
ment initiatives?

W7 Is it truly dedicated to career-
|0||!| |Ea|'||i||!|?

m Does it deserve recognition for
its outstanding efforts in creating
a motivated, agile workforce?

If you can answer “yes,” then your
organization could be a winner in
the 2005 Under Secretary of
Defense for Acquisition, Tech-
nology and Logistics Workforce Devel-
opment Award.

Submit nominations
no later than Aug. 17, 2005 to:
Defense Acquisition University
Attn: Planning, Policy and Leadership Support
9820 Belvoir Road, Suite 3
Fort Belvoir, Va. 22060-5565

secretary of defense for acquisition, technol-

ogy and logistics, the award is designed to
promote the objectives of the under secretary’s
Goal 7: Motivated, Agile Workforce, and to
recognize Department of Defense AT&L field
organizations that have made exemplary contri-

Instituted in 2004 by Michael Wynne, under

butions to the career-long learning and develop-
ment of their workforces.

For specific guidelines on eligibility, nomination,
and selection go to the Defense Acquisition
University Web site at <www.dau.mil> or
contact Dr. Russell A. Vacante, (703) 805-4864
or russ.vacante @dau.mil.

The ceremony for the presentation of the 2005
Workforce Development Award will be held
October 18, 2005, in conjunction with the PEO/
SYSCOM Commanders Conference.

see You There [Iﬂ



on interns. My biggest complaint is lack of manager
knowledge about the program.”

Thirty-one percent stated more specifically that there was
a lack of oversight and guidance, while 50 percent stated
that the manager’s expectations for the engineers were
not clear. Twenty-three percent indicated insufficient su-
pervision as an issue, and 25 percent specifically stated
that their managers had a lack of understanding of the
program. As a result of the survey, two key managers will
be providing a Q&A to other managers in the field via
video teleconference (VTC).

Downtime

Two years ago, 30 percent of the engineers in the pro-
gram cited downtime as an issue. Lack of a computer or
telephone and delays in obtaining a badge were noted as
problems. This year, only 14 percent thought downtime
was an issue, but of those, 21 percent said that they had
to wait too long for a phone, badge, or computer. An ad-
ditional 52 percent indicated that this area could use some
improvement. What were the issues under downtime?
Thirty-seven percent stated that they felt lost with noth-
ing to do; 25 percent said that they had full time job re-
sponsibilities in addition to the Acquisition Intern Pro-
gram responsibilities; and 16 percent indicated that they
had too much to read.

“Intern”: Misleading Nomenclature

Two years ago, 60 percent of the engineers reported that
the term “intern” was an issue. As a result, at the National
Manager’s Meeting, an agreement was made to call the
interns “engineers in NAVSEA's AIP.” How did that pan
out? Not very well, it seems. According to this year’s sur-
vey, 73 percent said that the intern name was still at least
somewhat of a problem. From my perspective, calling
the interns in the program “engineers” did not stick at
the NAVSEA level, and since the official name of the pro-
gram is “Acquisition Intern Program,” the title engineer
falls out of use quickly. Fifteen percent of the responses
concerning worst experiences were related to the intern
name. “I had a lot of ‘intern” work to do, meaning wasted
time,” commented one, while another cited “being treated
as free labor and being put on projects solely because you
are free with no regard for the intern’s plans.”

Individual Development Plan

Thirteen percent cited the Individual Development Plan
as their worst experience—“trying to get my IDP filled
out and sent to Mechanicsburg [Pa.] by the deadline when
my supervisor didn’t have much clue what it was about.”

Administrative Issues

Fifty-nine percent referred to administrative issues;
even so, this was an improvement from two years
ago. The area of travel issues showed an improvement
of 9 percent; communication showed an improve-
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ment of 10 percent; and budget problems showed an
improvement of 8 percent. Gratifyingly, several engi-
neers felt that the employees of the administration
provided excellent service.

In terms of Washington, D.C. headquarters-related ad-
ministration, two years ago, 20 percent cited the quar-
terly meetings as an area for improvement. This year,
only 11 percent indicated the meetings as an area for im-
provement; 5 percent reported that the quarterly meet-
ings were too long. The quarterly meetings have since
been streamlined. Twenty percent did indicate that com-
munication is an issue with HQ. Overall, communication
was cited by 45 percent as an area to improve.

First Days

There has been real improvement in this area. The ma-
jority of the respondents completed the necessary pa-
perwork and introductions on their first day of work. Most
felt the first days were positive. It especially stood out for
the new engineers when a more seasoned engineer met
them the first day—a recommendation after the last sur-
vey. Ten percent of the first-day experience was some-
what negative, usually having to do with downtime and
lack of preparation by management. Even so, this area
has markedly improved over the last two years.

Conclusions and Recommendations

In summary, NAVSEA's Systems Engineering Develop-

ment Program has shown measured improvements. How-

ever, in looking at the data and specific areas highlighted,

exponential improvements are possible with some slight

adjustments. What would these recommendations/ad-

justments be?

= The senior career manager of recruitment will provide
four 1- to 2-hour VTC training sessions to everyone man-
aging engineers in NAVSEA's Systems Engineering De-
velopment program.

® The two resident managerial experts will give QXA ses-
sions by VTC two or three times a year.

= The Naval Center for Acquisition Workforce Professional
Development and NAVSEA Headquarters will commu-
nicate regularly any new information by e-mail.

= NAVSEA engineering managers will reinvigorate the title
of “engineer” for those in the program.

® NAVSEA's Systems Engineering Development Program
will be administered based on the Manager's Survival
Guide and the best practices recommended during Q&A
sessions.

= NAVSEA engineering managers must be better prepared
and have a seasoned engineer meet the new engineers
on the first day.

The author welcomes comments and questions. He
can be contacted at matthew.tropicno@navy.mil.
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ACQUISITION REFORM

Blurring The Line Between
R&D and Operations

The Missile Defense Agency’s Acquisition Approach

ramatic changes have been
made in the way in which the
Department of Defense de-
velops and procures weapon
systems. There is a move-
ment away from the strict require-
ments-based approach that empha-
sized a formalized identification of
deficiencies, an identifiable and pre-
dictable threat, and strict system per-
formance parameters. In the vanguard
of this defense acquisition process rev-
olution is the Missile Defense Agency’s
embrace of capabilities-based acquisi-
tion and spiral development. Since its
adoption of these processes in January

Timothy Biggs

“Create an acquisition
policy environment that
fosters efficiency,
flexibility, creativity,
and innovation.”

Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul
Wolfowitz, October 2003

advanced balli

April 3, 2005: A 4 million-pound radar assembly is lowered
into place aboard a converted offshore oil rig at the Kiewit
Offshore Services in Corpus Christi, Texas, for what will
become the MDA's Sea-Based X-band Radar. A unique
combination of an advanced radar with a mobile, ocean-
going, semi-submersible platform, the SBX will provide

2002, the MDA has made remarkable
progress in restructuring its approach
to the development of a fully integrated
ballistic missile defense system (BMDS).
The MDA is now faced, however, with
an even larger—and perhaps more dif-
ficult—task: turning these principles
into formalized and institutionalized
programmatic processes in the face of
significant cultural and organizational
challenges. Those challenges are based
on the fact that MDA’'s approach sig-
nificantly alters the the traditional roles
and responsibilities of acquisition or-
ganizations, operational units, and con-
tractors.

Biggs is a principal systems analyst with SPARTA, Inc. For the past 10 years, he has supported a wide variety missile defense-related projects and
programs. The views expressed are the author’s and do not necessarily reflect the opinions of the MDA or of Sparta, Inc.
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The MDA's approach is unprecedented sile. Since the BMDS provides a new
for such a large program. Although MDA’s appIOGCh is capability, integration testing—both
some DoD acquisition organizations horizontally and vertically—occurs
have, in the past, bridged the organi- unique, imaginqtive, across the entire system, as opposed
zational and cultural gap between re- to the long series of formalized
search and development and opera- and in accord with the processes and regression tests that are
tional use, the BMDS will be the first . \ necessary to ensure that adding a new
large-scale program that comes into op- flexible and tailored capability does not degrade existing
eration while still, in effect, in an R&D capabilities. The lack of any current ca-
mode. This capability-based approach nature of the new pability today to defeat a ballistic mis-
calls into question who “owns” the par- L sile attack negates the need to defer
ticular system and significantly alters defense achISItlon fielding of the BMDS.
the traditional DoD role of the acquisi- i i ;
tion community. g'U.ldellneS regcu’dlng Another consideration is the unprece-
joint operqtionsl dented level of integration required
Although much of MDA’s acquisition among BMDS early warning sensors,
approach is still undergoing refinement, weapons sensors, and interceptors. The

the fundamental precepts are in place.

Despite recent testing setbacks, a rudimentary missile
defense system will soon go operational, the overall BMDS
program management of the system remaining with MDA.
There will be no formal turnover from the acquisition
community to the Services for many of the missile de-
fense elements and components. MDA will concurrently
test and operate the BMDS while on alert, and day-to-day
operations will be performed by a mix of contractors, Na-
tional Guard, and servicemembers. Contractor logistics
support (versus a large Service-led logistics “tail”) will be
the key to maintaining the system. These initiatives are
a significant break with existing DoD processes and will
serve as a model for the development and fielding of
large-scale future joint systems.

Unique Nature of the BMDS Program

There is a well-established and formalized process for
transitioning a system from R&D to operational use that
allows the Service to formally identify and allocate fund-
ing to operate the system, to train personnel, and to de-
velop logistics procedures. A variety of factors, however,
will require the BMDS to operate in a manner that is not
in clear concert with the existing DoD processes. Although
these factors are unique, they have relevance to other fu-
ture high tech joint systems. A major issue is that BMDS
elements and components will be fielded in very small
numbers; for example, only a handful of ground-based
mid-course interceptors are initially planned. This is in
contrast with most weapon systems, which are produced
using a fairly rigid lockstep process, manufactured in mass
quantities, and often require a long logistics and mainte-
nance tail. A modern BMDS negates the need for a large
number of military personnel to be identified, trained,
and equipped.

Another unique factor is that unlike most DoD weapon
systems under development currently, the BMDS will pro-
vide a new capability that is non-existent today: the in-
terception and destruction of an incoming ballistic mis-
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speed required to track, identify, and
engage a ballistic missile calls for an extraordinary level
of sensor fusion. No single sensor or weapon can achieve
the capability required to engage a ballistic missile trav-
eling at high speeds across oceans and continents. Only
through continued, centralized management of all BMD
systems will MDA be successful in developing a program
that meets the unique characteristics of a missile defense
engagement.

Restructuring the Missile Defense Program
MDA's approach was brought about by Defense Secretary
Rumsfeld’s January 2002 memorandum on MDA pro-
gram direction, which fundamentally restructured the
missile defense program by canceling the missile defense
operational requirements documents (ORDs). This was
the most fundamental redirection of the missile defense
program since its inception in 1983. Like all ORDs, the
missile defense ORDs mandated discrete and exact lev-
els of effectiveness (key performance parameters) for
each missile defense element. A theater air and missile
defense capstone requirements document was also es-
tablished; it laid out the overall framework for the entire
missile defense mission.

By canceling the ORDs, Rumsfeld recognized that suc-
cess in the missile defense battle is only achievable if the
BMDS is seen as a synergistic whole. In contrast, the mis-
sile defense ORDs had divided the missile defense ele-
ments into discrete and separate managerial and tech-
nical entities. The director of the then Ballistic Missile
Defense Organization (BMDO) did not have ultimate au-
thority over these elements because the element program
managers reported to their respective Services and not
to BMDO. This situation made the management of the
BMD elements complex and unwieldy and achievement
of a fully integrated system impossible.

While the cancellations of the missile defense ORDs was
a dramatic departure from existing acquisition processes,
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even more important was Rumsfeld’s decision to trans-
fer program management of some missile defense pro-
grams from the Services to MDA. This broke a long-
standing programmatic management framework of the
elements reporting to their respective Services and em-
phasized DoD's emphasis on joint materiel development
programs and its willingness to undertake dramatic and
unprecedented approaches. With the BMDS elements
now under MDA management, a key challenge will be
whether it is practical to transfer these programs back to
the Services when the BMDS component or element has
achieved a certain level of capability and the Service is
willing to procure, support, and operate the capability.

Possible Categories of Transition and
Transfer

A challenge for MDA is the fact that the transfer of cer-
tain BMDS elements to the Services would create orga-
nizational, budgetary, and cultural stovepipes that would
hinder the use of the systems. According to the January
2002 directive, the BMDS management process will con-
sist of three phases: development, transition, and pro-
curement and operations. It is becoming clear, however,
that the global nature of the BMDS will not allow for the
firm, discreet categories envisioned at that time. A more
appropriate paradigm may be that transition of BMDS el-
ements can be viewed as fitting into a broad spectrum
of three categories.

The first category consists of those elements that will un-
dergo little or no transition to a Service. The Sea-Based
X-band (SBX) Radar is one such system. The SBX will per-
form a vital surveillance and tracking function for the
BMDS; however, the nature of the vessel and its mission
is not conducive to its transition and transfer to the Navy
(or any other Service). The SBX will perform strictly a mis-
sile defense role; therefore, it doesn’t fit into traditional
Naval doctrine or concepts of operations. The SBX’s small
manning requirement can be satisfied with minimal Navy
participation. MDA may manage the SBX as long as it is
in operation. The MDA Command, Control, Battle Man-
agement and Control is also in this category based on the
need for a joint global command network to direct all as-
pects of the missile defense battle. This category would
require MDA to continue producing, maintaining, and ser-
vicing the system for an indefinite period. Program man-
agement, configuration control, and the training of op-
erators will also be the continued responsibility of MDA.

A second category lies with a collaborative transition ef-
fort between MDA, the Services, and the combatant com-
mands. The Terminal High Altitude Area Defense pro-
gram is the most conducive for this approach because
there is a strong Service sponsor (Army), and it will be
produced in enough quantities to make it possible for a
Service to develop organizational and doctrinal structures.
However, based on its ability to engage mid- to long-range
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ballistic missiles, it will be a key element in the strategic,
global BMDS mission and, therefore, it may not be prac-
tical to transfer full program management to the Army.

A key concern in this collaborative approach is how a Ser-
vice can develop long-term funding plans through the
program objective memorandum process for a BMDS el-
ement over which it doesn’t have full authority. One pos-
sible approach is to see the MDA role as the procurement
lead for the first or second fire unit of an element in a
block, with the Service and the combatant commander
making decisions on the ultimate quantity of the pro-
curement.

The third category encompasses the traditional method
involving full programmatic transfer from a research, de-
velopment, test & evaluation (RDT&E) agency to the Ser-
vice. Patriot Advanced Capability - Phase 3 is the best ex-
ample of this type of transition. Because PAC-3 is a regional
defense system, it does not have a significant role in the
global BMDS mission. Because of its missile defense role,
MDA would need to maintain configuration control over
PAC-3; however, full programmatic responsibilities rest
with the Army:.

Further Challenges Face MDA

Developing the procedures to maintain an operational ca-
pability for elements and components that are still in a
developmental status presents yet another challenge for
MDA. To meet the challenge, MDA has instituted a con-
current test and operations process that will allow the si-
multaneous testing and improvement on the BMDS, while
maintaining the system on alert and in an operational
status. To continue testing on a fielded system is, of course,
routine; however, it is rare and challenging for a high-tech
system with no technological precedent, like the BMDS,
to maintain a rigorous testing program while in an oper-
ational status.

The need to conduct concurrent test and operations rests
with the presidential direction to deploy an initial missile
defense capability in 2004. This decision changed the en-
tire character and nature of the ballistic missile program.
The test missiles, fielded in Alaska and California, are now
to be used in an operational role also. It was recognized,
however, that the testing program needed to continue.
MDA decided it would not be prudent to transfer a BMDS
element—even one that would have an operational ca-
pability—to a Service while it was still involved in a rig-
orous test program.

The fielding of a system while still, technically, in an R&D
role required innovative thinking and approaches in the
funding and in fielding systems. This new perspective in
acquisition is shown in MDA's approach to operations and
sustainment (O&S) costs of the BMDS. While logistics sup-
port for a fielded system is traditionally the responsibil-

26



ity of the Service and is done by Ser-
vice personnel, MDA has made the
decision to fund the activity via con-
tractor logistics support (CLS)
through fiscal year 2009. This is a
significant step in awareness that the
traditional DoD logistics support
process doesn’t meet the require-

There is a well-established
and formalized process for

transitioning a system from
R&D to operational use. A

phasize Service “ownership” and
embrace joint warfighting concepts.
For example, the Joint Forces Com-
mand has drafted joint operating
concept papers that emphasize the
elimination of Service stovepipes,
shared assets, and joint materiel de-
velopment systems. The draft doc-

ments for the BMDS. CLS is tradi-
tionally a lifetime maintenance con-
cept. MDA's commitment to life-cycle
CLS indicates that no one Service
will develop, organize, and support
the BMDS. MDA’s funding of this ac-
tivity is a recognition that it will have
to perform functions that an R&D
agency has not performed in the
past. It’s another reflection of the
fact that the traditional line between
R&D and operations is becoming
less and less defined.

variety of factors, howevet,
will require the ballistic
missile defense system to
operate in a manner that is
not in clear concert with the
existing DoD processes.

uments stress that “rather than in-
sisting upon ownership of organic
assets, future commanders must be-
come adept at achieving strategic
and operational goals with shared
joint assets and capabilities.”

The MDA approach is also in con-
cert with the strategic, top-down em-
phasis of the Joint Capabilities Inte-
gration and Development System
(JCIDS), which is a dramatic depar-
ture from the former Requirements

MDA's approach calls into question whether DoD's cur-
rent management approach towards budgeting is ade-
quate. DoD has fairly strict regulations that require all
funding to be divided into five specific categories of spend-
ing, with the missile defense appropriations coming under
the RDT&E account (“3600 money”). The regulations re-
quire that an acquisition organization using 3600 money
fund all aspects of a developmental program, including
test articles and activities; however, funding for the test-
ing that is done after fielding of a system is to come under
procurement or operations and maintenance appropria-
tions. The operational fielding of the BMDS, in a limited
capacity, makes these distinctions between RDT&E and
O&S funding increasingly unwieldy. The fielded BMDS
will be capable of providing an operational capability;
however, it will continue to be managed by an acquisi-
tion organization—the MDA—using RDT&E funding.
Through spiral improvements, an increasingly capable
system will be developed, but it will still remain (techni-
cally) an acquisition program. While the existing DoD fi-
nancial management approach mandates very discrete
distinctions between funding acquisition (RDT&E) pro-
grams and operational systems, the BMDS will not fit eas-
ily into either category. Rather than attempting to fit the
BMDS into either grouping, I recommend that the DoD
reassess its budgeting management processes to ac-
commodate the increasingly unclear distinction between
R&D and operations.

In Accord with Defense Acquisition Reform
Initiatives

MDA's approach is unique, imaginative, and in accord
with the flexible and tailored nature of the new defense
acquisition guidelines regarding joint operations. It is also
in accord with the DoD doctrinal changes that de-em-
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Generation System (RGS). The JCIDS
recognized that only through top-down direction (versus
bottom-up identification of deficiencies) could fully joint
concepts and programs be instituted. The RGS served
well for strictly Service programs, but it would be difficult
for one Service, using the bottom-up approach of the RGS,
to envision or articulate the requirements for a fully in-
tegrated BMDS using air, sea, and land weapons, sensors,
and associated Command, Control, Battle Management
and Control. Services could identify requirements to de-
fend against theater and tactical threats using the RGS,
but it required top-down, strategic policy direction to tie
all Service missile defense elements into the integrated
whole that is the BMDS.

If joint doctrine and network-centric warfare are the par-
adigms for tomorrow’s defense environment, it makes
little sense to develop, procure, and manage weapon sys-
tems in an individual manner. The MDA approach rec-
ognizes that innovative and revolutionary processes are
necessary to fully achieve an interoperable BMDS, and
these processes are slowly coming into place to deploy a
system that will, for the first time in history, be able to
defend the nation against ballistic missile attack. The
biggest hurdle ahead of MDA today is not technological
but organizational and procedural, as it paves an approach
that will serve as a precedent for the acquisition of future
joint concepts and programs.

This article derives from a paper presented at the
National Defense Industrial Association Test and Evail-
uation Conference, Mcarch, 2005. The author wel-
comes comments and questions. Contact him at
timothy biggs.ctr@mda.mil.
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WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT

Quality Management — A Primer

Part II
Wayne Turk

art I of “Quality Management — A Primer” (De-
ense AT&L, May-June 2005) focused on getting
the project started, building the right team and the
right team dynamics, and using good processes
to end up with good, useful products. Part 11 deals
with budget, schedule, contractor relations, and a slew of
points covering the many other parts of project man-
agement that you have to worry about—communications,
setting expectations, quality assurance, and testing, to
mention just a few. Together, the two parts provide a basic
primer on project management in the federal govern-
ment.The primer doesn’t address managing quality, but
providing quality project management. I've tried to em-
phasize some areas that many articles, books and courses
frequently don't discuss or don't cover in depth.

After you follow the advice in Part I to help you get your
staff assembled, decide who’s doing what, and gather
the requirements for the project, you're ready to
move on. You have your team in place, and you've
built some great team dynamics, put some good
processes in place, and started on all of the
documentation that you need—but
there’s still a long way to go. You
can’t go anywhere without
money and a plan.

Meeting the
Schedule Challenge
The project schedule and
budget can be the most dif-
ficult parts of a man-
ager’s duties. Meeting
the schedule and stay-
ing within budget are
critical to the real and per-
ceived success of any project.
If you don’t meet the sched-
ule for your project—even if
it is through no fault of yours
or your team’s—the project is
deemed a failure. The same
holds true for over-running
the budget.

Many projects are given a completion date before there
is ever a project manager or a team. If that happens, con-
sider a two-pronged approach: develop a schedule using
the completion date and working backwards to include
all of the necessary actions; decide if the schedule is re-
alistic. If not, develop a schedule without the constraint
of the given completion date. It then becomes your job
to sell the new schedule. You may have to find a cham-
pion to sell it for you. There may be operational reasons
for the original end date. If so, you are probably stuck
with the original schedule. Throwing money and resources
at the project might be possible—but with some projects,
that won’t help. Slitting
your wrists or quitting

could be considered,

but there are far bet-
ter options.

]

If vou don't meet the schedule for
vour projech, even if it is through no
fault of you or your team, the project

is deemed a failure. The same is true

of over-running the budget.

is a retired Air Force lieutenant colonel and a project manager with SRA International, managing two National Guard Bureau information
technology projects. He has supported projects for DoD, the military services, other federal agencies, and non-profit organizations. He is a frequent

contributor to Defense AT&L.
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Finding ways to compress a schedule is a challenge for
your whole team. Ask their help and listen to their ideas.
Usually, the best way to compress a schedule is to make
as many of the tasks as possible parallel rather than se-
quential. For example, it is sometimes possible in the soft-
ware world to develop the software in modules. Work can
proceed on multiple modules at one time; then testing
can be done on each module as it comes ready, with final
integration testing done at the end. That’s just one ex-
ample; there are many more around. This is where the
creativity and flexibility that were mentioned in Part I of
this article come in.

Let’s get back to the project. You've determined the sched-
ule—or at least have one that you think you can live with.
Put it on paper or post it electronically to give the team
access to it. They’re the ones doing the work, and they
need to be able to see how they are doing and what’s
coming in the future. Management will also want to see
it. Make sure that it’s realistic, and keep it a living docu-
ment. Change or update it as the project progresses.

The following are a few other suggestions that can help

you meet your schedule—certainly not all-inclusive, but

they are a start:

= All tasks should have a timeline or suspense.

® Ensure that each task is assigned to someone.

® Do not accept or assign tasks that are unnecessary (this
can be difficult).

® Do not allow “scope creep” (adding or expanding re-
quirements as you progress—also very difficult).

® Consolidate tasks in the schedule where possible.

= Make tasks sequential only if they have to be.

® Set up a tracking system for tasks, suspenses, and ac-
tion items.

® Review the tracking system at least weekly.

= Meet all suspenses as early as possible, and do not delay
completing them until the last minute.

® [f a task deadline cannot be met, ensure that the ini-
tiator and the task manager are notified ASAP and well
before the due date; this may not help keep you on
schedule, but it can keep you out of trouble, or at least
minimize the trouble.

Balancing the Readlities of the Budget

As with the schedule, in many (if not most) government
projects, your budget—at least the initial budget—is set
by someone else, and it’s a constraint that you usually
have to live with. Chances are better that your budget will
be cut at some point, than that it will be increased. So
how do you live with the budget and succeed? It takes
good planning, good management, constant monitoring,
and sometimes some more of that creativity. A little luck
doesn’t hurt either.

If you’re the one planning the budget, whether it is the
initial budget or a subsequent year’s, make sure that it’s
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realistic. I have found planning three budgets can be very
helpful. The first is the fully funded budget. This is the
ideal budget that you need to do everything required in
the project and some desired but not required things, and
it includes some funding for the unexpected. The second
is a no-frills budget based on what you need to do the job
and expect to get. This is normally less that the fully
funded budget but enough to allow you to accomplish all
or most of the necessary actions within the project. The
third is the subsistence budget, the amount needed to
keep your project alive and to accomplish the minimum
necessary project requirements. It’s the budget that you
don’t want but have to be prepared for.

With all of the unknowns and the many external con-

straints that come along, planning the budget can be dif-

ficult. I recommend that you try to keep a “management

reserve” for the unexpected (a practice that is frowned

upon in many quarters, but can save your professional

life). It should be a percentage of your total budget. The

following additional suggestions are for remaining within

your budget. A few coincide with suggestions for re-

maining on schedule. That’s because schedule overruns

and cost overruns are usually directly related.

= Don’t allow scope creep unless the dollars accompany
the new requirements, and even then, try not to allow
it.

® Track costs closely and compare them to planned costs.

® Project upcoming costs and revise them as changes
oCCur.

® Use Earned Value Management in some form.

® Consolidate tasks for cost savings.

® [ everage on previously developed work—if you can use
something that someone else has already done or paid
for, do so.

® Don’t use “gold-plated” requirements; that goes for per-
sonnel, purchased items, and the requirements for your
project deliverables.

® Use cost-benefit analyses to help you make decisions.

= Don’t waste resources on unnecessary work.

® Do things right the first time; rework is expensive in
dollars and time.

= Prioritize requirements and tasks so that you know what
can be eliminated if budget cuts come along or you
begin to run over budget.

® Take immediate action if you appear to be running over
budget. Waiting won’t help.

® Scrutinize contractor and vendor invoices for errors.

Managing Contractor Relations

In today’s world, almost every project has contractors in-
volved. Below are a few suggestions for how you can en-
sure that the contractors help you make the project a suc-
cess. Admittedly, as a contractor, I may see things from
a different perspective, but [ have been on both sides of
the fence. Some of these suggestions apply to all mem-
bers of the project team, not just the contractors:
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= Make them a part of the team. Many contractors feel
real ownership of a project that they are involved in.
Treat them as you would any other team members. Do
not make it an us-them environment.

= Remember that the contractors have a scope of work,
too. Don’t expect them to accept scope creep either. If
it happens, expect a contract modification that will cost
you more.

= Let them know what you expect, but be consistent in
the standards that you set. Set high standards for all mem-
bers of the team and ensure that all live up to them.

= Give them all the information that they need to do their
part. Open communication is essential.

= Accept that contractors have proprietary information
or processes, just as you do. Don’t share one company’s
proprietary information with other contractors. And
don’t favor one company with information not shared
with all.

Defense AT&L: July-August 2005
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® Don’t miss deadlines for completing actions or pro-
viding needed information to contractors. If you
do, don’t expect them to make up the time
for you.

® Give them realistic tasks and timelines.

® Don’t try to subvert the government con
tracting rules. That can get everyone in

trouble.

Odds and Ends
... for a successful end to the project.
If you’ve read this far, I hope you’ve
picked up some good ideas. Here are a
few more suggestions that don’t fit into a
single category but can really help you and
your project.

Communication
Maybe the most important part of project man-
agement. Make sure everyone is aware of what is
going on. Communicate up the chain, with your
peers, and with your team. Keep your boss informed
of the good and the bad. Let him or her know what
is happening with the project on a regular basis.
Communicate with the team. Give them feedback
on their work and on the project status and plans.
Keep them informed about what is happening,
what changes are occurring, and why. Commu-
nicate with others outside your organization who
need to be kept in the know. Communicate with
the end users.

Involvement

Ensure all levels of end users are involved
throughout the life of the project. This is an-
other form of communication that is critical.
End users have the kind of input you need to
put out the products they need and will use.
Keeping them in the loop can save you a lot

of wasted time, effort, and money.

Expectations

Exceed expectations. That may sound contradictory to
the earlier advice not to accept extra or unnecessary tasks
and not to gold plate requirements, but it’s not. Exceed-
ing expectations merely means providing documents and
products that are of excellent quality and are better or do
more than was called for. Ensuring that all products and
documents are understandable and usable is a big part
of it. This is also a part of quality management.

Quality Assurance

QA is a process that is considered a pain in the neck or
a hindrance by many managers. That may be true, but a
good QA program means better products and fewer prob-
lems in the long run. There are excellent QA processes
out there. Find and use them.



Testing

The same is true of a comprehensive testing program.
Adequate and timely testing with good test plans makes
for good products and prevents major problems in the
field. Don’t scrimp on the testing. It will come back to
haunt you! The timely aspect is important, too. If at all
possible, include independent testers. Finally, have the
expected users as a part of testing.

Ownership

Encourage buy-in at every level. You need the team to
have feelings of ownership, and you need support from
those up the chain and those who will be the final users.
Buy-in can help with your budget and getting the resources
that you need. Having a true champion (someone who
believes in your project and will fight for it) in the higher
levels of the management structure can really ease your
way.

Bureaucracy

The government has thousands of pages of laws, regula-
tions, and guidance for you as a project manager. Be aware
that in those thousands of pages there will be contradic-
tions. Compliance with the appropriate ones is a must,
and you aren’t going to know all of the appropriate ones.
That’s why there are experts that you can consult. Don’t
hesitate to call on them. That’s their job. Whether it’s the
lawyers, contracting, or some other organization, ask
questions and listen—truly listen—to the answers. Do
your own research, too. The experts may not have all the
answers.

Keep on Learning

Finally, never stop reading, talking with others, and
learning. Project management is complex. No one
knows it all or all of the tricks to making a project a suc-
cess. First learn from others, then share what you have
learned.

No two projects are the same. | ‘ve tried to provide some
principles and processes that will work all the time and
others which will help in most projects. The ideas and
suggestions are not comprehensive, but basic. This primer
is a distillation of some lessons learned that can help
make you and your project a SUcCess.

As I said in the first article, project management is an art.
Between the two articles, you have a wide palette of paints
to work with, but none of the paint pots is deep. It will
require more work on your part. Project management is
tough, but it also can be rewarding.

The cuthor welcomes comments and questions. Con-
tact him ot wayne_turk@sra.com.
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More than 60 employees from activities across the
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Naval Supply Systems Command, <http://www

navsup.navy.mil>, gathered April 26-28 for the
2005 NAVSUP Transformation Academy held at the Naval
Support Activity in Mechanicsburg, Pa.

The annual three-day event historically affords NAVSUP
civilian and military employees an opportunity to learn
more about the NAVSUP "combat capability through lo-
gistics" mission and how it supports the Navy's global
supply chain and the warfighter.

Started in 1995 and formerly known as the "NAVSUP
Academy," the name was changed this year. "We wanted
to preserve the spirit of the Academy and broaden the
scope to address our current transformation initiatives,"
says Capt. Charles Lilli, USN, SC, NAVSUP's chief of staff.

Presentations were given by NAVSUP senior military and
civilian leaders representing all of the enterprise's com-
mands: Headquarters, the Fleet and Industrial Supply
Centers, the Naval Inventory Control Point, the Navy
Supply Information Systems Activity, the Navy Exchange
Service Command, and the Naval Operational Logistics
Support Center.

"The Transformation Academy provided a well-orga-
nized overall perspective of the NAVSUP enterprise,"
says participant Troy L. High, security director/chief of
police for the Naval Support Activity.

At the end of the second day, an information exchange
provided a forum for two-way communication on major
change initiatives such as enterprise resource planning
(ERP), the national security performance system, base
realignment and closure, and lean six sigma. All mem-
bers of the NAVSUP Civilian Board of Directors partici-
pated in this exchange.

"The Transformation Academy was extremely valuable,
and the presentations were truly first rate," says Mary
K. Graci, an information technology specialist with the
Navy Supply Information Systems Activity, who parici-
pated. "The information exchange helped me to better
understand my role in Navy ERP."

"The training I received at the Academy was the best
government-provided training that I have received in
my government career," says participant Pete DiRocco,
supply systems analyst with the Naval Inventory Con-
trol Point.
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BUSINESS ETHICS

Ethics in Program Management

Owen C. Gadeken

t seems that every few years, the defense acquisition

community is rocked by a highly visible ethics scan-

dal. The latest involves Darleen Druyun, the senior

Air Force procurement official who gave favorable

treatment to a defense contractor on large defense
programs then joined this same firm as a vice president
soon after her retirement. Her tenure with the firm was
short-lived, ending when it was discovered that she began
negotiating for her job before she retired (working through
her daughter who also worked for this same company)
then tried—unsuccessfully—to cover it up. While we might
be tempted to pass this off as the “one bad apple” ex-
ample, it should be noted that up to that point in her ca-
reer, Druyun had a distinguished record of public service
and was very highly regarded by many senior defense
officials.

Looking beyond the defense acquisition community for
a moment, it seems that the occurrence of ethical scan-
dals has risen to a new high; they are appearing in virtu-
ally all areas of our society. We have the Martha Stewart

insider stock trading case and a plethora of large corpo-
rate scandals involving companies like Enron, Tyco, and
WorldCom. Of more concern are the scandals that have
emerged from the heart of our society: teachers provid-
ing answers on standardized tests to improve their schools’
performance, or the coach who altered his star pitcher’s
birth certificate in the Little League World Series. Clearly,
ethical behavior—or rather, lack of it—is an ongoing prob-
lem in our society and in our world. In spite of good in-
tentions, the temptations are always there to cut corners
to achieve desired personal or professional outcomes.

The common approach to ethics taken by both corpora-
tions and government organizations is to institute a set
of rules (“standards of conduct”) to prevent or control eth-
ical lapses by employees. These rules often become quite
detailed in terms of specific actions and financial
amounts—for example, government rules on accepting
transportation, meals, or gifts from government con-
tractors. But the high-profile examples cited above go well
beyond simple standards of conduct.

Gadeken is a professor at the DAU Fort Belvoir campus. His current interest centers on helping program managers become effective leaders. He
received his doctorate in engineering management from The George Washington University.
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FIGURE 1. Value Conflicts

ficial lets the desire for wealth—a non-ethical
value—negate the entire set of ethical values listed
above. (And beyond the values conflict, this be-
havior is also illegal, of course.) But these clearly
discernible issues are only the tip of the ethical
iceberg.

A more difficult values decision occurs in situa-
tions where ethical values contflict with each other.
An example would be when a manager’s concern
(Caring) for a problem employee who is not meet-
ing standards and may be terminated conflicts
with obligations (Trustworthiness and Responsi-
bility) to meet work-related deadlines. It can be

Back to Basics: The Six Pillars

To really understand the issue of ethics, we should go
back to basics for a moment. According to Webster (the
dictionary), ethics is defined as a set of moral principles
or values that govern the conduct of an individual or group.
Values are important because they underlie the concept
of ethics. Again paraphrasing Webster, values are core be-
liefs that guide or motivate us. Relating the two terms,
ethics is best understood as how we translate our values
into action.

So to understand ethics, we must first understand what

individuals and organizations share as common values.

Michael Josephson, who founded and runs a non-profit

institute for advancement of ethics in our society, differ-

entiates between ethical and non-ethical values. Non-eth-

ical values often relate to personal desires such as wealth,

fame, happiness, health, fulfillment, or personal freedom.

But ethical values are directly related to our beliefs about

what is right and wrong. Josephson identifies six core eth-

ical values as his “Six Pillars of Character.” They are:

= Trustworthiness — honesty, integrity, reliability, and loy-
alty

® Respect — courtesy, dignity of the individual, and tol-

erance

Responsibility — accountability, pursuit of excellence,

and self-restraint

Fairness — procedural fairness, impartiality, and equity

Caring — concern for others and how they will be af-

fected by your actions

® Citizenship - civic virtues and duties (giving back to
your society).

Dealing with Value Conflicts

Ethical issues or dilemmas are most often interpreted as
value conflicts. When non-ethical values conflict with eth-
ical values, the issue is clear-cut, and the ethical values
should dictate the solution. This often translates into a
standards of conduct or even legal issue (Right vs. Wrong).
For example, this type of conflict occurs when a corpo-
rate executive or senior government manager uses his or
her official position for personal gain. Here, the senior of-
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quite difficult to make decisions in these situa-
tions, since any decision will negatively impact one or
more core ethical values.

The two types of value conflicts are illustrated in Figure
1. In reality, program management is full of such value
conflicts. We face these issues on a weekly or even daily
basis. The value conflicts are sometimes subtle and not
fully apparent until we find ourselves in the midst of an
ethical dilemma.

I was in such a situation on a research project I was man-
aging shortly after I joined the DAU faculty. We were in
the middle of what I thought would be a simple source
selection of a contractor to design a new team exercise
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for one of our courses. The competitive field had nar-
rowed to a very experienced company who had done ex-
cellent work for us in the past and a newly created small
business. Our evaluation panel was all set to select the
experienced firm when the contracting officer informed
us that the cost proposals, which we had not yet seen,
were quite different. The small business proposed a fixed
price that was less than half that of the experienced firm.
Several members of the team were convinced that the
risk of going with the small business was too great.

I found myself right in the middle on an ethical dilemma.
The core ethical value of Responsibility for delivering a
quality product favored the experienced company, while
the core value of Fairness argued for selecting the small
business since they had met the minimum criteria spelled
out in our proposal. Either choice would at least partially
negate one of the core ethical values. I finally convinced
the evaluation team that we must go with the small busi-
ness because we had put them in our competitive range,
meaning we thought they could do the work with ac-
ceptable risk. The small business got the contract, strug-
gled a bit, but did deliver a product we were able to use.

The point of this story is that a little planning (more care-
fully selected evaluation criteria for a “best value” ap-
proach) can go a long way in helping to avoid ethical
dilemmas down the road.

Program Management Dilemmas

In program management, the ethical dilemmas often cen-
ter on the two important variables related to the program
that every program manager strives to control: informa-
tion and funding. These are important assets in achiev-
ing program success, but they can also be manipulated
to achieve other ends. No matter the program or its pri-
ority, funding always seems to be less than what’s needed
to do the full job. That leads to constant squabbles be-
tween programs and organizations in an effort to stretch
the funding to do the most good for the most programs.
Opportunities exist at all levels to apply the funding in-
appropriately, based on personal agendas rather than ser-
vice priorities and mission needs.

Since government program offices do not actually build
anything themselves, you might say their most impor-
tant product is the information that allows our selected

FIGURE 2. Ethical Congruence
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industry partners to do the hands-on work. Program of-
fices strive to have the best and most current informa-
tion on all aspects of their programs, but that informa-
tion can also be manipulated to achieve other outcomes.
Some program managers can get caught up in thinking
that their career success is directly related to their pro-
grams’ success. Instead of reporting program status with
complete objectivity, they begin to slant the story to ac-
centuate the positive and slight or hide the negative. On
the Navy’s A-12 stealth fighter program, such behavior
escalated into hiding the program’s poor cost performance
and potential for a large cost overrun. When the full story
came to light, then Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney
fired the entire Navy chain of command, from the pro-
gram manager up to the three-star admiral, for their lack
of integrity in reporting the true program status.

It should be clear by now that our current standards of
conduct are simply not enough to counter the tremen-
dous pressures in our system to cut corners for personal,
professional, or programmatic gain. This isn’t surprising
based on the often-quoted axiom “you can’t legislate
morality.” While we should give consideration to beefing
up the standards, we should also assess other approaches.

It Starts at the Top

As stated earlier, ethics in any organization are deter-
mined by the common values shared by its members.
While individuals come to an organization with a set of
values developed over time, the most influential factor af-
fecting their ethical behavior after they arrive is the way
they are led. Leadership is what determines the organi-
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zational climate or culture, and it has a major impact on
the way all the organization’s members do their work.

One of the most important tasks of any leader is to cre-

ate an environment where ethical behavior and decision

making is standard operating procedure. This can be

achieved through alignment of the personal ethical val-

ues of the individual employees with those of the orga-

nization. The leader can develop this organizational cli-

mate by:

® Clarifying the organization’s core ethical values so all
employees know what is expected of them

= Making values alighment a key part of the hiring deci-
sion for new employees

= Developing policies so employees know how to deal
with foreseeable ethical issues

® Providing training and support systems to help em-
ployees build a more ethical organization.

Taking those steps will increase the degree of ethical align-
ment or congruence in the organization. Organizations
with high ethical congruence “walk their talk,” meaning
their day-to-day behavior matches their stated values. The
concept of ethical congruence is displayed in Figure 2 on
the previous page.

More Than a Set of Rules

To summarize, ethics in program management is much
more than a set of rules. There can never be enough rules
to cover all the situations where ethical dilemmas may
arise. And ethics programs cannot be forced on em-
ployees by those in authority; that works only as long as
someone is looking over employees’ shoulders.

An organization’s best approach to ethics relies on its
leaders’ creating a positive culture that encourages eth-
ical behavior at all levels. The success of this approach
depends on the leader’s ability to influence the entire or-
ganization to adopt a common set of ethical values and
behaviors—and leaders must model these values and be-
haviors in everything they do, or employees will quickly
see through them. Effective leaders exhibit a strong sense
of personal integrity and credibility, which acts as a bea-
con to the organization as it moves toward an uncertain
future. In the words of one experienced DoD program
manager, “Credibility. It’s all really that we have as an at-
tribute we can bring to our position. We need to go to
great lengths, all of us in this business, to maintain our
credibility, even when it hurts.”

While it may hurt to admit a mistake or reveal a problem
in your program, it’s worth remembering that losing your
credibility hurts a lot more. Just ask Darleen Druyun.

The author welcomes comments and questions. Con-
tact him at owen.gadeken@dcu.mil.
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BEST PRACTICES

Joint Service Specification Guide for
Propulsion and Power Systems

A Common Framework for Developing Performance-
Based Requirements for Aviation-Related Acquisition

John Fisher » Mary Zidzik

n the wake of the widespread acquisition reforms and

the mass cancellations and conversions of MilSpecs

and MilStds in the mid-1990s, a series of joint service

specification guides was conceived. The JSSGs iden-

tify generic performance-based requirements for a
variety of Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, and Army avia-
tion roles and missions. These requirements provide a
solid starting point for developing a specification and
other program documents tailored to a specific aviation-
related acquisition. The JSSGs also provide a repository
for lessons learned and corporate knowledge across all
the military services. The JSSGs are intended for use by
both government and industry personnel.

The fundamental objectives of JSSGs are to provide con-
sistent organization and content guidance for describing
requirements in terms of meeting operational needs; as
performance-based without specifying the design; as mea-
surable during design, development, and verification; and
as achievable in terms of performance.

neering approach is emphasized to ensure a complete,
integrated, and balanced solution; it accounts for all in-
puts and outputs. The up-front integration of requirements
helps assure a complete product definition and enables
a disciplined top-down flow of requirements to lower-tier
specifications.

Each JSSG has six sections: scope, applicable documents,
performance requirements, verification criteria, packag-
ing, and notes. The individual requirements are written
as generic templates and may contain blanks, tables, and
figures in lieu of numerical requirements, along with ra-
tionale and guidance to help tailor each requirement to
program-specific needs. If a particular JSSG requirement
is outside the scope of a program’s needs, it can simply
be omitted from the program specification. In an effort
to capture the vast reservoir of experience gained from
past DoD acquisition programs, each JSSG requirement
contains both positive and negative lessons learned that
apply to that particular requirement. In addition, sample

As illustrated in the spec- JSSG Specification Tree

ification tree graphic, the

JSSG suite has been cre- Published
ated as a three-tiered AIR SYSTEM
framework: Tier I, Air Sys- JSSG
tem JSSG; Tier II, Air Ve- SN
hicle JSSG; and Tier IIl, avi- In Development : : Yet to be Developed !
ation subsystems JSSGs [ I 1 e W T ) [ | |
(engines, avionics, etc.). AR CONTROL AIR ; ! SUPPORT :-'I'-R;\INI-N-G- T SR |
VEHICLE/SHIP STATION VEHICLE 11 SYSTEMS ' SYSTEMS ! WEAPON . !

Each lower-tier document lNTE%ggTDN ey g ‘i E . 159% 'JSSG STJSSTS%MS N
represents a flow-down of 1= . SR : iy
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at the next higher tier to I I I
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cation. A systems engi-

is the technical expert for propulsion controls and subsystems at the Aeronautical Systems Center, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Dayton,

Ohio.
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verification methods and lessons learned during previ-
ous verifications of similar requirements are included for
reference, along with final verification criteria to help en-
sure that the requirement has been fulfilled. This verifi-
cation information is not intended to limit new practices,
processes, methods, or tools, but rather to serve as a start-
ing point for a program team when determining the tech-
nical maturity of a requirement.

JSSGs are tools not only for developing a program-unique
specification, but also for facilitating communication be-
tween government and industry engineering communi-
ties. Where feasible, common terms and methods have
been used, and Service-unique language has been mini-
mized.

The JSSGs are intended for common use among the Ser-
vices, and each has been developed through a concerted
joint Navy, Air Force, and Army ef-
fort. Industry, under the auspices of
the Aerospace Industries Association
(AIA), has also participated. The in-
volvement of a wide variety of peo-
ple has resulted in not only a set of
requirements that covers all three
Services, but also a means to facili-
tate joint programs by providing a
single face to industry for common
requirements. (Existing JSSGs can be
found on the Acquisition Streamlin-
ing and Standardization Information
SysTem (ASSIST) Web site at
<http://assist.daps.dla.mil/ >.)

Throughout the initial creation and
update of the JSSGs, absolutely the
most active and dedicated work so
far has come from the team that
compiled the Aircraft Turbine En-
gines JSSG (JSSG-2007). Over the past
eight years, a hard-working and
highly focused group of government
and industry technical experts has
put together a thorough and com-
prehensive set of propulsion-related
requirements. In addition to Navy,
Air Force. and Army participants, the
team has included AIA representa-
tion from Bell Helicopter, Boeing, GE,
Lockheed Martin, Pratt & Whitney,
and Rolls Royce. ]SSG-2007 has
three parts:
® Part 1 is the main document. It
provides a set of design and veri-
fication requirements, in template
format, for developing a program-
unique performance specification.

aviation
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missions,

= Appendix A is a handbook that provides the rationale,
guidance, and lessons learned relative to each state-
ment in Part 1.

= Appendix B is a handbook that provides rationale, guid-
ance, and lessons learned to help establish an engine
model specification for the production phase of the en-
gine program.

For each requirement, guidance is provided to help the
specification developer tailor a verification that reflects
an understanding of the design solution, the identified
program milestones, the associated level of maturity ex-
pected at those milestones, and the specific approach to
be used in the design and verification of the required
products and processes.

Different program applications require different levels of
requirements. Manned systems will often include addi-
tional requirements having to do
with aircrew safety and survivabil-
ity, whereas an unmanned system
will not. Likewise, rotary-wing sys-
tems have unique components and
subsystems not found on fixed-wing
applications. Wide-body systems
(cargo, tanker, transport) usually have
more benign missions than fighters.
Through careful tailoring of require-
ments and associated verifications,
JSSG-2007A can be used to develop
a comprehensive, performance-
based engine specification for any
air system application. With in-
creased DoD emphasis on the de-
velopment of unmanned air vehicle
and unmanned combat air vehicle
weapon systems, the propulsion re-
quirements contained in JSSG-2007A
can be tailored for high-value UAVs
(such as Global Hawk) and UCAVs.

The requirements in JSSG-2007 are
closely associated with the require-
ments found in JSSG-2009, Air Ve-
hicle Subsystems, and should be
considered in tandem with any en-
gine requirements.

Since the initial publication of JSSG-
2007 on Oct. 30, 1998, the team has
conducted an extensive update to
keep the document current in regard
to aviation propulsion methods and
developments. The newest version
of the Engine JSSG (JSSG-2007A) was
released to the ASSIST on Jan. 29,
2004. Updates include the latest
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DoD Instruction 5000.2 policy for
spiral development as applied to in-
cremental verification. The JSSG
team also added qualification guid-
ance based on the latest Federal Avi-
ation Administration regulations and
advisory circulars and Joint Aviation
Authorities Joint Aviation Regula-
tions, including international re-
quirements for UAVs and for military
qualification of commercial appli-
cations. The Services and industry
can use this table to develop the ver-
ification matrix for all the design re-
quirements in the JSSG-2007A for a
specific application. Verification
methods recommended for indi-
vidual requirements may include
analyses, modeling and simulations,
component development tests,
ground-level engine tests, flight tests,
inspections, demonstrations, etc.

The JSSGs are maintained by the Ser-
vices, with data calls to propulsion
and power department engineers re-
questing them to provide program-
specific lessons learned (for exam-
ple, about technical advancements
in instrumentation, verification tech-

155G are fools
mot only for

niques, technology, and so on) to
maintain a useful reference for re-
taining corporate knowledge and
training new engineers. Integrated
program teams throughout govern-
ment and industry provide a vital
link in the JSSG update and mainte-
nance process by providing ratio-
nale, guidance, and lessons learned
for new requirements, and by main-
taining the existing guidance for use
by future engineers.

Development of the JSSG suite con-
tinues. Current documents are being
updated to ensure that a complete
set of potential requirements is rep-
resented in light of changing user
needs and that lessons learned are
being added to reflect relevant ex-
periences. In addition, two new
JSSGs are being worked on, and oth-
ers are being considered.

The authors welcome comments
and questions and can be con-
tacted at john.fisher@wpafb.af.
mil and mary.zidzik@navy.mil.

Bush Taps Krieg for Defense Under Secretary Position

Defense AT&L: July-August 2005

American Forces Press Service

ASHINGTON, April 5, 2005—President
WBush plans to nominate Kenneth J. Krieg
for the Defense Department's top acqui-
sition, technology and logistics position, the White
House press office announced April 1. If confirmed

by the Senate, he would take the reins from
Michael W. Wynne, the current under secretary.

Krieg is currently director for program analysis
and evaluation in the Office of the Secretary of
Defense. In that position, he's been a proponent
of DoD's transformation efforts, which, Krieg said,
involves reshaping the department to address
21st-century challenges such as terrorism and to
prepare for how war will likely be fought decades
from now.

PA&E's role in transformation is “to push at the
system, push at the Services, push at the com-
batant commanders" in order to effect necessary
department-wide change, he said in a recent in-
terview for the Pentagon Channel documentary
"Facing the Future."

In the private sector, Krieg was vice president and
general manager of International Paper in Pur-
chase, N.Y., and Memphis, Tenn.

Earlier in his career, he served as executive as-
sistant to the deputy secretary in the Office of the
Secretary of Defense. He earned his bachelor's
degree from Davidson College and his master's
degree from Harvard University's Kennedy School
of Government.
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From Our Readers

Mitigating Diminishing Manufacturing Sources and Material
Shortages

[ read and enjoyed the article on “Mitigating Diminishing Manufacturing Sources
and Material Shortages” in the May-June 2005 issue of Defense AT&L magazine.
However, I was quite concerned that I found no mention of the Government-In-
dustry Data Exchange Program (GIDEP) in your article about DMSMS. GIDEP was
“established as DoD’s centralized database for managing DMSMS information and
sharing the information among DoD and industry groups” (<www.gidep.org/
mgmt/directives/doddmsltr.pdf >). As such, GIDEP is one of the most vital resources
available for “mitigating diminishing manufacturing sources and material short-
ages.”

My agency uses GIDEP to inform our personnel and our customers of product con-
cerns; to monitor other sources of information on nonconforming material, qual-
ity escapes, DMSMS issues; and to find alternate sources of supply. I have person-
ally used a GIDEP Urgent Data Request to locate an obsolete magnetic material
required for the manufacture of tachometer rotors for the TE-39 engines (used on
the Galaxy C-5A aircraft). That GIDEP UDR saved over $50,000.00 and 60 weeks
of manufacturing time and kept the Galaxies in the air during a wartime crisis.

Paula M. George
Defense Contract Management Agency

THE AUTHORS RESPOND: GIDEE as Ms. Paul points out, is an integral part of the
DoD DMSMS mitigation process, as well as a key member of the DoD DMSMS Work-
ing Group chartered by the DoD Total Life Cycle Systems Management Executive Coun-
cil. GIDEP is a cooperative activity between government and industry participants seek-
ing to reduce or eliminate expenditures of resources by sharing technical information
essential during research, design, development, production, and operational phases of
the life cycle of systems, facilities, and equipment.

Driven by space constraints, we chose to emphasize the resources available through
the DMSMS Center of Excellence Web site at < www.dmsms.org >, through which
readers can access the wide array of DMSMS resources available, including links to Air
Force, Army, Navy, Defense Logistics Agency, Defense Acquisition University, Defense
Microelectronics Activity, and, of course, GIDEP (<www.gidep.org >). Not only does
the DMSMS COE conveniently link to the wide array of DMSMS materials available on
the GIDEP home page, but in fact, GIDEP membership is required to access many of
the resources available on the DMSMS COE site, including the Obsolescence Solution
Wizard, the DMSMS Predictive Tools, and the Urgent Data Request Forum.
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TECHNOLOGY TRANSITION

DoD TechMcatich

A New Tool for Creating Technology Transition
Partnerships

Cynthia Gonsalves ® Robert Barrett ® Joshua Morrison

n essential part of the DoD
technology transition mis-
sion is to promote partner-
ing opportunities between
the private sector and de-

fense laboratories. At the very heart
of this mission lies the ability to
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challenges in information gathering,

manipulation, and dissemination. .
These challenges created fertile
ground for a Web-based system that DOD TechMatch Home Page

would help in their Service-unique

and DoD technology transfer responsibilities. Specifically,
Navy ORTAs identified a desire for a Service-wide system
that would help them manage and market their licens-
able technologies. They wanted a system that would help
them move their technologies into the commercial mar-
ketplace, generating revenues for their laboratories and
the Navy. At the same time, Navy organizations involved
in technology transition requested a system that would
help them ingest commercial technologies for naval use.
Navy TechMatch was designed to help both missions—
technology transfer and technology transition. Sponsored
by the Office of Naval Research, Navy TechMatch was
launched at the Naval-Industry R&D (research and de-
velopment) Partnership Conference in August 2004. The
system was designed and built by the Research and De-
velopment Group of the West Virginia High Tech Con-

sortium (WVHTC) Foundation, a non-profit organization.
In September 2004, the Navy TechMatch system won the
prestigious Regional Industry Award, presented by the
mid-Atlantic Region of the Federal Laboratory Consor-
tium.

DoD TechMatch Launched

Always trying to leverage good work supported by the
Services, the deputy under secretary of defense (advanced
systems and concepts) Office of Technology Transition
saw the Navy TechMatch system and requested that it be
expanded to the DoD level. That was done between Au-
gust and December 2004. DoD TechMatch was launched
at the annual Defense Manufacturing Conference in De-
cember, and the site is now available at <www.dodtech-
match.com >,

is the DoD technology transfer transition program manager, Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Advanced Systems and

Concepts) Office of Technology Transition.

was the chief of staff for the Navy Commercial Technology Transition Office, Office of Naval

Research, from 2003 to 2004. He joined the West Virginia High Tech Consortium Foundation in September 2004 as a PM working on the TechMatch

project.
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Six focus areas were identified in the March 2004 Report
to Congress on the activities of the DoD Office of Tech-
nology Transition. DoD TechMatch contributes directly to
four of the six focus areas, and indirectly to the other two
(technical assistance provided to local and small busi-
nesses and IR&D to find partners for research and de-
velopment efforts).

Patents / Royalties /| CRADAs

DoD TechMatch contains excerpts from all Army, Navy,
and Air Force licensable patents, as well as links to the
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office. These excerpts are de-
signed to represent partnering opportunities for the com-
mercial sector. Obviously, licensed patents generate roy-
alties. Perhaps less obvious is the fact that patents can be
used as the basis for cooperative research and develop-
ment agreements (CRADAS). Getting this information to
industry quickly and in an easy-to-use form is essential
to moving technology out of the DoD laboratory system
effectively. How DoD TechMatch does this is covered in
detail later.

Conferences and Tradeshows

Navy TechMatch and now DoD TechMatch have supported
Navy and OSD technology transition efforts at confer-
ences and tradeshows. Feedback from conference at-
tendees has been overwhelmingly positive, highlighting
how the system is helping ORTAs perform their job; booth
traffic is always very high; and DoD technology transition
is made more visible to attendees. For example, during
registration at the Technology Transfer Integrated Plan-
ning Team Workshop this year, one new user asked about
a particular waste treatment technology. A search on li-
censable patents took eight seconds. The ORTA happened
to be in the main conference room, and discussions about
licensing the technology were initiated at the next break.
Three weeks later, the license paperwork was nearly com-
plete and customers were waiting for the product.

Technical Assistance Provided to Local and Small
Businesses

While “technical assistance” per se is not provided by the
system, a great deal of “assistance information” is pro-
vided. For example, one company scientist had no idea
how to find Small Business Innovative Research oppor-
tunities. The WVHTC Foundation staff not only helped
him register with DoD TechMatch, but also helped him
select the right keywords to search the most recent SBIR
solicitation, where he found a number of business op-
portunities tailored to his company’s expertise and areas
of interest.

IR&D to Find Partners for Research and Develop-
ment Efforts

This is another area where DoD TechMatch helps indi-
rectly. For example, customers with access to their own
independent research and development (IR&D) may be
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looking for a partner to further their own research or help
commercialize it. They can search DoD TechMatch for in-
formation regarding related patents/licensable opportu-
nities, and perhaps enter into a CRADA with a DoD lab
as a partner. They might also compete for an SBIR award
found on the site. Finally, they might find an opportunity
on the FedBizOpps (federal business opportunities) Web
site at <www.fedbizopps.gov >.

TechLink and Other Partnership Intermediaries
under 15 USC 3715

TechLink and DoD TechMatch have established a work-
ing relationship. Their Web sites link directly to one an-
other. Both groups are committed to accelerating DoD
technology transfer and transition.

Transferring Technology in Support of Homeland
Security Needs

DoD technology can have a variety of applications, in-
cluding those important to homeland security needs. Help-
ing make known the availability of these technologies
and moving them rapidly from the labs into production
enhances homeland security.

How the System Works
DoD TechMatch is a Web-based system designed to fa-

cilitate interactions between government, industry, and
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academic communities. The system provides a single site
where individuals and organizations can quickly access
and search licensable patents as well as facilities avail-
able for commercial use through CRADAs and other part-
nering arrangements. DoD TechMatch also provides a sin-
gle location for business opportunities from FedBizOpps
and SBIR solicitations, as well as technology needs from
various DoD programs. DoD TechMatch offers an innov-
ative way for DoD PMs to notify private industry of tech-
nology needs and receive potential solutions to meet those
needs. Bundled together, these features offer users valu-
able, relevant information and a starting point to develop
a partnership with the DoD and its component Services.

Of special note is that the system operates in the un-
classified realm and is open to the public. Even at this
level, a great deal of useful information can flow. Regis-
tration is easy, and both online and person-to-person sup-
port are available.

DoD TechMatch is an intuitive, user-friendly tool. At the
time of writing, the system contains more than 2,800
Army, Navy, and Air Force patents available for licensing
to industry for commercial products and manufacturing
processes. Loading of more than 2,300 Navy patents is
complete; Army and Air Force information is being gath-
ered and will be complete by summer 2005. The system
has information about all three Services’ research and de-
velopment laboratories across the United States with more
than 740 unique facilities available for commercial use.

“The elegance of design along with comprehensive data
make the Navy TechMatch system a must for anyone in-
terested in Navy technology opportunities,” says Rick
Shindell, president of Zyn Systems, Sequim, Wash. “The
interface allows me the choice of searching by words or
keyword sets, or browsing by drilling down through a log-
ical hierarchy of data.” While this comment was made
specifically about Navy TechMatch, the design, human
interface, and system operation of DoD TechMatch are
identical.

Anyone can view, sort, and search all system content for
relevant information; however, registered users derive the
greatest benefit from DoD TechMatch, since features that
make it truly valuable are available to registered users
only. Using the tailored, automated features of the sys-
tem significantly reduces the drudgery of sifting through
mountains of information to find one real opportunity. At
no cost, registered users can receive e-mail notifications
of potential business opportunities that match their ca-
pabilities or areas of interest as indicated by the keywords
and sources of information (i.e., FedBizOpps, SBIR, etc.)
selected at registration; the system matches new oppor-
tunities, technology needs, conferences, and trade show
events against the keywords and tailors a list of match-
ing technologies and information, which is sent by e-mail

to the user. This personalized feature—called “My Tech-
Match”—reduces the time and effort involved in finding
potential business opportunities within the DoD. Ap-
proximately half of all the listings on FedBizOpps docu-
ment sole-source awards, which are not really opportu-
nities for other businesses to work with DoD; rather, they
are documentation of already-made decisions. And an
electronics manufacturer, for example, isn’t interested in
opportunities to build heavy equipment, and his or her
original keyword choices will reflect that. The system
doesn’t clutter up registered users’ e-mail with this kind
of undesired information. Instead, only “real” opportu-
nities matching their areas of interest are forwarded (every
business day at 2 p.m. Eastern Time). FedBizOpps list-
ings and SBIR solicitations provide contact information
about the source of the opportunity or solicitation.

The Technology Needs (Tech Needs) module identifies
areas where DoD is looking for rapid solutions to tech-
nology problems, usually for the acquisition community.
Navy SURFTECH has posted some needs, as has the Navy
Commercial Technology Transition Office within the Of-
fice of Naval Research. Once a need is posted, registered
users can propose a solution directly through the DoD
TechMatch system, allowing DoD to quickly find poten-
tial solutions that meet its needs and helping industry
and organizations provide their services and technolo-
gies to the federal sector. We are seeking other DoD needs
to add more value to the site.

Becoming a Registered User: Who and How?
Registering with DoD TechMatch is a free service, open
to anyone with a valid e-mail address. At registration,
users provide basic information and select, from a three-
tiered list, keywords related to their areas of interest or
capabilities. Users then choose sources of information
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from which they would like to receive matching needs
and opportunities. Finally, users are e-mailed an autho-
rization code and a link to the DoD TechMatch Web site.
Upon receipt of a confirming e-mail with authorization
code, they follow the provided link back to the Web site
and enter the code to finalize the registration process.

The Recent Past

The past year has been very eventful in the life of DoD
TechMatch. In a period of roughly 18 months, Navy Tech-
Match grew from concept to a fully functional, award-win-
ning Web-based system providing users a single source
of information on Navy labs, over 380 facilities, 2,300 li-
censable patents, technology needs within the Navy, re-
lated programs, and Navy opportunities from FedBizOpps
and SBIR solicitations. Users read about successful part-
nerships, learn about events they wish to attend, and reg-
ister to receive free notifications of potential business av-
enues they wish to pursue. Another large stride forward
was taken when Army and Air Force information was
added to create DoD TechMatch. Content continues to
grow and the number of registered users to increase. Key
statistics show that users are logging on and staying on.
At the time of writing, the system has over 1,400 regis-
tered users who log on multiple times a week—some-
times multiple times each day—spending over four min-
utes on the average. Some regularly spend 20 minutes or
more.

Direct feedback about content, system friendliness, and
business impact continues to validate the concept behind
the site. “For the first time, it is possible to go to one site
for naval opportunities, patents, conferences, and needs,”
says Ted Lynch, president of Strategic Marketing Innova-
tions. “And the greatest promise is that this product is
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going DoD-wide, saving time and effort, resulting in a bet-
ter understanding of DoD capabilities available for com-
mercial use.”

But what if the registered user is interested in only one
Service—all business is transacted with (for example) the
Army? Would a DoD-wide approach saturate the user with
undesired information, thereby being a burden rather
than a boon? We agree that would be the case, so the sys-
tem design allows a registered user to select sources of
information. In addition, the registered user can go di-
rectly to any of the embedded Service component sites
exclusive of the larger site; an Army user could go directly
to <www.armytechmatch.com >, an Air Force user to
<www.airforcetechmatch.com >, and a Navy user to
<www.navytechmatch.com >. All three are also available
from <www.dodtechmatch.com > by selecting the ap-
propriate Service tab.

Moving Right Along

We anticipate rapid forward movement in the near fu-
ture. The number of users from government, industry,
and academia will continue to grow, as will the amount
and value of information contained in the system. Met-
calf’s Law states that the power of a network is propor-
tional to the square of the number of nodes in the net-
work; the number of DoD TechMatch nodes is growing
rapidly. In a truly systematic interaction, customer value
grows as the number of registered users and amount of
information content grow—a classic representation of a
“virtuous circle” [whereby a favorable situation or result
causes another that subsequently supports the first].

Industry, academic, and DoD partners will benefit from
the TechMatch concept. Tailored information will be pulled
and pushed rapidly where needed. Business opportuni-
ties will surface and be acted upon, partnerships will form
and flourish, and our armed forces will get technological
capabilities they need.

The DoD TechMatch system has all the pieces to become
a powerful and important tool for both DoD and its reg-
istered users. The TechMatch goal is to become a focal
point for technology transfer and transition efforts in the
DoD and its components. If initial DoD and industry re-
sponse about the system is any indication of the future,
DoD TechMatch will have an extremely positive impact
in the world of technology transfer and transition, saving
users time, identifying technological business opportu-
nities, and meeting DoD needs.

The authors welcome comments and questions and
can be reached at cynthia.gonsalves@osd.mil,
ribarrett@wvhtf.org, and jdmorrison@wvhtf.org
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

The Information Business

A Profile of the Defense Technical Information Center
Sandy Schwalb

he Defense Technical Information Center (DTIC®,

pronounced “Dee-tick”) collects and distributes

authoritative Department of Defense scientific, re-

search, and engineering information to the de-

fense community. Through a major portion of the
1990s, DTIC was part of the Office of the Under Secre-
tary of Defense (Acquisition). A DoD reorganization in
1998 transferred DTIC to the Defense Information Sys-
tems Agency. In 2004, we returned to the acquisition,
technology, and logistics community. Now a DoD field
activity, DTIC is one of several organizations whose work
reaches across all segments of the Department.

DTIC reports to Dr. Ronald Sega, director, Defense Re-
search and Engineering (DDR&E). Sega calls DTIC the
“DoD technical information broker” that will play a vital
role in DDR&E’s mission. In his view, technology is crit-
ical to DoD transformation. He would like to see every
DoD researcher, acquisition professional, tester and/or
operator sit down at the computer and find out what the
DoD is doing in research, why we are doing the work,
when it will be completed, and who knows more about
this information.

Specialized Information Solutions

DTIC is a major player in the DoD e-gov initiative to con-
solidate information about federally funded R&D. In April,
DTIC and DDR&E launched the R&E Portal providing one-
stop access to DoD research and engineering informa-
tion. The portal lets users “intelligently” search a wide
range of defense-related information and export results
to desktop applications. Initially, this new service, located
at <https://rdte.osd.mil >, is available to DTIC registered
users (see below) who are either DoD employees or DoD
contractors.

Our primary customers are those who have a legitimate
business relationship with DoD. In November 2004, there
were close to 11,000 registered DTIC users, with more
than 60 percent DoD employees, close to 30 percent from
organizations contracted to the government, and the re-
maining 10 percent from non-DoD federal agencies, col-
leges, universities and research centers. The first step in
getting information from DTIC is to register for services
at <www.dtic.mil/dtic/registration/index.html >.
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Forming one facet of DTIC administrative activities are
the management and funding contractor-operated joint
service-oriented information analysis centers to be found
at <http:/fiac.dtic.mil >. Chartered by the DoD, 1ACs lo-
cate and analyze scientific and technical information in
specific subject areas and are staffed by experienced tech-
nical-area scientists, engineers, and information special-
ists. The IACs possess historical, technical, scientific, and
related data collected on a worldwide basis. Many of their
products and services are free—for example, the latest
scientific and engineering information on specific tech-
nical subjects, and consultation with or referral to world-
recognized technical experts.

is public affairs officer for the Defense Technical Information Center.
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A Leader in Exploiting the Web

The Directorate of Component Information
Support was established in 1991 to exploit
DTIC’s expertise in information science and
technology. Since then, DTIC has supported
many DoD components in developing tools
and processes that enhance the storage, re-
trieval, and use of information. An effective
support program has been created for se-
nior-level planners and other users of in-
formation resources. This shared infra-
structure allows many organizations to
obtain technologies and resources that no
single organization could afford on its own.

An important part of modern military cam-
paigns is public awareness, and DTIC plays
a vital role in this effort. Following the ter-
rorist attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, DTIC staff
worked with the Office of the Secretary of
Defense, Office of Public Affairs, to build
and make ready for launch in two days the
Defend America Web site, located at <www.
defendamerica.mil >.

In 2004, DTIC worked on the Web site of
the Regional Air Movement Control Center
(RAMCC), which coordinates the movement
of fixed-wing aircraft in support of coalition
military, humanitarian and commercial air
operations over Iraqi, Afghani and Pakistani
airfields. RAMCC promotes the safety and
efficiency of military, peacekeeping, and hu-
manitarian assistance and other operations
in both Afghanistan and Iraq. The site was
used quite heavily during the Afghan inau-
guration ceremonies in December 2004.

To Distribute or Not to Distribute
DTIC provides a wide range of data and in-
formation products on policy, scientific and
technical planning, budget, R&D descrip-
tions, management, test and evaluation, re-
search results, training, law, command his-
tories, conference proceedings, DoD
directives and instructions, foreign docu-
ments and translations, journal articles, se-
curity classification guides, technical reports,
and summaries of works in progress.

While DTIC has much material available to
the public (almost half of DoD’s technical
reports are publicly available the day they
are published), some information has a se-
curity classification. The DoD’s scientific and
technical information is always categorized
(or “marked,” the term used in the defense

The DTIC Collection

Technical Reports Database — over 2,000,000 reports in
print and nonprint formats conveying the results of defense-
sponsored research, development, test, and evaluation ef-
forts. Between 30,000 and 35,000 new documents are added
annually.

TRAIL (Technical Reports Automated Information List) is a
free electronic mailing list that automatically distributes ci-
tations to DTIC’s unclassified, unlimited technical reports
recently added to the DTIC Technical Reports database.

Research Summaries Database — descriptions of DoD re-
search in progress; available to registered users only. The
collection consists of more than 300,000 active and inac-
tive summaries from 1965 to the present.

Independent Research and Development Database — over
169,000 descriptions (dating back to the mid-70s) of R&D
projects initiated and conducted by defense contractors in-
dependent of DoD control and without direct DoD funding.
Nearly S$3 billion worth of IR&D projects are submitted to
DTIC annually. Accessible only to U.S. government organi-
zations, the information is used to identify contractors with
expertise in areas of interest to DoD and to avoid DoD du-
plication of industry R&D efforts.

STINET® Services — DTIC’s flagship Scientific and Techni-
cal Information Network (STINET) is one of DoD’s largest
repositories of scientific and technical information currently
available. There are three versions of the database:

Public STINET is available to the public, free of charge, and
provides access to citations of unclassified, unlimited re-
ports that describe the progress or results of research efforts
and other scientific and technical information held by DTIC.

Private STINET is a password-protected, value-added ser-
vice for individuals who have registered with DTIC. It offers
online full-text versions of unclassified, unlimited, as well
as limited documents.

Classified STINET is on the Secret Internet Protocol Router
Network (SIPRNET) and contains the complete DTIC col-
lection, including unclassified, limited reports and classified
citations. In order to use this service you must be able to ac-
cess the SIPRNET and have registered with DTIC.

STINET’s MultiSearch is available in both Public and Private
STINET and is a portal to the “deep” Web for government
scientific and technical information. It searches below the
“surface” Web for information not accessible through com-
mercial and government search engines.
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community) by the office that originates the document.
The marking determines how and with whom the infor-
mation can be shared.

DTIC’s databases contain information marked to protect
national security. Such classified information might be
marked “Confidential” or “Secret.” Some information, al-
though not classified, is still sensitive for various reasons.
These documents are marked to show why the informa-
tion is sensitive and to whom the document can be dis-
tributed. These are “Unclassified, limited.” Information
that is neither classified nor limited can be released to
the public. Information in DTIC’s collection is composed
of 41 percent unclassified, unlimited; 51 percent unclas-
sified, limited; and 8 percent classified.

Where the Information Comes From

DTIC information is derived from many sources: DoD or-
ganizations (civilian and military) and DoD contractors;
U.S. government organizations and their contractors; non-
profit organizations working on DoD scientific, research,
and engineering activities; academia; and foreign gov-
ernments.

Why provide DTIC with this information? First, it’s the
law—DoD Directive 3200.12—which is one pretty good
reason. The directive mandates that DoD research, in-
cluding that done in house and/or by contractors and
grantees, should be part of the DTIC collection. In other
words, if there is great technology in the DoD, DTIC should
have that information for others to use and build upon.

However, once we get past “well, you have to,” there are
other reasons. DTIC gets information from the defense
community, for the defense community, about defense
and beyond. Having a full range of science and technol-
ogy and research and development information within
our collection ensures that technological innovations are
linked to defense development and acquisition efforts.
New research projects can begin with the highest level of
information available. This, in turn, maximizes the use of
DoD project dollars.

Goodbye Error 404

DTIC is committed to maintaining permanent availabil-
ity of the information in its collection. How many times
has this happened to you: Working against deadline, you
g0 a Web site that has exactly the resource you need. You
click on the link, and bam! (with apologies to chef Emeril
Lagasse) you're on a dead page reading that dreaded
“error 404" message.

Thanks to DTIC’s Handle Service, <www.dtic.mil/dtic/
handles >, that won’t happen to you when you’re search-
ing our resources. What exactly is a handle? It’s a per-
manent name for a digital object—a publication, article,
or research paper. In other words, it provides long-term
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access to a digital resource. This relatively new service is

already playing a vital role in the preservation of DoD In-

ternet resources. Handles offer many benefits:

® Unlike URLs (uniform resource locators), they don’t
change, thereby ensuring that information will be avail-
able 24/7 over long periods of time.

® They act as a “seal of approval,” created by publishers,
that guarantees the authenticity of the resource.

= They help in the creation of accurate, live links within
bibliographies and other research papers.

How We Support Our Customers

To help users get the most value from its resources, DTIC

offers support and training:

® Customers can host a DTIC marketing brief or demon-
stration of its products and services at their location.
For more information, e-mail bcporder@dtic.mil.

® Free training in searching DTIC’s databases and han-
dling DoD technical information is offered to all DTIC
registered users at our headquarters at Fort Belvoir, Va.,
and four regional offices in Boston, Mass.; Dayton, Ohio;
Albuquerque, N.M.; and Los Angeles, Calif. Check
<www.dtic.mil/dtic/training/index.html >.

® The annual Users’ Meeting and Training Conference is
held in the Washington, D.C. area in the spring; speak-
ers from government, private industry, and DTIC ad-
dress evolving information technologies. For more in-
formation visit <www.dtic.mil/dtic/annualconf/ >.

Since 1999, DTIC has surveyed its registered users to
gauge the level of satisfaction and identify areas for im-
provement. Survey results from 2004 indicated customer
satisfaction with DTIC services as a whole. And how does
DTIC stack up against other federal entities? Over the
years, we have continued to exceed the American Cus-
tomer Satisfaction Index (ACSI), the official service qual-
ity benchmark for the federal government. The Decem-
ber 2003 ACSI survey showed a government-wide
customer satisfaction rating of 70.9 percent. DTIC’s sat-
isfaction score in our latest customer survey was 76 per-
cent.

The Power of Information

DTIC puts DoD scientific and technical information into
the hands of the “right” people in the defense com-
munity. In turn, the information ensures that existing
research gets converted into the production of new, rel-
evant, mature technology for use by warfighters, and it
supports combatant commanders’ strategic and tacti-
cal decisions—both essential as we fight the global war
on terror.

The author welcomes comments and questions. Con-
tact her at sschwalb@dtic.mil. For more informartion
on DTIC, visit <www.dtic.mil >.
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PROGRAM MANAGEMENT WITH ATTITUDE

Everything We Need to Know About
Program Management,
We Learned from Punk Rock

Maj. Dan Ward, USAF ®» Maj. Chris Quaid, USAF

Lot
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The Ramones, The Clash, and those who followed their
lead would have totally rocked as program managers.

FOR PROGEY AWAGERS |
N

Punk Principles for

Program Managers
The Ramones were some
of the first pioneers of what
came to be known as punk
rock. Their music was hard-
driving, stripped-down,
and straightforward. They
didn’t embellish their tunes
or themselves with the
baroque flourishes and
fancy fluff of their glam-
rock colleagues. Per-
haps that’s because
they only knew three
chords between them, but
more likely their decision
to avoid gold-plating and
hairspray was a practical
expression of a deeply held
philosophy that rejected ex-
traneous trills in favor of a
driving beat. Had they be-
come PMs for the DoD,
they undoubtedly would
have pursued simplicity
and maintained a laser-like
focus on achieving their

ithin these august pages, we have shared sto-
ries about heroes and villains, pirates and
rogues. It was only a matter of time before
we turned to the pioneers of punk rock for
enlightenment, if for no other reason than
to see what sort of awesome artwork the remarkably tal-
ented Jim Elmore would come up with. As you’ll see mo-
mentarily, The Ramones, The Clash, and those who fol-
lowed their lead would have totally rocked as program
managers. If you’ve ever heard their music, you know
this already, and you probably don’t have to read this ar-
ticle (but we hope you will anyway).

real objectives.

You just couldn’t distract these guys—they knew their
business and got right down to it. They would never have
tolerated the No-Value-Added nonsense that often springs
up in our bureaucratic organizations, no matter how well
intentioned. And that makes them pretty good examples
for the rest of us to consider.

Amateur Hour

Punk is primarily a do-it-yourself genre, and even those
who make it big usually manage to retain a sense of DIY
amateurism in their art. Unfortunately, in many profes-
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Transcendental Passion

A Defense AT&L exclusive: the lyrics
from Major Punks' not-to-be-released-
anytime-soon underground hit
Transcendental Passion

Cashman got it right

and the Clash, man, they did too
Jack said stick it to the man

and he's talkin’ about you

CHORUS

Punk’s transcendental passion

for genuine self expression

is pushin’ back oppression

with more thon just aggression
Punk's got a deep obsession

it's makin’ no concession

for posers tryin’ to make themselves
more ‘portant than the mission

Ya gotta do it your way

and I gotta do it mine

ya got a brain so use it

don't just toe the comp'ny line

CHORUS

Linus Torvalds, Ghandi

And Martin Luther King

they led the masses, got it done
without an ounce of bling

CHORUS

Stiffen up your backbone

cut through all the clutter
wear some ink, grow your hair
watch the big man sputter

CHORUS
(Gratuitous drum solo)

sional circles, the term “amateur” is synonymous with
“sloppy,” and indeed, many amateur-driven projects fall
short of the quality level inherent in more professional
enterprises. Many, but not all.

Some amateurs actually produce better-quality stuff than
the pros. Linux is one example, and the pioneers of punk
are another. Skunkworks’ early stuff (the U-2, SR-71, etc.)
certainly fits the bill, though like most garage bands, they
lost some of their edge when they made it big.

In a similar vein, the engineering world has a strong tra-
dition of back-of-the-envelope equations, a quick-and-dirty
mathematical shorthand that is responsible for a sizeable
number of engineering judgments. Not to be outdone, PMs
often rely on rough-order-of-magnitude cost or schedule
estimates. These DIY approaches may be less rigorous than
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some, but they’re nonetheless useful and effective and are
fine examples of the DIY punk principle in action.

Leader of the Banned

Punk rock is loud and in-your-face, unapologetic and fear-
less. We need more of that attitude around here. At its
best, punk is honest, genuine self-expression—which hap-
pens to coincide with one of our favorite definitions of
leadership. In his book Leadership From The Inside Out,
Kevin Cashman defines leadership as “authentic self-ex-
pression that creates value.”

It takes a little time and effort to really understand Cash-
man’s somewhat oblique definition, so let’s take a mo-
ment to re-read it: leadership is authentic self-expression
that creates value. Upon further reflection, we conclude
his definition works because people tend to follow those
who genuinely express themselves in ways that create
value for the world. Think of Linus Torvalds, or Ghandi,
or Martin Luther King Jr., or Johnny Rotten. Authentic ex-
pressers all ... leaders all ... and punks all.

Wanted: No Compromise

The punk emphasis on genuine self expression leads
punks to avoid self-censorship with a passion that bor-
ders on the transcendental. Punk PMs are similarly will-
ing to say what’s on their minds and speak truth to power,
albeit with more respect and less volume than their mu-
sical counterparts (usually). They are “appropriately in-
appropriate” when necessary, challenging unsupported
assumptions and erroneous beliefs, particularly when the
source of those beliefs and assumptions is the boss (and
we’re not talking about Mr. Springsteen).

Punk PMs aren’t concerned about what people think of
them. They enjoy being out of the mainstream, where
they can do their thing for a niche audience that is ab-
solutely wild about what they deliver. Punks of all stripes
have no interest in mainstream mediocrity or delivering
bland copies of soulless pop hits that fade into elevators
even before the last artificially generated beep has played.
They are intent on delivering stuff that matters and stuff
with persistent value.

Further, punks are notoriously contemptuous of poseurs,
fakers, or anyone who is pretending to be something
they’re not. A similar degree of sneering is directed to-
wards anyone who sells out. The Wikipedia entry on punk
rock discourses on this particular dimension of punk prin-
ciples thus: “The issues surrounding the act of compro-
mising one’s ethical parameters in exchange for personal
gain are of particular relevance to punk ideology and cul-
ture.” Or as The Clash more succinctly put it in Hitsville
UR, “No slimy deals with smarmy eels.”

Punks may not be pretty and their lyrics may not be co-
herent to the casual listener, but they have integrity and
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Punk’s ideological stand against the
pursuit of illicit personal gain is

virtually identical to the Air Force's
second Core Value.

a deep understanding of what the Air Force calls “service
before self.” Punk’s ideological stand against the pursuit
of illicit personal gain, either by hypocrisy or other ethi-
cal violations, is virtually identical to the Air Force’s sec-
ond Core Value. It is the mission that matters, whether
that mission is music or missiles. It’s about service, not
about your own interests. So close your eyes, forget your-
self, and feel the beat move you along.

Stickin’ It

As the influential American existential philosopher Jack
Black explained in the educational film School of RocR,
rock and roll is about “stickin’ it to The Man.” That goes
double for punk. In any large enterprise, one occasion-
ally encounters The Man (or The Woman) who genuinely
needs to have "it" stuck to them, for their own good and
for that of the organization. That is not a prescription for
rude or destructive behavior; rather, it is a recognition
that good PMs have the courage and creativity to chal-
lenge/stick it to the status quo when it needs to be chal-
lenged/stuck. They are intellectually honest enough to
question assumptions and do the right thing, no matter
how unpopular or uncommon. We can pretend courage
and creativity don’t matter in a program office, research
lab, or logistics depot—as if fighter pilots and infantry-
men have a monopoly on requirements for these virtues—
but listening to The Clash shows this clearly isn’t the case.

Punk PMs refuse to be badly managed. Can you imagine
a punk rocker being micromanaged (“Okay, now play that
other chord twice, then growl into the microphone ...”)?
Not a bleeping chance. The truth is, micromanagement
only occurs when the person being managed puts up with
it, which punk PMs refuse to do. Punks are too darn good
at what they do to tolerate being badly managed or mi-
cromanaged, so one way or another, they help their su-
periors figure out how to manage and lead them well.

Shiny, Happy Punkers

Some people think punk is angry music, and sometimes
it is. But it can also be playful and funny (as in the Dead
Milkmen’s “Punk Rock Girl”) without ceasing to be punk.
However, the often-present anger is indeed an important
component of the genre, and we contend a certain de-
gree of "raging against the machine" is justified, appro-
priate, productive, and healthy. The important thing to
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recognize, however, is that anger is not the goal. Reality,
honesty, authenticity, and independence are what mat-
ter. If it comes out sounding angry, so be it. And if it comes
out funny, sad, ironic, or happy (as it often does), that’s
just fine too.

Aside from the risk of turning anger into a goal, another
danger of being a punk PM is that you might slide into
the role of rebel without a cause. Art for art’s sake isn’t
art, and genuine punks aren’t rebelling just because re-
belling is fun (even though it is). Punk PMs ought not to
develop a new weapon system just to develop a system,
nor challenge the old system just for the challenge. It’s
fun to rock the house, rock the casbah, and rock the boat,
but the rocking needs to be done with a purpose. It’s not
enough to simply stand against something. Punks and
other rebels must have a cause to rally around and some-
thing positive to stand for. So before you pick up that gui-
tar, stop bathing, and get something pierced, make sure
you’re more than just angry.

Get The Punk Outta Here

Not everyone can be a punk PM ... and not everyone
should. The popular mainstream crowd doesn’t have to
like, respect, or even tolerate the punks in their midst. In
fact, the world would be a pretty boring place if punk rock
was the only genre around, and it wouldn’t make much
sense for every PM to go the pierced/shaved/tattooed
route. Punk loses some of its edge when it goes main-
stream, and even though neither side may readily ac-
knowledge it, the antagonism between punk and pop is
valuable to both sides.

So a certain amount of dynamic tension between punk
PMs and pop PMs is probably healthy for everyone in-
volved. A punk’s under-the-radar, outsider status gives
him (or her) credibility with certain outsider customers
and users (SpecOps, anyone?), and a commitment to in-
tegrity ensures the job will get done. Inevitably, a few
punks will cross over into the pop world, giving up their
status as underdogs but injecting new perspectives and
contagious energy into an arena that might otherwise be
mired in copycat mediocrity. When that happens, every-
body wins.

Rock on!

Quaid and Ward's band Major Punks plans to re-
lease its 10th album. Right after the stars compose,
record, and release the first nine. But first, they'll need
to get some instruments. And write some actual
songs. And get some tattoos. And lecrn three chords.
In the meantime, they can be reached at their day
jobs: christopher.n.quaid@nga.mil cnd domiel. word
@rl.cf. mil.
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ACQUISITION TRAINING

The Reconstruction of Iraq

Creating Contracting and Business Opportunities
for Coalition Countries

Bruno S. Wengrowski ® Mark Lumer

he presence of coalition country personnel will

eventually transform Iraq into political and eco-

nomic stability. The United States, along with ap-

proximately 30 participating coalition partners,

will play the key role to improve quality of life in
the country. There has been no significant investment in
capital infrastructure in Iraq for more than 30 years. Con-
sequently, a massive effort to construct bridges, roads,
hospitals, and other facilities is in process and will con-
tinue. There is also a major need for economic and soci-
ological support mechanisms in the areas of investment
and banking, and for health and nutrition information
and education. To stabilize Iraq, Congress and President
Bush initially appropriated $18.4 billion for the recon-
struction effort; additional funding of approximately $80
billion has been proposed.

The early economic
reconstruction effort [in Irag]
involved American and
British firms primarily.

In the late spring of 2004,
the Bush administration was
approached by leaders of
Eastern European coalition
countries wanting to
participate.

The early economic reconstruction effort involved Amer-
ican and British firms primarily. In the late spring of 2004,
the Bush administration was approached by leaders of
Eastern European coalition countries wanting to partici-
pate in the contracting and business opportunities to re-
build Iraq. The administration was also planning to ter-
minate the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) and
transform internal operations of the country to respon-
sible Iraqgi leaders.

Part of the conversion involved the creation of a set of
contracting principles and regulations by which the Iraqi
ministries could award and administer contracts and
grants. On August 19, 2003, while the CPA was in exis-
tence, Memorandum #4, “Contract and Grants Proce-
dures Applicable to Vestered and Seized Iraqi Property
and the Development Fund for Iraq,” was implemented.
The memorandum provided a structure for Iraq to use
funds generated from sales of petroleum energy prod-
ucts to solicit, award, and administer contracts and grants.
The Development Fund for Iraq would be an additional
source of funds for contracts and grants.

On May 14, 2004, CPA Order #87, “Public Contracts,”
was issued. This order consisted of 14 sections: princi-
ples; office of public contracts policy; contracting authority;
full and open competition; negotiated contracts; standard
provisions; statements of work/specifications and con-
tract types; integrity and conflicts of interest; exclusion
from participation; financial requirements; termination;
disputes and protests; effect on Iraqi law; and imple-
mentation.

The CPA order and Memorandum #4 are very brief com-
pared to the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR), and
both documents are straightforward and written in eas-
ily understood language. When the CPA was to convert
to the Iragi-controlled operation of the country, Regula-
tion 12 was issued (June 12, 2004) leaving in full effect
the Order #87 and Memorandum #4.

is a professor of contract management at the Defense Acquisition University, where he teaches Contingency Contracting, Shaping Smart
Business Decisions, and Advanced Business Solutions for Mission Support. He was the lead instructor on the training described in the article. is
the director of the U. S. Army Space and Missile Defense Command in Huntsville, Ala., and he was dual-hatted as the Army Contracting Agency director
during Operation Iraqi Freedom. Lumer was the Army representative on the training team.
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Administration Orders Training for Eastern
European Partners

The transition from CPA to self-sovereignty dovetailed
with the desire of the international coalition to participate
in the reconstruction of Irag. The European, Asian, and
Oceanic countries wanted the opportunity to compete
for contracts and grants using Department of Defense
and National Development Funds for Iraq. The adminis-
tration asked the Department of State, the Department
of Commerce, and the DoD to provide structured train-
ing to Eastern European coalition partners. The Army (the
lead agency in the contracting operations in Iraq) part-
nered with the Defense Acquisition University to conduct
a series of road shows to educate industry in foreign coun-
tries on how the FAR process works. The first training was
held in September 2004 in Warsaw, Poland; sessions fol-
lowed in Prague, Czech Republic; Bucharest, Romania;
Kiev, Ukraine; and Budapest, Hungary.

Acquisition Training Goals

Until Irag can functionally manage its contracting process,

the FAR process will be used to award contracts. In de-

signing the training, the Army/DAU team developed 10

learning outcomes for trainees:

= Appreciate the U.S. government system for regulations
and principles of contracts

mRecognize that the contract process is mechanical, eth-
ical, very competitive, and non-political

mFollow the contract process from planning to solicita-
tion, evaluation, and award

®Determine what is included in evaluation factors for
award on a solicitation

= Conclude that an unsuccessful offeror will be debriefed
on reasons for non-award

®Navigate the Internet to locate FedBizOps, the project
contract office home page, and other important links

®Locate an electronic solicitation and decide to submit
or not to submit a tender

mFollow a solicitation demonstration and be able to com-
plete the required information

= Conclude that a company can participate as a prime
contractor, partner, or sub-contractor

®[ ocate additional business opportunities with other U.S.
agencies and Iraqgi ministries.

Training Schedule

The team determined that a two-day session would be
appropriate for the training and drew up a schedule that
paralleled the sequence of events for contract actions.

The first day of training began with an introduction
highlighting the types of anticipated supply, service,
and construction requirements; the amounts awarded
for the contracts; the contracting process; the role of
laws and regulation; acquisition planning; and the
structure and construction of a solicitation. The af-
ternoon of the first day included an in-depth review
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What makes contracting in
Iragi reconstruction so

unigue is that it has both
strategic and tactical

implications.

of the source selection (with examples) and evalua-
tion process.

The second day’s training began with the process of award
determination, to include responsibility and past perfor-
mance, and the debriefing process for unsuccessful of-
ferors. The bid protest procedure was also discussed. Dur-
ing the afternoon, a contracting official from the Army
Tank-Automotive Armaments Command, Warren, Mich.,
did a complete walk-through of a sample solicitation and
instructed trainees how to participate in central contrac-
tor registration, obtain a commercial and government en-
tity code, and properly respond to a solicitation. The im-
portance of the evaluation factors to award the contract
was stressed during the instruction.

The majority of the tenders or solicitations are issued and
responded to electronically. Trainers demonstrated In-
ternet sources of information on solicitations, and atten-
dees surfed the Web for on-the-street solicitations on the
centrally managed site FedBizOpps at <www.eps.gov/ >
and explored other Web sites that advertise requirements:
the Project Contract Office in Iraq, Army Corps of Engi-
neers, Department of Commerce, the Small Business Ad-
ministration SUB-Net, and the Agency for International
Development. Solicitations were downloaded and re-
viewed based on participant interest. The example solic-
itations included routine commercial items like office fur-
niture, security materials, barriers, lights, pharmaceuticals,
employee badges, street resurfacing, and fire-fighting
boats. The service requirements included dietary and pre-
natal care programs and English language instruction.
Many construction requirements were complex multi-
million dollar projects.

Time was set aside each day for participants’ questions
and the training team’s answers (with assistance from
the translators). At the end of the two-day training, at-
tendees were provided with a CD-ROM containing a list
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STARTING THE
CONVERSATION

Why do we act like Truth is limited

to numbers and charts, percentages and dollar signs?
A technology readiness level of 5,

and an ISO 9000 certification,

and an ECP, TRR, QPR, BEA, SOW (pick one)?
And what were we talking about again?

The terrible Truth is this:

Program management is not about programs.
Or management.

It’s about people—Mike the new engineer,
and Deb the experienced logistician,

and Sgt. Stephenson in Afghanistan—again.

And people are poetic deep down.
We abide in metaphor.

And people are poets deep down.
We breathe in verse.

And people are poems deep down.
We dwell in symbol.

So ... program managers need poetry.

Doggerel or haiku,

a stanza or a sonnet,

only poetry can convey the stuff that really matters,
the creamy goodness of life

and the work’s startling reality.

And that’s the point, after all.

And that’s the truth, you see.

And that’s the challenge, I think.

To seek and find and embrace

your own gut wrenching and glorious
programmatic poetry.

holds degrees in electrical engineering and engineering
management. He is Level III certified in SPRDE, Level I in PM,
T&E, and IT. He has authored or co-authored 18 articles for
Defense AT&L (including those on pages 47 and 92 of this issue),
but this is his first poem.

of government acronyms, sample solicitations, the Pow-
erPoint® training presentation, source selection guides,
Iraqg contracting regulations, hotlink connections for ad-
ditional information on solicitations and regulations, a list
of all fiscal year 2004 contractors, and a guide for doing
business in Iraq.

Training Challenges: Expectations,
Language, and Culture

In the first training session in Warsaw, attendees had an-
ticipated that we would hand out solicitations and make
awards on the spot, so the team quickly realized that the
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presentation would need a more in-depth introduction
and more formal presentation of the desired learning out-
comes. For the next session in Prague and the subsequent
presentations, we refined the introductory portion of the
materials using the analogy of building a house. First,
plans and drawings are necessary, correlating with the
need for acquisition regulations and laws. Next, the ma-
terials and construction are needed, paralleling the so-
licitation, evaluation, and award phase. The second and
following training sessions also included opening remarks
by the American Ambassador and key host-nation lead-
ers. These dignitaries reinforced the spirit of cooperation
among the coalition partners, and their support reflected
the United States’ commitment to include coalition part-
ners in the reconstruction of Irag.

We used lecture as the primary method of instruction,
with handouts and direct link to the Internet. The most
significant challenge was working with simultaneous trans-
lators. The team quickly learned to speak slowly, with fre-
quent pauses, and to use terms appropriate to the local
language. For example, “tender” proved a better term
than “solicitation” because “tender” is the common term
of art in Europe. And in a source selection slide, the term
“notional” caused some confusion with the Romanian
audience, even though all attendees spoke English. An
official from the U.S. Embassy suggested using instead
the word “example,” which is a cognate of the Roman-
ian exemplu.

In addition to the language challenge, it wasn’t easy to
convey the concept of capitalism and its business prac-
tices. All the initial training locations were former War-
saw Pact satellites of the former Soviet Union, and many
of the host-nation official and industry representatives
had not made the transformation from a Socialist mind-
set. In one country, the audience seemed to have a pro-
found sense of entitlement to receive contracts simply
because their government had provided humanitarian
and military assistance in Iraqg. This audience also felt that
the playing field was not level and their companies, es-
pecially small businesses, were at a disadvantage beside
American firms. The other countries, however, recognized
that global competition is a fact of life. The industry rep-
resentatives understood that participation in the process
could be as a prime contractor, partner, or sub contrac-
tor. The team frequently emphasized that the FAR con-
tract process is mechanical, fair, very competitive, and
non-political. With every training session, the team em-
phasized that the officials evaluating proposals and mak-
ing contract awards were career civil service and active-
duty personnel with no investments, corporate ties, or
personal agendas.

Regulatory and Pricing Requirements
Yet another challenge was participants’ lack of reference
to an American statutory and regulatory process. Most of



It wasn't easy to convey the
concept of capitalism and its

business practices.

the countries in which we conducted training do not have
a formalized process specified in a federal regulation. In
some countries, the process and operations of public con-
tracts are based on patronage or political decision. In ad-
dition, in most of the countries, there are institutional bar-
riers and significant bureaucracy involved in obtaining
export licenses. This issue was a major concern to in-
dustry representatives in four countries who were inter-
ested in producing supplies.

The team reviewed with attendees a sample firm fixed-
price solicitation for fork lift trucks and service manuals.
The technical and pricing submissions were discussed in
great detail. The most daunting part of the solicitation
was the completion of the certifications and representa-
tions section. The team illustrated how to fill in such areas
as Taxpayer Identification Number (TIN), Data Universal
Numbering System (DUNS), Commercial and Govern-
ment Entity (CAGE) code and other key parts of the so-
licitation.

The European attendees fully understood that timeliness
was critical in responding to a tender and that failure to
submit in a timely manner would likely disqualify a firm
from consideration for award.

Pricing was a major concern in meeting the solicitation
requirements. Contracting in Iraq is a dangerous under-
taking. As of the writing of this article, nearly 800 con-
tractor personnel have died. The U.S. military forces are
not structured or staffed to protect contractors, especially
foreign companies. The cost of a private security force to
protect employees and property must be factored in the
contracts, which are often firm fixed-price. Additionally,
service contracts must include Defense Base Act cover-
age for death, injury, or disability of all contractor em-
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ployees. The team went to great lengths to describe the
security and compensation requirements. A substantial
amount of time was invested in illustrating the technical
and price evaluation process. The integration of the statu-
tory and regulatory process, coupled with a hands-on ex-
ercise, would permit the attendees to better understand
how to respond properly to a tender and increase their
potential to be in line for a future contract award.

Building the New Iraq

Not all the attendees were interested in being prime con-
tractors. Some companies preferred to partner with a
larger or smaller company or assume the role of a sub-
contractor or supplier. The team discovered that many
foreign contractors had been in Iraq for 40 or more years
and were anxious to return. Some of the specialties rep-
resented were oil refining equipment, pipelines, medical
supplies, management services, and import-export ex-
pertise. Since many large American construction firms
wish to work with foreign contractors, the attendees were
provided with a list of the companies and points of con-
tact to pursue partnering or subcontracting opportunities.

American and foreign companies have excellent oppor-
tunities to act as prime contractor, subcontractors, or sup-
pliers in multinational efforts. As stability and internal se-
curity improve and the reconstruction effort proceeds,
[raq will become economically self-sufficient. The future
will include additional networking possibilities for glob-
alization and improved international cooperation. What
makes contracting in Iraqgi reconstruction so unique is
that it has both strategic and tactical implications—strate-
gic in the sense that our allies want contracts to offset the
costs of sending troops into Iraq as part of the coalition;
and tactical in the sense that getting the contracts out re-
sults in the hiring of Iraqis, giving them work and mak-
ing them less likely to pick up weapons and attack us and
our coalition partners.

At the end of the training, the attendees completed a sur-
vey designed to elicit feedback on the content, helpful-
ness, quality, and format of the training, and the partic-
pants’ satisfaction level. On a scale of 4 as the top rating,
the surveys averaged 3.81. Considering the volume of
material, the language and cultural differences, and the
varied interests of the attendees, the training clearly
achieved its objectives. “1 knew nothing about contract-
ing,” noted one attendee. “This gives me a good start.”
Another participant wrote, “I would hope one day we
Hungarians will be this well-organized and efficient.”

The authors welcome comments ond questions. They
can be contacted at bruno.wengrowski@dcau.mil
ond mark.lumer@smdc.army.mil.
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DOD POLICY TOWARD MILITARY
SPECIFICATIONS & STANDARDS
David Eiband

or over a decade and a half, Department of De-
fense policy has limited the use of military spec-

ifications and standards in procurement actions.
That policy encouraged the use of commercial stan-
dards rather than DoD standards, canceled numerous
specifications and standards, and downgraded stan-
dards to handbooks that could not be cited in DoD con-
tracts. Furthermore, of the remaining standards, only
those identified as “standard practices” could be in-
voked without seeking a waiver before use.

Policy Memo 05-3, dated March 29, 2005 (page 91),
has significantly changed that existing policy and
aligned the overarching DoD direction to reflect changes
published in the Defense Acquisition Guidebook released
in the fall of 2004. This change includes elimination
of the waiver requirement before use of military spec-
ifications as well as military standards not identified
as “standard practices”; however, the revised policy
does not eliminate the requirement to exercise good
judgment in the use of any specification or standard.

Eiband is a professor of systems engineering with DAU. His
article “Using Military Standards in Acquisition Programs”
appeared in Defense AT&L, March-April 2005, and was
written before Policy Memo 05-3 was released.

ARMY NEWS SERVICE (MARCH 9, 2005)
TUSK TO UPDATE ABRAMS FOR URBAN
BATTLE
Eric W. Cramer
ASHINGTON—The Abrams tank is growing
w a TUSK—that’s Tank Urban Survival Kit, a se-
ries of improvements, including some still in
development.

TUSK will allow soldiers in the field to improve the
Abrams’ ability to survive in urban areas off the tradi-
tional battlefield for which it was designed.

Lt. Col. Michael Flanagan, product manager for TUSK,
said the goal is to help improve the tank’s survivability.

“You have to remember, the tank was a Cold War design,
aimed at a threat that was always to its front. It’s still the
most survivable weapon in the arsenal from the front,”
Flanagan said. “Today it’s a 360-degree fight, and these
systems are designed to improve survivability in that
urban environment.”

The TUSK includes additional protection at the loader’s
gun station on the turret and the commander’s gun sta-
tion, reactive armor to protect the tank’s side from at-
tack by rocket-propelled grenades (RPGs) and slat armor
to protect the tank’s rear from the same weapon, and
the tank/infantry telephone to allow infantry and armor
soldiers to work together in combat.

Flanagan said all the proposed upgrades use off-the-shelf
technology, and the goal is for the entire TUSK to be ap-
plied by units in the field, without requiring a return to
a depot for modification.

“The reactive armor, for example, is a product similar to
what’s on the Bradley (Armored Fighting Vehicle),” Flana-
gan said. “It’s explosive armor that protects the vehicle.”

Another example would be the slat armor designed to
protect the tank’s rear from RPG attack. It is similar in
design and concept to the slat armor used on the Stryker
armored vehicles for the same purpose.

The first TUSK component to reach the field has been
the Loader’s Armored Gun Shield, which provides pro-
tection to the loader when the soldier is firing the 7.62mm
machine gun on the Abrams’ turret. Flanagan said about
130 of the shields have already been purchased and sent
to units in Iraq. Also incorporated into the loader’s firing
position is a thermal sight, giving the position the abil-
ity to locate and fire on targets in the dark.

“This is the same unit that is used on machine guns car-
ried by infantry troops, and we’ve incorporated it into
the loader’s position,” Flanagan said. He said a system
that attaches a pair of goggles to the sight, allowing the
loader to fire the gun from inside the turret while seeing
the thermal sight’s image, is under development.

Also under development are improvements to the com-
mander’s station outside the turret; although different
systems are necessary for the M-1A2 Abrams and its
older M1-A1 brethren.

“Because of things we added to the turret in the A2, the
commander’s station had lost the ability to shoot the .50-
caliber machinegun while under armor,” Flanagan said.
“We’re developing a remote weapons station, that will
probably be similar to the one used on the Stryker, to
allow that weapon to be fired from inside the turret.”
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The M1A2
Abrams tank
is shown with
TUSK im-
provements
that will adapt
it for the
urban
battlefield.
Image courtesy
U.S. Army News

Service.

Flanagan said the design could also allow the use of the
crewed weapon station used on Humvees, but a final de-
termination hasn’t been made.

Ultimately, most of these add-ons will be incorporated
into a kit—installed and removed in the field as a pre-
positioned component for the next Abrams unit to take
duty in that location. Flanagan said some Kits will begin
to reach the field later this year.

At least some of the Kits” components may also be in-
cluded in new Abrams’ production.

“The loader’s shield and the remote weapons station and
the tank/infantry telephone may all be included as reg-
ular production items in the tank,” Flanagan said. “It’s
important to remember that the Abrams will continue
to be the dominant weapons system for the Army until
at least 2030.”

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE NEWS
RELEASE MARCH 11, 2005)

DOD SELECTS DEFENSE EQUIPMENT
FOR TESTING

he Department of Defense has selected 15 new-
start projects to receive fiscal 2005 funding under
the Defense Acquisition Challenge program.

The DAC program provides opportunities for both inno-
vators and DoD. For innovators, it means faster entry to
the defense acquisition system. For the DoD program
manager, it means increased technology insertions to
improve systems.
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Technological developments and operational needs are
emerging faster than ever before. On the supply side,
many of America’s companies generating technological
innovations have found it difficult to break into the de-
fense market, especially those classified as small- and
medium-sized businesses. In an effort to remedy the
technology-to-programming lag, DAC provides opportu-
nities for the increased introduction of innovative and
cost-saving commercial technologies or products into
existing DoD acquisition programs.

The DAC program is especially designed to give small
and medium-sized companies the opportunity to intro-
duce new technologies and inject innovation into cur-
rent defense programs. To do so, DAC provides any per-
son or activity within or outside the DoD the opportunity
to propose alternatives, known as “Challenge Propos-
als,” to existing DoD programs that could result in im-
provements in performance, affordability, manufactura-
bility, or operational capability of the systems acquired
by that program. As a result of selecting, testing, and in-
serting the best of these production-ready technologies,
the DAC program ultimately expands the opportunities
for emerging defense suppliers, widens the U.S. defense
industrial base, and leverages unique innovations for the
benefit of the warfighter.

Of the 15 DAC new-start projects for 2005, one is spon-
sored by Army, three by Navy, six by the Air Force, and
five by the U.S. Special Operations Command. The DAC
Web site provides a list of the new projects and addi-
tional DAC program information at <http://www.acq.
osd.mil/cto/ >.
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AIR FORCE PRINT NEWS
(MARCH 11, 2005)
SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY HELP AIRMEN
FIGHT THE WAR ON TERROR
Tech. Sgt. David A. Jablonski, USAF
ASHINGTON—Science and technology are
Whelping airmen win the war on terror, a se-
nior Air Force official told lawmakers on
March 10.

“The United States Air Force is committed to defending
America by unleashing the power of science and tech-
nology,” said James B. Engle, deputy assistant secretary
of the Air Force for science, technology and engineer-

ing.

Engle and witnesses from other defense agencies’ tech-
nology directorates testified in a hearing on the fiscal
2006 budget request before the House Armed Services
Committee subcommittee on terrorism and unconven-
tional threats.

Rep. Marty Sheehan, the committee’s ranking member,
said he considers funding for science and technology
programs the single most important portion of the de-
fense budget. He said better weapons benefit everyone.

To continue providing those weapons, Air Force officials
requested $1.98 billion in the fiscal 2006 budget for sci-
ence and technology. This includes $1.4 billion in core
science and technology efforts, and $77.8 million in joint
unmanned combat air vehicle funding.

Sustained commitment to continued funding is critical
to success of these emerging systems, Engle said. The
technology America enjoys is a result of commitment
by the United States to give the Air Force the things it
needs.

“We must prepare for both traditional and new forms of
terrorism (including) attack on our space assets, attacks
on our information networks, cruise and ballistic missile
attacks on our force and territory, and attacks by adver-
saries armed with chemical, biological, radiological, nu-
clear, or high-explosive weapons,” Engle said.

He explained how the products of Air Force science and
technology defend America against terrorism at home
and abroad. Some of the newest Air Force systems were
on display in the building where the hearings were held.

The Batcam unmanned aerial vehicle and the Bombot
robot were on display as James Engle testified before the
House Armed Services subcommittee on terrorism,

unconventional threats, and capabilities. He is the deputy
assistant secretary of the Air Force for science, technology
and engineering.

Photograph by Master Sgt. Gory R. Coppage, USAF.

The Battlefield Air Targeting Camera Autonomous Micro-
Air Vehicle, or BATCAM, is an unmanned aerial vehicle
that is five times smaller and 10 times lighter than the
current model in the combat controller’s Kit.

A robot, called a Bombot, destroys improvised explosive
devices. The small off-road remote controlled vehicle,
equipped with a small explosive charge delivery system,
is now deployed in Iraq.

Engle also described technology that supports the joint
warfighter.
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One emerging technology uses Air Force expertise in
metal-infused ceramics to develop more effective light-
weight armor. Although intended for aircraft, the tech-
nology is being applied to body protection and has proved
effective against shrapnel and small-arms fire. The armor
is cheaper, lighter, and easier to produce than standard
plates, officials said.

Although the witnesses demonstrated similar innovative
applications of technology, all said that capturing good
ideas and turning them into deliverable systems posed
a challenge.

Lawmakers also lamented the lag time in getting cutting-
edge technological gear into the fight. Rep. John Kline
said it is a recurring problem. He said small companies
cannot get into the acquisition systems and that the sys-
tem is way too slow.

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY
(MARCH 15, 2005)
LATEST RFID TAG SHARPENS ASSET
VISIBILITY
usquehanna, Pa.—The next model in a long line
Sof in-transit visibility enhancement technology,
the “3G” radio frequency identification prototype
tag was placed on four outbound pallets at Defense Dis-
tribution Depot Susquehanna, Pa., in January.

“The prototype tags function just as the current RFID
tags but with one added benefit—it phones home from
any position around the world,” said Mark Lieberman,
Defense Distribution Center Supply Management spe-
cialist.

Using the Iridium network of global satellites, the pro-
totype is a combination unit that includes a traditional
RFID tag along with global positioning system and satel-
lite capabilities, giving defense transportation personnel
access to the tag’s location—within feet of its exact po-
sition.

As materiel release orders flowed in to DDSP, the De-
partment of Defense’s largest warehouse and the east-
ern strategic distribution platform for military supplies,
a group of self-proclaimed “wire heads” from various
federal agencies and private technology companies
worked alongside DDSP information technology per-
sonnel to write shipment data onto the 3G prototype
tags.

“With the 410 tag that we currently use, we know when
it passes through a portal [or interrogator], and when it
passes through another portal, but we need visibility of
where that shipment is in the meantime, and the 3G will
give us that ability,” Lieberman continued.

As the Defense Logistics Agency’s lead center for distri-
bution, DDC is committed to minimizing customers’ un-
certainty in the supply chain and ensuring that warfight-
ers receive the materiel they need, when they need it,
and with complete order status information from the
time of order fulfillment until delivery.

“This new technology will further enhance our in-tran-
sit visibility capabilities on a global scale,” said Logistics
Management Specialist Jeff Fee of the Logistics Trans-
formation Agency. The 3G RFID tag will allow the capa-
bility to pinpoint the exact location of supplies at any
given time anywhere in the world.

The infrastructure of RF readers and interrogators that
read a tag when it passes by do not exist in many of the
places to which military supplies are currently being
shipped in countries like Iraq, Afghanistan, Pakistan, and
Africa. The 3G prototype can be programmed to com-
municate via satellite with the worldwide RF/in-transit
visibility servers that send the data to several sources in-
cluding the Global Transportation Network, providing its
identification number (used to access information about
the shipment), the date and time, as well as current po-
sition to within 3.5 feet, even when it travels beyond the
existing RF infrastructure.

This ability to operate in technologically austere envi-
ronments will help not only with current military mis-
sions, but also in expediting deployment in the future to
any location in the world, regardless of the presence of
RF infrastructure or even electricity.

The prototype tags, along with the traditional 410 tags,
were attached to four pallets at DDSP: automobile en-
gines going to Tikrit, Iraq; camouflage netting bound for
Kuwait; mixed freight including Humvee components
destined for Kosovo and Bosnia; and vehicle parts Kits
and Humvee radiators heading to Kandahar, Afghanistan.

“We’ve put two tags on each pallet, the 3G prototype and
the 410, to validate that the prototype is being read. If
we get six hits off the current tag and only five off the
prototype, then we know improvements are necessary,”
said Lieberman.
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The prototype RFID tag was developed by a collabora-
tion of three private industry companies. Working for
the government’s Logistics Transformation Agency, Ocean
Systems Engineering Corporation was the lead contrac-
tor responsible for the tag’s design and development.
They worked with NAL Research Corporation to inte-
grate the components of the device and with SAVI Tech-
nologies, Inc. for hardware and engineering support.

After the 3G tags arrive at their final destinations in
Afghanistan, Kuwait, Iraq, Bosnia, and Kosovo, Army
field service engineers will collect the tags and compare
the data to that collected from the 410 to see if all the in-
formation was successfully transmitted and received.

Those four prototype tags will then be sent to DDC'’s
other strategic distribution platform, Defense Distribu-
tion Depot, San Joaquin, Calif., where the test will be
performed again on shipments heading to the other side
of the globe—Asia and the Pacific.

Full deployment of the 3G tag is not expected for sev-
eral years. “We're still in the early stages of testing this
prototype and we consider this the proof of concept
phase,” said DLA Supply Systems Analyst Gene Brans-
field. “This technology may be particularly useful in track-
ing sensitive or critical shipments.”

Once the 3G tags are fully implemented, they will allow
transportation personnel to monitor shipments as they
move through the supply chain to ensure that they are
transported in a timely manner and along the correct
route, an ability necessary for the new era of sense-and-
respond logistics.

Sense-and-respond logistics is a concept that relies on
sensors, communication networks, and the effective
transfer of information and feedback to decide when
supplies will be delivered, in what manner, and from
where.

Today, customers can access the RF/in-transit visibility
or Global Transportation Network servers by computer
to track their shipments throughout the supply pipeline.
In the future, they will also have the capability to access
the 3G tags by e-mail to modify reporting characteristics
including reporting frequency.

Another feature being considered for the 3G is to add
temperature and humidity sensors. When the tag en-
counters conditions that are too hot, too cold, too wet,
or too dry for the contents of the shipment, the unit will

automatically activate itself and send a communication
to the server notifying defense transportation personnel
of the unfavorable conditions.

“We see this tag as an excellent resource for supporting
today’s lean, agile military by providing information that
will further enhance asset visibility throughout the en-
tire distribution process,” said Lieberman.

DDC, headquartered in New Cumberland, Pa., is a part of the
Defense Logistics Agency. It has oversight of 26 distribution
depots worldwide and its mission is to distribute, store, and
manage materiel and information, enabling a seamless, tailored
worldwide DoD distribution network that provides effective and
efficient support to the combatant commands, military services,
and other agencies—in theater and out—during war and in
peace. Media Contact: Jackie Noble, 717 770-6223, e-mail

Jjackie.noble@dla.mil.

AIR FORCE PRINT NEWS

(MARCH 18, 2005)

PREDATOR FLEET TO

EXPAND
ASHINGTON (AFPN)—Air Force officials plan
to expand the current Predator Unmanned
Aerial Vehicle fleet to as many as 15

squadrons.

This increase, announced March 18, is in response to
the escalating demand for intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance capability in the war on terrorism. The
plans are intended to ensure an increased number of
Predators are available in U.S. Central Command’s area
of responsibility as well as for new opportunities, offi-
cials said.

“Combating terrorism requires the Air Force provide
worldwide vigilance and awareness through persistent
command, control, and surveillance capabilities, ensur-
ing our nation’s ability to see first, understand first, and
act first. Our effort in regard to UAVs is just one more ca-
pability that allows us to ensure air dominance for our
joint team in any environment we operate,” said Peter
B. Teets, acting secretary of the Air Force.

In a Future Total Force initiative that will establish two
Air National Guard Predator units in Texas and Arizona,
Air Force officials are determining manpower and train-
ing requirements that will significantly enhance the Preda-
tor’s ability to support combatant commander require-
ments. ANG airmen will operate the UAVs from their
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respective states. Additionally, Air Force
officials plan to place a Predator squadron
with an ANG unit in New York.

One of the six Future Total Force initia-
tives involved establishing a distributive
ground station in western New York to
process global intelligence information.
After assessing intelligence, surveillance,
and reconnaissance requirements and
reviewing concepts of operation, Air
Force and Air National Guard leaders de-
termined that establishing a Predator unit
in New York would provide a more im-
mediate impact to the war on terrorism,
officials said.

“Through Future Total Force initiatives
such as the expansion of Predator units
within the Air National Guard and the Air
Force Reserve, the Air Force will lever-
age persistent command, control, sur-
veillance, global mobility, and rapid strike
to win the global war on terrorism and
strengthen joint warfighting capabilities,
while minimizing risk to the nation,” said
Lt. Gen. Stephen G. Wood, Air Force
deputy chief of staff for plans and pro-
grams.

Besides the ANG Predator units, the Air
Force currently has three operational ac-
tive-duty Predator squadrons located at Nellis Air Force
Base and Indian Springs Air Force Auxiliary Field in
Nevada. Air Force Special Operations Command and Air
Force Reserve Command airmen will also operate Preda-
tors out of Indian Springs.

AMERICAN FORCES PRESS SERVICE
(MARCH 21, 2005)
TWO YEARS IN IRAQ.: MEETING NEEDS
OF CHANGING BATTLESPACE
Terri Lukach
ASHINGTON—On the second anniversary of
w Operation Iragi Freedom’s “shock and awe”
attacks on Baghdad, the Army’s senior lo-
gistician today described the challenges and changes in-
volved in keeping today’s forces equipped and on the
move, compared to past conflicts. Three primary differ-
ences distinguish the war on terror from wars of the past,
Lt. Gen. Claude V. Christianson said in an interview with

Air Force Capt. John Songer maneuvers an unmanned Predator reconnais-

sance airplane over Iraq by remote control at Balad Air Base, Iraq, on July 2,
2004. The Predator is an unmanned airplane that provides live aerial imagery
of Iraq. Songer is deployed from the 15th Reconnaissance Squadron at Nellis
Air Force Base, Nev., in support of Operation Iraqi Freedom.

DoD photogreph by Staff Sgt. Cohen A. Young, USAF.

the Pentagon Channel and American Forces Press Ser-
vice.

The first is the enemy itself. “Today we face an enemy
unlike any we have ever seen before,” he said. The sec-
ond is the physical geography. This is the first war in
which U.S. forces do not “own all the land” he said, re-
ferring to the noncontiguous nature of the battlespace.
“[There are] little islands that are relatively secure,” he
said, “but they are not well-connected.”

This poses all kinds of problems, Christianson said. “You
have to be able to secure very long lines of communi-
cation—routes that can stretch up to 400 miles from the
source of supply to the soldiers, sailors, airmen, and
Marines that need those supplies.”

The third major difference, he said, is complexity—deal-
ing with joint forces and coalition partners as well as con-
tractors, other nations, and nongovernment organiza-
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forces off ships and planes and into the operat-
ing area.

Finally, he said, the supply chain itself must be
integrated from end to end—"from the foxhole
to the factory.” One good example of this—and
also an example of the differences between the
war on terror and past wars, Christianson said—
was the urgent need for armor protection for both
individuals and vehicles.

At the start of Operation Iragi Freedom, he said,
the initial requirement for armored Humvees was
very small—about 250. The requirement today is
up over 10,000. At the start of OIF, the national
production capacity was 15 per month. Today it’s
more than 500 per month.

Christianson (second from left) and unidentified soldiers and officers
in Irag, June 2003,  Photograph courtesy Army Lt. Gen. *Chris” Christicmson. The same is true of individual body armor, Chris-

tianson said. “When OIF started, we all had the
older Kevlar armor. The new armor, just devel-
oped, was designated primarily for Special Forces.

tions, all providing support. “That’s much different from However, “once the war started,” he said, “we immedi-
even five years ago,” Christianson said. To make it eas- ately wanted to provide that higher level of protection
ier to provide logistical support to the battlefield, Chris- for everybody.”

tianson said, the Army focused on four major
areas. First was the need to connect all the lo-
gisticians so they could understand and sense
what was going on all across the battlefield, he
said.

“Where before you could run up and down se-
cure roads to get what you need,” he said, “today
moving even 30 to 40 miles can be very dan-
gerous. So connectivity is critical to success.”
Christianson said the answer to the problem is
“non-line-of-sight communications”—satellites—
that link the battlespace to providers, whether
forward-based or back in the United States. The
satellites enable suppliers to understand what is
happening on the battlespace and respond to it.
He said satellites have cut response time dra-
matically, enabling requests for equipment and
supplies to be fulfilled in hours, rather than a
week.

The second area of focus was to put in place a
distribution system that could respond once the
logistical requirements were known. The third,
Christianson said, was an ability to rapidly get

Members of the 407 Expeditionary Communications Squadron put
together a Flyaway KU Band Earth Terminal (FKET) Satellite System.
The 407 ECS is deployed to Tallil Air Base, Iraq.

U.S. Air Force photo by Airman 1st Class Desiree N. Palacios.
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It was impossible to deliver tens of thousands of sets, so
the armor was prioritized for those considered most at
risk, such as infantry. “In this war, however, some of the
people most at risk are not infantry,” he said, citing truck
drivers as an example. The total Army requirement for
body armor today is just over 840,000 sets. “We’ll reach
that this year,” he said. “We’ve been able to outfit every-
one going into the operational area for just over a year
now, and every soldier going into Irag has the newest
body armor.”

Christian said the biggest challenge of the war in Iraq is
fuel. U.S. and coalition forces use 800,000 to 1 million
gallons of fuel every day. Most comes from Kuwait, Turkey,
and Jordan, he said, and the roads from there to Bagh-
dad are very long. The original objective was to, over
time, buy fuel directly from Iraq, Christianson said, but
the Iragi oil infrastructure was badly neglected. The goal
going forward, he said, is simple: to gain as much effi-
ciency as possible.

Christianson called the men and women who work in
the forward areas “absolutely incredible ... In fact, if you
wanted to list the No. I thing that went well from the
very first day, and continues today, it has to be the per-
formance of the individual,” he said.

They have endured unbelievable hardships in delivering
support, he said, especially knowing that they are the
primary target for the enemy. “But they always deliver,”
he added.

“I continue to be impressed every day with the quality
of our men and women. They share a common under-
standing of their purpose, they know their teammates
depend on them, they are well trained, and they just per-
form marvelously every day,” he said.

AIR FORCE PRINT NEWS

(MARCH 25, 2005)

TEETS: AIR FORCE'’S BIGGEST CHAL-
LENGE IS RECAPITALIZING THE FLEET
Staff Sgt. C. Todd Lopez

ASHINGTON—During a roundtable discus-

WSion at the Pentagon March 22, the acting
secretary of the Air Force discussed space,

the F/A-22 Raptor, and business ethics.

Peter B. Teets retired from public service March 25. He

held additional titles, including Department of Defense

executive agent for space and director of the National
Reconnaissance Office. During the roundtable, held just

before his departure, Teets told reporters that his gov-
ernment work has been rewarding, but demanding.

“We have a wonderful team in the national space arena.
I have built some strong 