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AMPHIBIOUS WARFARE

AAAV — At the Brink of Prototype
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AT A PENTAGON CEREMONY ON May 4, SEcReTARY OF DeFENSE WiLLiam S. COHEN PRESENTED THE
DaviD PackaRD EXCELLENCE IN AcQuisiionN AwarD T0 THE U.S. MARINE CORPS, DEPARTMENT OF THE
Navy ADVANCED AMpHIBIOUS AssaAuLT VEHICLE PROGRAM TEAM. THE TEAM ACHIEVED SIGNIFICANT
REDUCTION IN TOTAL OWNERSHIP COST THROUGH IMPLEMENTATION OF COST As AN INDEPENDENT
VARIABLE, INTEGRATED PRODUCT AND PROCESS DEVELOPMENT, AND VIRTUAL PROTOTYPING.

Feigley is no stranger to am-

. phibious warfare and equip-

’ ment. Commissioned a Marine

. Corps infantry officer in 1972,

he has spent the better part of his 26-

year career either commanding am-

phibious assault units or working at staff

levels directly associated with ground/
amphibious assault vehicle systems.

iv /" arine Brig, Gen. James “Jim”
|
|
{
|

In June 1993, the Navy handed Feigley
—by now an experienced amphibious
warfare officer and acquisition profes-
sional — perhaps the biggest challenge
of his career: Direct Reporting Program

Manager for the Advanced Amphibious
Assault Vehicle (AAAV). Classified as an
Acquisition Category ID (ACAT ID) pro-
gram, AAAV remains the only ground
combat major defense acquisition pro-
gram so designated throughout the Ma-
rine Corps.

Designed to replace the current Marine
amphibious assault vehicle (AAV7A1),
AAAV is a tracked armored personnel
carrier, yet not entirely; a fighting assault
vehicle, yet not entirely; a high-speed
water craft, yet not entirely. It is all of
these and more in one unique package
—a technologically superior, powerful,

Johnson is Managing Editor, Program Manager magazine, Visual Arts and Press Department, Division of College Administration and Services, DSMC.
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and flexible amphibious vehicle, capa-
ble of changing from land-based opera-
tions to sea in 45 seconds.

Why the Need?

Feigley explains that the need for AAAV
stems not only from the Marine Corps’
view of its contribution to national de-
fense in the future, but also its view of
how the world geo-political climate will
evolve in the next 20 years. Because the
majority of the world’s centers of grav-
ity for commerce, technology, popula-
tion, and politics will be primarily
located along the shorelines or littoral
regions of the world, and many of those
countries are in transition or actual con-
flict, it was clear to the Marine Corps
some years ago that there was a need for
a concentration of military capability
that can operate in those littoral regions.

With that as a given, the Marine Corps
looked at the kind of systems that it had
or could modify in order to provide the
capability to operate in littoral regions,
or what it could do to compensate by
changing doctrinal tactics. None of these
alternatives worked and thus the need
for a new approach was required.

“When one looks at the need to conduct
military operations in littorals,” says Fei-
gley, “and applying the principles of ma-
neuver warfare to amphibious operations,
it was clear our current capability could
never do the job, and what fell out was a
need for a self-deploying, high-speed am-
phibious vehicle —the AAAV”

In 1987, the Marine Corps developed a
mission need statement for just such a
vehicle, followed by not only a Defense
Acquisition Board Review but also a De-
fense Resources Board Review. As a re-
sult of the two reviews, DoD gave the
go-ahead in 1988, basically allowing the
Marine Corps to proceed into concept
exploration.!

It Takes a Team

In June 1993 the Navy was looking for
one good Marine to run the program.
And Feigley was their man. True to his
Marine training, he hit the ground run-
ning as the Direct Reporting Program
Manager for the Advanced Assault Am-

phibious Vehicle Program.? First estab-
lished as a Pilot Program for the De-
partment of the Navy’s Acquisition
Reform Office initiative “Partnering with
the Fleet,” the AAAV is currently sched-
uled to begin prototype testing in Au-
gust 1999, and initial operational
capability in 2006.

Such an ambitious schedule required
that Feigley assemble the right team to
manage and develop the world’s most
sophisticated amphibious assault vehi-
cle —an amphibious vehicle that could
indeed withstand the rigors of warfare
well into the 21st century. In his words,
Feigley was looking for “a dedicated
team, requiring a mixture of skills and
the right balance of DoD and Navy of-
ficials, defense contractors, and civilian
acquisition professionals.”

vehicles, operators, and maintainers

vehicle alternatives).

And since a strong team effort was ab-
solutely vital to program success, the In-
tegrated Product Team (IPT) and
Integrated Product and Process Devel-
opment (IPPD) team concepts were the
strategies chosen to bring the program
from inception to prototype. Ultimately;
the IPT —institutionalized throughout
DoD in 1994 by Dr. Paul G. Kaminski
[former Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition & Technology] as an im-
portant Acquisition Reform strategy —
was to form the very backbone of the
AAAV Program.

Says Richard “Rich” Bayard, Assistant
Program Manager, “Once General Dy-
namics Amphibious Systems was
awarded the contract in June 1996, we
began to staff the organization to its
required levels over the next two or three

First mission analysis - identified significant deficiencies in the

current Marine Corps amphibious vehicle. ................ 1987
Submitted Mission Need Statement to look at possibility of
replacing current Marine Corps amphibious vehicle. ....... 1988

Defense Acquisition Board Review and Defense Resources
Board Review resulted in @ memorandum to the Marine
Corps, allowing the Service to proceed to concept explo-

rationphase ... June 1988

Technology base intensified, resulting in the development of
important, basic technologies for high-speed amphibious
................... 1988 to 1999

Cost and Operational Effectiveness Analysis put together from
13 different alternatives to current system (included not only
amphibious vehicles, but non-amphibious vehicles and non-

Contracts awarded to General Dynamics Land Systems and
United Defense, LP {formerly FMC Corporation], to develop
basic concepts for AAAV — Favorable recommendation
from Defense Acquisition Board .......

Request for Proposal (RFP) published ....
Contract awarded to General Dynamics ...

Government team members relocate to Woodbridge facility

alongside their industry counterparts. ..................... Aug.-Sept. 1996

Requirements/Design Review ...........ccooieiiiiiiiinnn Sept-Dec. 1996
Preliminary Design Review (Prototype) .............cocoo...n December 1997

Critical Design Review (Prototype) .........ocoeiiiiin.n. June 1998

First prototype assembled at Woodbridge facility ............. Dec.1998-June 1999
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rig. Gen. James M. “Jim” Feigley was pro-
moted to his current rank and became the
Commander, Marine Corps Systems Com-
mand, Quantico, Va, in August 1998. Prior to as-
suming command of MARCORSYSCOM, Feigley
was promoted to the rank of colonel in 1993 and
subsequently assigned as the Direct Reporting
Program Manager, AAAV
Feigley joined the Marine Corps' Platoon Lead-
ers Class pre-commissioning program in Decem-
ber 1969 whife an undergraduate student at the
University of Wisconsin — Oshkosh. After receiv-
ing his Bachelor of Science degree in 1972, he
was commissioned a second lieutenant and at-
tended infantry officers training at The Basic School,
Quantico, Va. Upon graduation in 1973, he was or-
dered to the 3rd Marine Division in Okinawa, Japan,
and was assigned to the 1st Amphibian Tractor
Battalion.

Soon thereafter, he deployed with Battalion
Landing Team 1/9 to the Western Pacific as a
Tracked Vehicle Platoon Commander. In 1974 he
was promoted to first lieutenant and was ordered
to the Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego,
Calif, where he served as a Recruit Series Com-
mander and the Officer in Charge of the Physical
Training Unit

He was promoted to captain in 1977 and was
subsequently ordered to attend the Amphibious
Warfare School at Quantico, Va. Upon graduation
in 1978, he was ordered to the 2nd Marine Divi-
sion at Camp Lejeune, N.C, and was assigned to
the 2nd Assault Amphibian Battalion. While there,
he served as a Company Executive Officer, Com-
pany Commander, and Battalion Operations Offi-
cer, and deployed with Regimental Landing Teams
Two and Eight for NATO exercises in Northern Eu-
rope and the Eastern Mediterranean.

In 1981 he was ordered for duty with the 3rd
Marine Division in Okinawa, Japan, and assigned
to the 1st Tracked Vehicle Battalion. There he served
as a Company Commander and deployed with his
unit to Korea for Joint Allied exercises. In 1982 he
was promoted to major and ordered to the Naval
Training Equipment Center, Orlando, Fla, as a Li-
aison Officer and later, the Project Manager for
Marine Corps ground training and simulation equip-

ment. During his tour, he attended the Project
Managers Development Course at the Army Lo-
gistics Management Center, Ft. Lee, Va.

Following his selection for career-level schoo!
in 1985, he attended the Marine Corps Command
and Staff College in Quantico, Va. Upon gradua-
tion in 1986, he was ordered to Headquarters, U.S.
Marine Corps, Washington, D.C, to serve as a pro-
ject officer in the Weapons Branch, Office of the
Deputy Chief of Staff for Installations and Logistics.

Following reorganization of Marine Corps de-
velopment and procurement activities, he was as-
signed to the newly formed Marine Corps Research,
Development and Acquisition Command, Wash-
ington, D.C,, as a project officer in the Armored
Combat Vehicle Directorate. During this tour of
duty, he attended the Program Management
Course at the Defense Systems Management Col-
lege, Ft. Belvair, Va.

Upon Marine Corps initiation in 1988 of a major
defense program to replace the current fleet of as-
sault vehicles, he was transferred first to the Naval
Sea Systems Command, Washington, D.C,, and
subsequently to the Department of the Navy, Di-
rect Reporting Program Manager, Advanced Am-
phibious Assault office for duty as the Assistant
Program Manager. In August of 1989, he was pro-
moted to the rank of lieutenant colonel.

His personal decorations include the Legion of
Merit, Meritorious Service Medal with gold star, and
the Navy Achievernent Medal with gold star. Fei-
gley is married to the former Peggy Pipia of Mil-
waukee, Wis.
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months, both on the General Dynamics
side and the government Program Man-
agement Office side, to tackle the work
we had ahead of us, which was design-
ing this very capable AAAV.

“We included a requirement,” he adds,
“for an integrated product team struc-
ture in our plans for the concept explo-
ration and demonstration/validation...
General Dynamics then developed their
own ‘Concept Board’ against that re-
quirement. The integrated product team
concept that General Dynamics put for-
ward matched Dr. Kaminski's notion of
what it should be, which is a team of
highly diverse individuals, all drawn from
different disciplines within the organi-
zations.”

According to Bayard, the AAAV Program
Management Office works with several
IPTs that are individually led by General
Dynamics Amphibious Systems em-
ployees (team members). Each team has
engineers, logisticians, finance managers,
and U.S. Marines. Team members also
include representatives from the Defense
Contract Management Command, as
well as representatives of various sub-
contractors and the various technical dis-
ciplines related to building, operating,
and fielding the AAAV.

Says Bayard, “It was two years into the
contract that it took us to come up
with a really good design for AAAV.
That two years was filled with a lot of
tremendous effort by engineers, logis-
ticians, Marines, and acquisition pro-
fessionals from both General Dynamics
and government.

“We were doing analyses after analy-
ses, trade-off study after trade-off study,
trying to determine the best compo-
nents and subsystems for AAAV, try-
ing to determine what capabilities
AAAV really should have in both lethal-
ity and survivability, and in land and
water mobility — all those IPTs were
working together toward the same
common objective.”

Feigley confirms that most of the
decisions are made by IPT members. But
on occasion, he shares “tie-breaker”



decisions with his industry counterpart,
Michael D. “Mike” Bolon, Vice President
of General Dynamics Amphibious Sys-
tems. Says Feigley, “We're really more
(even though I dislike the word) ‘facili-
tators’ if you will.”

He sees their role as more of “being
there” when the need arises, for ex-
ample, to redirect resources or apply
different kinds of resources to a prob-
lem that an IPT in and of itself can’t
resolve.

“That’s really our purpose,” he explains.
“To provide things, break the ties, and
nudge people along, not to be the de-
sign czars or the all-knowing folks who
design the vehicles.” That task, he
acknowledges, is very capably being
handled by others at the Woodbridge
facility.

Collocation Vital to

Program Success

Once Feigley recommended and received
approval to collocate, in June 1996 he
headquartered his entire government
team in the same facility occupied by the
prime contractor, General Dynamics Am-
phibious Systems.? Called the AAAV
Technology Center, this Woodbridge,
Va., facility was up and running, with
computer systems working, within 60
days after contract award.* Thus far, col-
location has proven to be a smart move
for several reasons:

+ Dramatically reduces the amount of
time it takes for the government and
contractor to resolve design decisions.

« Enhances mutual understanding of
the program managet’s expectations,
eliminating unnecessary effort.

« Reduces and changes the required
number of deliverables and review
processes.

« Allows concurrent approval by the gov-
ernment when the IPT finalizes a doc-
ument.

» Greatly facilitates communications
among team members. Team mem-
bers identify and solve problems as
they occur, and enjoy a reciprocal shar-
ing of Marine Corps and corporate
cultures, intellectual, and physical re-

sources.

“The way we got to the
Critical Dwiqm Review-
Was qm't& A contvast ﬁ/om/

wmost programs that T'm
famé[ia/ with. And it
velates to the factthat
while this is
predomdwcté/ an
product: arethe product;
of the engineering staff
the Programs success
stems ﬁom/ the
cooperation ofalét/w
disciplines, and, in many
cases the leadership oft/w

business side.”

Speaking of the collocation, Feigley ac-
knowledges that it was somewhat of a
collective idea based on the team’s past
experiences with managing programs.

“As the program manager, I put the idea
forward and promoted it because it just
made good sense. It was something that
I think was a byproduct of our collective
experience in doing it the old way where
the government often had a contract
with a defense contractor, or in a worst-
case scenario, multiple contracts with
multiple defense contractors.”

He goes on to compare collocation with
the way things used to be. “The old way
would be to gather up a team every three
to six months, fly to the contractor’s fa-
cility, and then spend days there going
through hundreds and hundreds of vu-
graphs; and once there, only then being
made aware of problems that have, in
some sense, been manifesting themselves
for months; and finally, attempting to re-
solve those issues and provide the con-
tractor with the kind of guidance or
information needed to go forward and
execute the contract.”

Says Feigley, “My team has done that for
years. General Dynamics’ folks have done
that for years. We were all in agreement
that that wasn't an efficient or an effec-
tive way of doing business. And because
there was nothing that said we couldn’t
do it..we thought we’d just jump right
into it and give it a try.”

Mike Bolon also weighs in on the im-
portance of collocation.

. “From General Dynamics’ point of view,

a big advantage as a contractor is that it
enables every employee and subcontrac-
tor to have daily and direct participation
with Marine Corps and government ac-
quisition people, and leads to much
greater depth of understanding with
regard to the impact of all the day-to-day
decisions over the whole life cycle
of AAAV.

“Collocation is the most effective way to
assure that daily eyeball-to-eyeball con-
tact. People — either real users or repre-
sentatives of government interests —have

PM : NOVEMBER-DECEMBER 1998 5




really communicated as a result of col-
location, anticipating problems before
they happen, and when they inevitably
do occur, quickly resolving them. That’s
the key outcome of collocation,” Bolon
concludes.

Rich Bayard summarizes the prevailing
opinion on collocation in a few succinct
words:

“All our government folks came from
managing other programs some-
where within the Department of De-
fense. And if you were to ask any one
of them if they would go back to
doing business in the old environ-
ment, they would say ‘no way.” This
is the only way to do business. IPTs
and collocation are the best possi-
ble way to develop a weapons sys-
tem for DoD.”

into the

21st Century

Bolon and Feigley speak unreservedly
of their commitment to see the AAAV
fielded. And both are quick to point out
what AAAV will do for the warfighter
over and above the current capability.

“Our [General Dynamics] view of the
AAAV Program,” says Bolon, “is that
we'te commiitted to making this a long-
term partnership for many years to come.
The immediate contract runs through
2001, but our goal is to help the Marines
get AAAV into the fleet starting in the
next century.

“What we're really trying to do with
AAAV” he emphasizes, “is not only build
a system that’s effective and meets the
military’s need, but one that’s affordable
and can be operated and maintained
throughout the entire 30-year expected
service life of the vehicle.”

Bolon states that General Dynamics
views AAAV’s capabilities as the plat-
form for the future.

“Given the kind of defense picture that
has emerged post-Cold War, along with
the need to ‘go anywhere, be effective
when you get there, and get the job done
the first time in,” AAAV is a perfect

match,” Bolon says, for such a flexible
platform that can, essentially:

- Go anywhere at high speed.

- Get there protected against nuclear,
biological, and chemical attack.

« Get there protected against medium-
caliber, direct-fire weapons.

- Get there with sufficient firepower to
be hard-hitting.

- Protect the infantry as they go out and
do their mission.

Says Bolon, “We see this as a capability
that will be better understood once it is
deployed, and once deployed, will lead
to offshoots, derivatives, and interna-
tional interest. We're absolutely con-
vinced that this is the platform for the
next century.”

Feigley also speaks of the increased ca-
pability AAAV will bring to the fleet,
using this analogy as a fitting compari-
son:

“We're at a point where aircraft
were in the late 1940s when they
transitioned from propeller aircraft
to jet aircraft. The difference in
capability is just that significant
when compared to the amphibious
vehicles we have today, and what
AAAV will provide a few years from
now.”

Open Sea

“From a performance perspective, it
[AAAV] brings a geometric increase in
water speed,” says Feigley. Extensive rig-
orous ocean testing of General Dynam-
ics’” hydrodynamic test rig has already

6 PM : NOVEMBER-DECEMBER 1998

demonstrated that AAAV can traverse
the sea at speeds in excess of 25 knots.
Its twin 23,000-plus-pound thrust water
jets use a 2700 horsepower engine for
seaborne operations.

On open seas, AAAV will also have the
ability to travel 25 miles at sea plus 250
miles on land. Perfectly suited for coastal
and riverine operations, it will have the
ability (as mentioned at the beginning
of this article) to change from land-based
operations to sea, in less than 45 seconds.

“Our goal,” Feigley continues, “is to op-
erate in the littorals, but operate in such
a manner that we can use the ocean as
a means to maneuver our forces and
thereby avoid the kind of casualty-pro-
ducing, attrition-style warfare that has
unfortunately been associated with am-
phibious operations in the past. And this
speed, this ability to negotiate what has
historically been a physical barrier —the
ocean —and turn it into a maneuver
space, is a dramatic change and some-
thing that cannot be implemented fully
until AAAV is fielded.”

Adds Rich Bayard, “AAAV allows the Ma-
rine Corps to execute its 21st century
doctrine of operational maneuver from
the sea, specifically because of its high
water speed capability, which no am-
phibious vehicle in the world’s inventory
has right now.”

Land

On land, the AAAV is equally impres-
sive. With a suspension made by Cadil-
lac Gage, the AAAV will have all the
mobility of the M1A2 battle tank. It will

Images courtesy General Dynamics, Land Systems



have the ability to overcome an eight-foot
trench and three-foot-high vertical walls.
On a flat top surface, it will top almost
45 mph. Carrying up to 400 gallons of
fuel, it will run off jet petroleum or any
grade of diesel.

In harsh conditions at the Army’s Ab-
erdeen Proving Ground, Md., the AAAV
automotive test rig exceeded all of the
Marine Corps’ land mobility require-
ments.

Survivability

Despite its speed and maneuverability,
the AAAV would not be combat effec-
tive without an armored hull. Feigley
notes that there’s a doubling of the armor
protection level in the AAAV compared
to the current system, which is another
plus for protecting its valuable cargo — 17
fully combat-loaded Marine warfighters.

To provide the protection required for
expeditionary warfare, the AAAV design
incorporates tailored armor packages
that effectively shield the vehicle against
mines, defeat multiple projectile impacts,
and minimize the effects of potentially
lethal spall or splintering...all while of-
fering a safer, easier ride. In fact, several
features have been added to make the
ride safer and easier.

« Climate control, which keeps the tem-
perature inside the AAAV at 85 de-
grees on a 120-degree day.

« A nuclear, biological, and chemical
warfare system that allows for full op-
eration in a fully contaminated envi-
ronment with the hatches closed.

» Automatic fire extinguishing system.

» Armor that can withstand 14.5mm
armor piercing rounds at 300 meters,
155mm fragments at 15 meters, and
stop anti-personnel mines.

- Passenger seat belts, allowing those
inside to survive 360-degree rollovers.

« Capability to withstand up to five sec-
onds of total submersion at sea.

State-of-the-Art

Computer Technology

Computer technology is a big, big fea-
ture of the AAAV design —all told, more
than one million lines of code. In spite
of that advanced digital operating envi-

“We have zclwa}/: been
very :tm{q/uforwnrd/ |
with Congress on what

weve done well; areas

where we have made

mistakes, or areas wheve
we had temporary
setbacks. I think that’s |
helped us in many ways.
And, Congress, inturry
has been mpfortiuwf |

AAAY.”

ronment, AAAV remains easy to use.
That same technology will also make the
vehicle easier to troubleshoot, diagnose,
and repair. Fault isolation computer tech-
nology and computerized technical re-
pair manuals and records will make
figuring out how to fix a problem easier.

According to Feigley, “Overall, from an
operational perspective, it [AAAV] is eas-
ier to operate and maintain...truly a big

leap forward in combat vehicles from a
technology and survivability perspective
—an incredibly big jump.”

Best-Value Prime Contractor
Feigley is candid about the government’s
choice of a prime contractor for the
AAAV. “Tt was a best-value contract,” he
explains. “We were attempting to achieve
a balance between cost and performance.
There were a variety of different factors
that were evaluated, such as our analy-
sis of the risk of each contractor’s tech-
nical approach.

“Another winning attribute, which I
think was extremely important, was re-
alism — the realism of each contractor’s
cost proposal compared to what they
were actually intending to do in their
technical proposal. And as it turned out,”
says Feigley, “not only did they [General
Dynamics] have the most realistic pro-
posal in our opinion, but they had the
best technical approach at the lowest
price.”

Acquisition Reform and the
AAAY Program

Feigley doesn’t need much encourage-
ment to talk about his team, their out-
standing level of cooperation, and the
work they've accomplished to date. And
a large part of that work, he notes, has
been done under the auspices of Ac-
quisition Reform and all it embodies.

IPTs and IPPD

The AAAV Program Team is developing
the vehicle completely under the con-
cept of Integrated Product and Process
Development (IPPD). Integrating expe-
rienced assault amphibian officers and
staff noncommissioned officers in ad-
dition to the highly professional gov-
ernment engineering staff into all 28 of
the program’s IPTs, according to Feigley,
provided for timely and thoughtful res-
olution of every engineering challenge,
always with the Marine warfighter —the
ultimate end user —in mind.

Says Feigley, “The way we got to the Crit-
ical Design Review was quite a contrast
from most programs that I'm familiar
with. And it relates to the fact that while
this is predominantly an engineering
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WRENCHES DON'T COME
MUCH BIGGER THAN THIS
ONE. MARINE BRrIG. GEN.
Jares “JM” FEiGLEY
PICTURED WITH THE

AAAV AssisTaNT
4, usmc g ProGRAM MANAGER,
BRI GENERAL DYNAMICS LAND SY - Jf RicHARD “RicH” Bavarb,
' AT THE AAAV TECHNOL-

0GY CENTER IN
WooDBRIDGE, VA.

SOMEONE HAS TO “COUNT

THE BEANS” AND TAKE CARE

OF BUYING. KATHLEEN FrANCIS,
PICTURED HERE WITH FEIGLEY,
1s THE AAAV DIRECTOR OF
CosT ESTIMATING AND
PROCUREMENT.

THEY'RE NOT MARINES, BUT GEN-
ERAL DynaMics AMPHIBIOUS
SystemMs (GDAMS) ALSO HAS A
“FEW GOOD MEN” WORKING ON THE
AAAV At THE WOODBRIDGE
TecHnoLoGy CENTER. PICTURED
FROM LEFT. GREG LanzoN, GDAMS
IPT LeaD FOR ProsecT MANAGE-
MENT AND DIRECTOR, PROJECT
MANAGEMENT/FINANCE; MIKE
BoLon, Vice Presipent, GDAMS,;
Davip Dunn, GDAMS MANAGER,
SUBCONTRACTS/MATERIEL.
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SOMEBODY HAS TO TAKE
CARE OF THE NUTS, BOLTS,
FUEL, AND SUPPLY PARTS
THAT KEEP THE AAAV
RUNNING. MARK
DeLMoNICO (RIGHT) IS
THE AAAV DIRECTOR OF
LoaisTics.

SOMEONE HAS TO BE THE “EYES AND
EARS” FOR THE PROGRAM OFFICE
AND TAKE CARE OF CONTRACT
ADMINISTRATION. “CookIE” HERDT,
PICTURED HERE WITH FEIGLEY, IS THE
Derense CONTRACT MANAGEMENT
CoMManD’s AAAV ProGramM
INTEGRATOR. (EDITOR’'S NoTE: HERDT
RETIRED FROM FEDERAL SERVICE IN
Ocroser 1998))

WHAT ARE THE CHANCES OF
GETTING ON THE CALENDARS OF
FOUR KEY MANAGERS AT THE SAME
TIME FOR A PHOTO OP? PICTURED
FROM LEFT: BAYARD; FEIGLEY,
LanzoN; DUNN.
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effort and the products are the products
of the engineering staff, the program’s
suiccess stems from the cooperation of
all the disciplines, and in many cases the
leadership of the business side.”

Cost As an Independent Variable
(CAIV)

Kathleen Francis, the AAAV Director
of Cost Estimating and Procurement,
defines the CAIV process as a means
of making performance and schedule
a function of available resources and
picking the right, affordable cost goal
and sticking to it. Team members,
she explains, use CAIV to develop,
manage, and attain achievable cost
objectives.

Francis notes that in addition to cost
goals for the prime contract, General Dy-
namics Amphibious Systems (GDAMS)
managers set cost goals for all their major
subcontractors.

“On this particular program,” says Fran-
cis, “subcontractors are approximately
50 percent of the cost. To validate cost
goals established for the AAAV program,
the Project Management IPT [GDAMS
and government] performed Critical Pro-
duction Cost Reviews [CPCR] at all major
subcontractor locations. These CPCRs
were designed to verify the methodolo-
gies and cost tools used to develop each
subcontractor’s unit production cost
goal”

According to Francis, the IPT also looked
atwhat it would cost the government in
the future to produce the AAAV based
on its current design.

“Our goal,” she explains, “was to iden-
tify high-cost drivers, identify cost risk,
and develop mitigation plans. We also
asked each subcontractor to suggest cost-
reduction initiatives; essentially, we en-
couraged them to suggest ways that will
provide the government a quality prod-
uct, while at the same time considering
ways to cut costs.

“We did not want our subcontractors to
look only at the near-term,” says Fran-
cis. “We wanted to ensure that they don't
do something now that would save us

money in the short run, but end up cost-
ing us a lot if we try to support it dur-
ing the O&S [Operations and Support]
phase of the program.”

As a result of the CPCRs, Francis con-
firms that the IPT was able to get the unit
cost down to “close to our program ob-
jective vice threshold.” She’s enthusias-
tic about the impact of the CPCRs.

“We considered this phenomenal because,
generally speaking, early on in a pro-
gram’s life cycle, everyone is worried
about where we are today, not where we
will be in the future. Essentially, the
process had been ‘look at where we are
today, worry about the next couple of
years, and let the next 20 years take care
of themselves.”

David Dunn, GDAMS Manager, Sub-
contracts/Material, amplifies Francis’ re-
marks on CAIV as an Acquisition Reform
strategy. He refers to it as “more than a
philosophy that we talk about in this pro-
gram.”

“It is, in fact,” he asserts, “now embed-
ded in all of the integrated processes that
we have and the decision making that
we do in this program. That is just part
of the way we are trying to conduct busi-
ness and make decisions.”

Dunn also speaks of “thinking beyond
the four walls of this facility to the far
reaches of the United States and even
across to Europe as well.” In essence,
he advocates extending the team’s
thinking and ideas for cost avoidances
to include even geographically sepa-
rated locations.

This, he believes, makes sense because
at some point that farsighted thinking
may, in fact, influence the decision mak-
ing that’s going on now at the Program
Management Office level.

Says Dunn, “[CALV is] allowing us to
make decisions about what the vehicle
system will have in its entirety in a way
that hasn’t really been done in the
past..we're able to consider capability in
the overall tradeoff process in a much
more practical, meaningful way because

10 PM : NOVEMBER-DECEMBER 1998

we have a good handle on what the cost
is going to be.”

Referring to CAIV as a very powerful and
effective approach that has been taken to
new heights within the AAAV Program,
Dunn had this to say: “We’re not going
to have to, at the end of the day, throw ca-
pability off of the vehicle to fit inside an
established price for the vehicle.” That,
he emphasizes, is the bottom line of
CAIV’s benefit to the AAAV Program.

Feigley fully supports the CAIV initia-
tive as an important strategy to the pro-
gram in terms of the gains being made
on unit production cost and total life
cycle cost. The AAAV IPTs have an un-
precedented level of awareness regard-
ing how every design decision affects
unit and life cycle cost. As a result, CAIV-
based trades, he confirms, have resulted
in cost avoidances of over $207 million
in procurement and over $900 million in
total life cycle costs.

“Overall,” says Feigley, “treating cost as
an independent variable has positioned
and freed team members to explore new,
innovative, more cost-effective business
practices. He also adds to Kathleen Fran-
cis’ and David Dunn’s comments on the
benefits of CAIV with a simple, pro-
found, personal observation:

“There are some out there who believe
that if cost is treated as an indepen-
dent variable, somehow performance
has to suffer. The Marines don’t be-
lieve that. If you do it right and you're
committed to it, you can do both.
General Dynamics and the folks here
at the Technology Center have proven
that. We are in many cases exceed-
ing our performance requirements at
a lower price.”

Streamlined Reviews/Oversight

The conduct of Design, Critical Design,
and Defense Acquisition Board Reviews
is another area Feigley cites as a far cry
from reviews of the past. The review it-
self, Feigley explains, no longer, takes
the form of a polished presentation. It is
much more akin to an examination and
discussion of actual work as it exists at
that particular moment in the virtual
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design database. It is not, Feigley main-
tains, a description of the products or
assertions about the products.

“Every individual stands behind their
work and presents it in its raw form,
essentially, as it exists.” The resulting
dialogue, debate, criticism, and im-
provement from receiving first-hand in-
formation from those closest to the
program, according to Feigley, clearly
leads to increased understanding for not
only the program team, but also those
senior OSD executives charged with the
program’s oversight.

Rich Bayard maintains that the term “over-
sight,” both by the Assistant Secretary of
the Navy RD&A staff and the OSD staff,
is almost a misnomer on the AAAV Pro-
gram. “We have been very successful in
integrating the OSD analysts and action
officers into our integrated product team
environment, in part because of our lo-
cation (only 15 minutes from the Penta-
gon), but also because of the culture that
we have encouraged and established.”

Bayard goes on to explain that, basically
the AAAV Program has an integrating
IPT with membership from all the vari-
ous disciplines within OSD. They meet
periodically at the Woodbridge facility
to work on the program, he emphasizes,
not to review the program.

Underneath the integrating [PT, he adds,
are a cost performance integrating IPT,
a modeling and simulation IPT, a test
and evaluation IPT, and other IPTs in the
areas of logistics maintenance and man-
agement. Those “sub-IPTs” also have
members drawn from OSD and are ac-
tively working with the AAAV IPT to de-
velop the plans and documents required
for program success.

Bayard confirms that the presence of IPT
members from OSD certainly does make
life easier.

“They bring a lot of lessons learned to
the table,” he says, “that we find very
valuable; at the same time we avoid that
old-fashioned ‘throw the paper over the
transom to the folks up in the Pentagon,
let them review it, and throw it back’

“For now; the quality of
the prototype and, not
onéx (ts pe«ﬁ)rmm but
its profected price s
what we've locked into.
Ifwe can pudl it zyj‘t/w
way we feeéthat i@ts
possible to — that will

be our next reward,”

mindset. We've completely eliminated
that, and it’s been a great benefit.”

Program Funding

Feigley is grateful for the program’s rel-
atively stable funding and believes it is
a result of several things. “First of all,”
he points out, “the priority that AAAV
represents in the Marine Corps has been
historically, is now, and will likely be in
the future, the Marine Corps’ No. 1 com-
bat requirement.”

He goes on to say that when you have
something of such great need and pri-
ority within the Service itself, there tends
to be less competition and less destabi-
lization from an economic perspective.

“We have always been very straightfor-
ward with Congress,” Feigley states, “on
what we've done well, areas where we
have made mistakes, or areas where we
had temporary setbacks. I think that’s
helped us in many ways. And Congress,
in turn, has been supportive of AAAV”

Mark Delmonico, the AAAV Director of
Logistics, provides some insight into the
AAAV Program’s Operations and Sup-
port (O&S) costs.

“Our Operations and Support cost, the
actual affordability to the Corps,” he
notes, “has been an issue we have been
addressing from design inception. Every
trade analysis that we've done or plan to
do addresses the impact of the proposed
design alternatives on O&S costs.”

According to Delmonico, “We do not
focus solely on the need to drive DTUPC
[Design-to-Unit Production Cost] down,
increase technological capability, or re-
duce a particular design risk without
also considering the long-term effect on
affordability. We have to balance all of
these items from a systems perspective
when designing AAAV”

Feigley says that from a comptroller’s
perspective, the AAAV Program Team
has never asked for more than what they
believed they needed in a given year.

“Our execution,” he notes, “has always
been on the mark. Therefore, the elements
that tend to destabilize a program —
whether it be action by Congress, action
by the comptroller world internal to the
Pentagon, or action by our own Service
— those three key areas we've been able
to deal with honestly and effectively.”

Challenges and Lessons Learned
Feigley and the team acknowledge that
they expected and experienced a few
unique challenges along the way. They
share their insights and highlight a few
areas program managers may wish to
give careful consideration.

Adjusting to an IPT Environment

“An IPT, Feigley says, “is a journey.” It
requires continuous training, testing,
and adjusting for change. One lesson
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that Feigley and the team have tried to
share with other programs as they em-
bark down this path is to make sure that
team members are given a basic under-
standing and commensurate skills so
that they can be successful in this very
different, challenging environment.

All of the participants on an IPT have
specific roles. But the role of the gov-
ernment, the role of the contractor, and
the role of the subcontractor are all very
different.

“[An IPT] is not a democracy,” says Fei-
gley, “and it's not meant as a group meet-
ing. It is highly structured, highly
disciplined, and produces products, and
there are some very significant rules that
have to be adhered to in order to make
and keep it successful. I would certainly
point that out to anybody thinking about
these matters or contemplating an IPT
structure for their program.” That aspect
needs to be taken very seriously, he cau-
tions.

Collocation Means Relocation
Another challenge was accepting the fact
that along with collocation comes, in-
evitably, relocation. Feigley, in his view,
has been extremely fortunate in assem-
bling a high-quality team. However, he
acknowledges that it was a major, major
effort and it took time to get the right
people on-board.

“We've got to make sure we retain them,”
he emphasizes, “and we've got to make
sure we have a satisfied workforce —be-
cause they are the AAAV Program.”

Mike Bolon has first-hand knowledge
and can attest to the workforce issues
that prompt Feigley’s emphasis on re-
taining a high-quality team. He readily
admits the great demand for engineer-
ing talent throughout the Washington
metropolitan area took him somewhat
aback.

“We [General Dynamics] definitely un-
derestimated the demanding effort that
it took to draw the initial hiring,

“We moved from Michigan to Virginia,”
he continues, “into a new site, new lo-

cation, and new area. It took us a lot
longer than we originally envisioned,
even with help from some professional
recruiters, not only from Detroit but from
the Washington metropolitan area as
well...it just took us a lot longer than we
expected.”

All told, according to Bolon, General Dy-
namics relocated 40 people to the Wood-
bridge, Va., facility.

Contract Administration and IPTs
Lois “Cookie” Herdt speaks of the chal-
lenges, as the DCMC AAAV Program
Integrator, of providing the customer
(in this case the AAAV Program Man-
ager) contract administration services
support in an IPT environment where
the customer, procurement contract-
ing officer, and DCMC are all collo-
cated.

“Typically,” says Herdt, “DCMC per-
sonnel are the eyes and ears for
the program office and are located with
or near the contractor. In this case, it’s
a first that we [DCMC Program Sup-
port Team] are located not only in the
same facility with the contractor, but
also with the program office.

“Some of the DCMC folks on the DCMC
Program Support Team,” she notes, “had
not experienced working on IPTs. The
program office has been very generous
in providing IPT training and allowing
each member of the DCMC Program
Support Team the opportunity to par-
ticipate in, and be a member of, an IPT.”

[Herdt also points out that in some cases
DCMC engineers serve on multiple
IPTs.]

“Even though we're here, we [DCMC]
have to maintain our independent analy-
sis,” she maintains. “The way of doing
business is different than it’s been in the
past, simply because of collocation with
the program office and being members
of IPTs.”

In some cases, this change in business
practices has unexpected benefits. As
an example, she cites how reporting
processes have changed. DCMC nor-
mally does surveillance reporting and
various program integration reporting,
However, in keeping with the National
Performance Review’s initiative to reduce
unneeded and unnecessary paper
processes, the AAAV Program Manager
contends that if the reporting results in
no value-added, then the program does-
n't need it, and the contract adminis-
trators shouldn’t do it.

Since the DCMC employees working on
the AAAV Program are collocated and
mermbers of IPTs, Herdt affirms that they
are indeed part of the process, and are
consistently given the opportunity to
provide real-time insight. She notes that
the AAAV Program Manager has also
expressed the increasing importance of
DCMC during integration and assem-
bly of the vehicle and during produc-
tion, and encourages DCMC team
members to continuously look for the
“value-added.”
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Herdt believes that, just as the DCMC
employees in the Woodbridge facility
have seen some changes, a number of
other DCMC employees are going to no-
tice some changes in the way DCMC will
do business into the 21st century.

“We will have to strive for better ways of
doing business,” she concludes, “and in
acquiring and integrating information
that influences mission actions individ-
ually and as a team.”

Logistical Awareness and Influence

Mark Delmonico refers to the impor-
tance of involving the logistics discipline
in the early stages of program planning,

“For so long,” he notes, “we’ve all been
taught about the importance of logistics
influence ‘up front and early’” The inte-
gration of logisticians into all AAAV IPTs,
either from an overall system supporta-
bility perspective, or from an accessibil-
ity or maintainability perspective, has
been crucial to designing AAAV for sup-
portability.

“Critical logistical questions are answered
early —driving issues like, ‘Are we going
to organically maintain AAAV, or out-
source? What problems drive manpower
requirements in the Fleet Marine Force
for today’s Assault Amphibious Vehicle
operators and maintainers, and how can
we eliminate them in the AAAV’s design?

“Having that type of awareness and in-
fluence so early in the program,” Del-
monico maintains, “has allowed AAAV
logisticians to make significant design
contributions to lowering AAAV O&S
costs.”

He goes on to confirm that from his per-
spective as the AAAV Director of Logis-
tics, the biggest impact on planning
logistics aspects of the program was get-
ting all the logisticians involved and
working with the designers, and clearly
getting them to understand the AAAV
logistics interests and requirements.

“It’s not just throw it over the transom
to the logisticians, and you guys figure
out how to maintain it.” It’s truly, ac-
cording to Delmonico, getting the logis-

AAAVS cross-country
and, water mobility are
such that i can deliver

tons of supplies under

extreme physical
clrcumstances where
other kinds of
conveyances Just cant
do the job. Whether it's
carvying 5,000 pounds of
Mawines or 5,000

pounds of vice; AAAY is

cqually efective.”

ticians involved in the process and see-
ing what they can do to influence the
design now before any need for expen-
sive modifications surfaces.

Subcontractor Integration and
Training

David Dunn speaks of the team’s delib-
erate strategy to cultivate and integrate

subcontractors into the AAAV Program
“as if they were physically co-existing
here with us at 991 Annapolis Way,
Woodbridge, Va.”

Dunn confirms that the team has made
great strides in that regard, but at the
same time, he acknowledges, “We rec-
ognize that there’s a lot more that can
be done. We have some limitations on
tools that we want to work on and im-
prove.”

Leadership training, according to Dunn,
is another dimension that the team wants
to work on with respect to overseeing
subcontractor performance within the
context of an IPT environment.

“We recognize,” Dunn says, “that [PTs in
and of themselves don’t answer all of the
mail. There’s a leadership aspect there
that then gets extended beyond the four
walls of this facility. And so even though
we've made great progress, I think we have
more work to do. We're interested in get-
ting on with that work,” he concludes,
“and doing even more and better things
in the future with subcontractors.”

Leadership Brings Responsibility
Feigley actively practices the credo: “With
leadership comes responsibility.” Whether
in a single-team organization or a whole
team-based organization, Feigley is
adamant that leaders owe their team
members the authority and tools to en-
able them to be successful.

“You can'’t,” says Feigley, “put the re-
sponsibility on them and then step back
and let them rise (or fall) without the au-
thority and means to get the job done.”

He characterizes this attitude as a very
different way of thinking about people
in the organization.

“Unfortunately, he notes, “T've seen too
many other examples where teams strug-
gle, take risks, and are then blamed for
their lack of success. That’s certainly not
the most effective way to do business.”

With the advent of Acquisition Reform,
DoD has empowered program managers
to go out and take risks. Feigley insists
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that when the AAAV Program Team
members take those risks, they’re fully
equipped to survive.

Open Systems

Architecture and the AAAV

The AAAV Program Team is committed
to an Open Systems Architecture. David
Dunn explains the team’s Open Systems
strategy.

“We have picked General Dynamics Am-
phibious Systems, at this point, as our
principal supplier for the AAAV. We have
as a goal —hopefully it’s achievable —to
enter in with them into a long-term re-
lationship. However, we also believe that
it's necessary to have a goodly amount
of healthy competition from a cost per-
spective on the AAAV.”

Dunn says that the team believes the way
to achieve that healthy competition is at
the subsystem and component level. He
explains that if you have a design archi-
tecture that does not allow or is not
flexible enough to readily change com-
ponents or subsystems, or insert tech-
nology as it improves over time, or add
the capability that previously was found
to be unnecessary, yet a future threat re-
quires it —if you have any or all of these,
then you have an inflexible design archi-
tecture, which is pretty much a losing
proposition across the board.

“Too many weapon systems that we've
built in the past,” Dunn notes, “have
been inflexible and, therefore, it’s been
very expensive either to maintain or to
improve them in the future...We wanted
to get away from that so that we could
introduce competition at a lower level
than the system level and to allow the
evolution of the system over time from
a technology and performance per-
spective.”

Feigley also applauds the aviation com-
munity’s success with Open Systems Ar-
chitecture.

Successes and Recognition

The AAAV Program Team has received
numerous awards and honors for their
success thus far in bringing the vehicle
to prototype. To name a few:

The 1996 Stratospheric Ozone Pro-
tection Award from the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency
The 1996 and 1997 Department of the
Navy Environmental Security Award
The 1996 and 1997 Department of De-
fense Environmental Security Award
The 1997 David Packard Award for Ex-
cellence in Acquisition
- The 1997 Secretary of Defense Supe-
rior Management Award
- The 1998 Department of Defense
Value Engineering Honorary Achieve-
ment Award

When asked why the program has been
so successful, Mike Bolon has a one-word
answer: planning.

“From my perspective, planning has been
such an essential ingredient throughout
this whole process...The vision of the Ma-
rine Corps strategically has been well
communicated, and following contract
award we [General Dynamics] were able
to get into some rather meticulous plan-
ning, frankly, above and beyond the kind
of planning General Dynamics has his-
torically been accustomed to.”

Now, 26 months after contract award,
Bolon confirms the entire team’s ap-
preciation and recognition of detailed
planning as an essential value-added in
terms of being able to execute the con-
tract.

“Planning,” he concludes, “has been key
to some of our success and our ability
to measure where we are day-to-day and
anticipate some of the problems before
they become meaningful.”

Bolon confirms that not only was there
a common understanding among team
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members of the Marine Corps’ vision,
but also a common goal.

“I believe that everybody in this build-
ing has the common goal of fielding one
of the best combat systems the Marine
Corps has ever seen,” says Bolon.

“Historically;,” he continues, “engineers
that work in their cubicles or logisticians
that work in their cubicles are more con-
cerned about their product, their docu-
ment, their subsystem, and are not
necessarily focused on that end item of
fielding the total system for the Marine
Corps.”

The AAAV Program Team, according to
Bolon, has reversed that trend.

“Here [Woodbridge facility], the IPT
process and the collocation has made
everybody acutely aware of how impor-
tant this system is to the Marine Corps
and to national security. And so together,
everybody is working toward that same
end. And that energy,” Bolon concludes,
“and that objective creates success...It re-
ally does!”

Greg Lanzon, GDAMS IPT Lead for Pro-
ject Management and Director, Project
Management/Finance, believes that the
success of the program is the result of
four key attributes.

“First is empowerment of the IPTs, says
Lanzon. “We gave them budgets; we gave
them resources; we gave them tools; and
we said, ‘design, build, and test the ve-
hicle within the confines of these rules.’

“Second is decision making” According
to Lanzon, the impact of IPT structure
and collocation has reduced the amount



of time required to make decisions. “Nor-
mally,” he points out, “decisions are
made within two weeks, which is much
quicker than on other projects that I have
worked on.

“Third is the team’s risk management
process.” Lanzon states unequivocally
that “We have a risk management
process that is unparalleled anywhere on
any program.

“Fourth is the integration of the business
team within the Product IPTs.”

Lanzon relates that in February and
March 1998, the vehicle
~ weightand unit produc-
’ tion costs were
growing. To
reduce
weight and cost,
the business team de-
signed a contest called 50/50.
Basically, teams were awarded
$50 for every pound in savings
and/or $250 reduction in unit pro-
duction cost. The award was
based on net reductions to avoid
paying for weight savings if the
savings resulted in a unit pro-
duction cost increase.
And it worked — the
program achieved a
1500-1b. weight sav-
ings and $100K sav-
ings off the wunit
production cost.

Finally, Lanzon says that in
addition to the four attributes
cited, strong leadership and com-
mitment have an extremely impor-

tant effect on program success.
Mentioning those leaders by name, he
had this to say:

“Leadership begins at the top. Both
General Feigley and Mike Bolon are
very effective leaders, and they are
committed to the success of this pro-
gram. They are here. They are not
traveling, They are not working some
other agenda. They are here, living
and breathing the program on a daily
basis. They're working the decisions,
the challenges, and the risks.”

 JAAAV] provides the
kind, of mobilég/ that
any mwmy force needs, |
whether s in /u'ﬁh/
mtwcg/ operations or
even (i non-combatant
evacuations or

As program manager and leader of this
very capable team of acquisition pro-
fessionals, Feigley boils their success
down to this:

“The [Woodbridge] team has been very
successful and has deserved all of the
awards they've received. They are going
to continue to work hard and hopefully
there'll be a few more for them in the fu-
ture.”
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Those awards, he notes, however won-
derful, are past accomplishments, and
he prefers to concentrate on the work to
be done now, but with an eye toward the
future and the next challenge.

“For now,” says Feigley, “the quality of
the prototype and not only its perfor-
mance, but its projected price, is what
we're locked into. If we can pull it off the
way we feel that it’s possible to — that
will be our next reward.”

Future Applications

The United States is constantly in a state
of building weapons they hope they will
never have to use.

Says Feigley, “The ultimate application
of any weapon is always a human tragedy,
and it’s something that hopefully we can
avoid. But if the situation requires it,” he
adds, “I would not want to be on the
other end of AAAV. Our enemies will
fear the presence of this machine. I
think that's probably the best thing
I can say about its capabilities.”

Feigley and the entire team believe
the AAAV will be not only used, but
also used extensively. And not nec-
essarily as a weapon of war in a
major conflict.

AAAV, Feigley explains, is highly

versatile. Wherever there’s

trouble, he believes AAAV

will be where it counts.

Whether it's extracting

hostages or rescuing people

in hurricanes, AAAV will be

capable of fulfilling roles other than
combat.

Mike Bolon relates a little known, but
interesting fact about the first amphibi-
ous vehicle. Originally, the vehicle was
designed as a means to rescue people
during hurricanes in Florida back in the
1930s. It was not until 1940 that the
Marines saw the potential of its military
application as the first real amphibious
vehicle.

Feigley adds a more in-depth descrip-
tion of AAAV’s versatility. “The AAAV

is not just designed for conducting
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amphibious operations under combat
conditions, of which it is ideally suited,
but it also provides the kind of mobility
that any military force needs, whether
it’s in high-intensity operations or even
in non-combatant evacuations or oper-
ations other than war.”

In places like Somalia or other nations,
Feigley notes that AAAV will give any
military force the mobility to transport
general supplies, medical supplies, food,
or life-saving equipment across terrain
that is often very poor as it relates to lines
of communication.

Says Feigley, “AAAV’s cross-country and
water mobility are such, that it can deliver
tons of supplies under extreme physical
circumstances where other kinds of con-
veyances just can’t do the job. Whether
it's carrying 5,000 pounds of Marines or
5,000 pounds of rice, AAAV is equally
effective,” according to Feigley. He is con-
fident that even though the mission may
change, AAAV’s continued applicability
and need will remain.

Prototype in the Making

Feigley speaks with pride and enthusi-
asm about the first AAAV prototype.
Currently, the Woodbridge facility
houses several modeling and simulation
tools —models and simulations that the
AAAV engineers and logisticians have
used over the past couple of years in de-
signing the prototype.

And now, according to Feigley, “Those
same engineers and logisticians are going
to be participating in the assembly and
fabrication of three prototypes here in
the [Woodbridge] facility, starting in De-
cember 19987

Rich Bayard explains that the first pro-
totype is planned to undergo some
shakedown testing by the contractor, fol-
lowed by Roll-Out in August of 1999.
And the second prototype, he explains,
will follow two months behind that, with
the third prototype two months behind
the second prototype.

“From there,” Bayard continues, “we’ll
go on to a December 1999/January 2000
time frame, when the government will

take the prototypes and head off to the
various test facilities in Maryland, Cali-
fornia, and Florida to test the AAAV pro-
totypes against all of the requirements
that the Marine Corps has laid out for
them.”

And following successful testing, Bayard
states that the program will come up for
its next milestone Defense Acquisition
Board Review (now scheduled for Jan-
uary of 2001 at the Pentagon). At that
time, the team will present AAAV’s suc-
cessful testing results to the Defense Ac-
quisition Board, which has the authority
to grant permission for the program to
move forward to the next phase.

One Last Word

In one respect, Feigley is a “victim” of
his own success. Holding the rank of
colonel throughout the duration of his
tenure as AAAV Direct Reporting Pro-
gram Manager, in August 1998 the Ma-
rine Corps promoted him to the rank of
brigadier general. He has indeed become
one of the distinct minority of “Proud
But Few” Marines who ultimately attain
the rank of flag officer. But that promo-
tion came at a price.

On August 6, 1998, he relinquished con-
trol of the program he so capably led,
said good-bye to his team, and welcomed
his successor, Marine Col. Blake J.
Robertson.” Feigley now serves as the

Commander, Marine Corps Systems
Command (MARCORSYSCOM), at
Quantico Marine Base — a position for
which he is eminently qualified.

Before he left to assume his new duties,
Program Manager invited him to convey
any personal words he might like to leave
his team members and the acquisition
workforce at large, based on his experi-
ences with the AAAV Program.

His response reveals a side of the man
and his character the Marine Corps saw
years ago as they promoted him through
the ranks, all the way from second lieu-
tenant to general officer: He values peo-
ple and they, in turn, value him.

“If T had to say one thing that par-
ticularly stands out in my experi-
ences here and throughout the five
years ['ve been associated with this
program and others, it would be that
defense acquisition has always been,
is now, and 1 believe will remain in
the future, principally a human en-
deavor. And while we can create a
lot of processes, use a lot of tools by
which to improve and speed up our
work, all the important things sooner
or later come down to people, their
intellectual abilities, and their capa-
bility to work with other people.
Those out there who think that it’s
otherwise have something to learn.”

ENDNOTES

1. Feigley notes that the Marine Corps
analyzes new requirements using a
process called a concept-based require-
ments system. The user representative for
that system is the Marine Corps Combat
Development Command at Quantico, Va.

2. As one of only three Direct Report-
ing Program Managers throughout the
Department of Navy, “Direct Reporting”
simply means that Feigley reported di-
rectly to the Assistant Secretary of the
Navy for Research, Development, and
Acquisition.

3. General Dynamics Amphibious Sys-
tems, once awarded the AAAV contract,
purchased the Woodbridge, Va., facility
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and moved into the building in 1996.
They had the building configured specif-
ically to accommodate the integrated
product team environment.

4. Twenty companies from around the
nation have joined forces in support of
the project to incorporate new ideas in
communications, logistics, and command
and control to provide upgrades in intel-
ligence, weaponry, and engineering with
the goal of producing the best possible
amphibious assault vehicle.

5. Marine Col. Blake J. Robertson as-

sumed duties as the AAAV Direct Re-
porting Program Manager on Aug, 6,

1998.
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i Designing Digital Defenses

LINDA D.

» RUSSELS, Belgium — Defense experts are gear-
¥ ing up to face a new danger threatening Amer-
ica and its allies — cyberattacks.

The advent of the computer-based Information Age
has opened the door to unconventional attacks since
almost every aspect of modern life has become in-
creasingly dependent on computers. Telecommuni-
cations, government operations, banking and finance,
transportation, air traffic control, water supply sys-
tems, medical, police, fire and rescue —all are vulner-
able to attack.

By the year 2000, experts predict one million net-
works will be connected to the Internet. About 350
million computers will have E-mail access. Nearly 20
trillion bits of data are now transmitted monthly, and
this figure is doubling annually.

All it might take to disrupt the nation’s power grids
and other critical infrastructure are a home computer,
a telephone line, digital dexterity, and a double dose
of moxie. Right now, computer hackers are poking and
prodding, trying to gain unauthorized access to na-
tional and private systems.

Recently, for example, two computer-wise Califor-
nia teen-agers succeeded in breaching an unclassified
Pentagon defense network. Security experts believe
critical systems could well become the targets of more
than inquisitive children.

Terrorists, criminals, disgruntled employees, and
even rogue states could launch much more serious cy-
berattacks. Rather than confront the United States or
its allies on the battlefield, future foes may attack na-
tions’ infrastructures. DoD alone has about 2.1 mil-
lion computers, 10,000 local area networks, and more
than 100 long-distance networks.

*“There are no borders in cyberspace,” Deputy De-
fense Secretary John Hamre declared at a NATO con-

ference in Vienna in June. “It is absolutely imperative

* that we prepare now to protect these systems.”

Last year, DoD conducted Eligible Receiver, an ex-
ercise to determine U.S. vulnerability to computer at-
tacks, Hamre told about 250 NATO and Partnership
for Peace members attending the 15th NATO Work-

shop.
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“We selected a small group of employees — 35 in-
dividuals,” Hamre explained. “We gave them funds to
buy computers from local stores. They were only al-
lowed to use off-the-shelf software or software they
could download from the Internet. They were given
three months to find out if they could disrupt the in-
frastructure of the United States.”

The results were startling, Hamre said. “We didn't
let them take down the power system of the United
States, but they could have done it.” Defense officials
learned it only requires modest know-how to seriously
disrupt vital services like power distribution and
telecommunications, he said.

“A small handful of capable computer specialists —
a capability well within the reach of even moderately
developed countries — using off-the-shelf technology
and equipment, can now wage war against the largest
country in the world,” he said.

Hence, the United States is taking steps to protect
its infrastructure. A presidential mandate calls for a
plan to implement information assurance measures.
It includes creating lead agencies to coordinate with
private companies, and setting up a new national in-
frastructure protection center. The plan designates a
coordinator for infrastructure protection on the Na-
tional Security Council. Government officials are also
setting up a national warning and analysis center and
increasing funding for information assurance fivefold,
Hamre said.

“This is a pressing problem because you can’t solve
it by yourself,” Hamre said. “The Defense Department
cannot solve this problem because we don't own the
systems that are likely to be attacked. We have to de-
velop partnerships with the private sector to get them
to fix this problem.”

Cooperation among NATO allies and partners is

also vitally important, he said. “With this increasingly -

‘Interneted’ world, we cannot accept vulnerabilities in
our allies,” he said. “The weakest link in the chain be-
comes the broken chain for us all.”

Editor’s Note: This information is in the public do- .

main at http://www.defenselink.mil/news/ on the
Internet.
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MISSION

IS SUCCESS

Army ‘I'ACNS-BA‘I' iject Office

ccasionally, the U.S. Army pro-
[+ duces a bona fide Cinderella
.| Story, and the Army Tactical
' Missile System —Brilliant Anti-
Armor Submunition (Army
TACMS -BAT) Project Office has created

a real winner at Redstone Arsenal, Ala.

In conjunction with Lockheed-Martin
Vought Systems Corporation and
Northrop Grumman Corporation, the
Army TACMS-BAT Project Team, by im-
plementing several of the basic princi-
ples and tenets of Acquisition Reform,
is empowering team members, acceler-
ating missile production and delivery,
and exceeding all program expectations.

The foundation of the project office’s
success is its personnel. Staffed with both
core and matrix acquisition profession-
als, the project office’s matrix support
personnel (engineers, logisticians, and
technical support) come from the U.S.
Army Aviation and Missile Command
(AMCOM) at Redstone Arsenal.

Army Col. R. Kelley Griswold leads this
successful team as the Project Manager,
and Donald C. Barker is the Deputy Pro-
ject Manager. Both Griswold and Barker
attribute the project’s stellar success to
the cooperation, dedication, and team-
work of the people they work with every
day.

The Two Become One

On April 12, 1994, the Army formally
joined two offices, Army TACMS and
BAT, to create the Army TACMS-BAT Pro-
ject Office. Headed by a core staff of pro-
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gram and financial management per-
sonnel who manage two Acquisition Cat-
egory I (ACAT 1) programs totaling in
excess of $7 billion, the newly formed
project office became the Army TACMS-
BAT Project Office.

Systems managed by the ATACMS-BAT
Project Office are the Army TACMS
Block I, Block 1A, Block II, BAT and P31
BAT programs, along with an Army
TACMS Foreign Military Sales (FMS)
variant. Future systems such as the Army
TACMS Block IIA and Block III Earth
Penetrator, along with a Navy version are
also under the direction of the Army
TACMS-BAT Project Office.

Lockheed Martin Vought Systems Cor-
poration (Vought Systems), headquar-
tered in Dallas, Texas, is the prime
contractor for the Army TACMS systems;
and Northrop Grumman Corporation,
headquartered in Rolling Meadows, 111,
is the prime contractor for BAT and P31
BAT.

Army TACMS Block |

The Army TACMS Block I is a surface-
to-surface, inertially guided, semi-bal-
listic missile fired from the M270,
Multiple Launch Rocket System (MLRS)
launcher family. It comes packaged one
missile per launch pod/container, with
a payload of approximately 950 M-74
anti-personnel, anti-materiel bomblets
that produce 750,000 fragments from a
single missile payload.

The missile can fly approximately 165
km. This means that key enemy com-

mand posts, air defense sites, staging
areas, or logistical sites will be easy tar-
gets for this deadly munition. The Block
I missile can engage targets throughout
the corps area of influence.

From the first low rate initial production
delivery in September 1990 until the final
delivery in July of 1997, Vought Systems
delivered each of the 1,647 Block I pro-
duction missiles on or ahead of sched-
ule. In fact, the production schedule was
significantly accelerated to produce 105
missiles to support Operation Desert
Storm, where it was devastatingly effec-
tive in silencing or destroying every tar-
get it engaged.

Army TACMS Block IA

The Army TACMS Block 1A is an ex-
tended range variant of the Army TACMS
Block I missile. The Block IA effort en-
tails integrating an onboard global po-
sitioning system (GPS) into an inertial
navigation system and reducing the pay-
load to approximately 300 M-74
bomblets to achieve the required accu-
racy (a factor of 3 better than Block I)
and extended range of approximately
300 km.

Today, Vought Systems continues to de-
liver the Army TACMS Block IA missiles
far ahead of the scheduled delivery dates,
and the program achieved “first unit
equipped” to the Eighth U.S. Army ahead
of schedule.

What About Maintenance?
The Army TACMS maintenance facilities,
both within and outside the continental

Grotophorst is a General Engineer in the System Engineering Division, Army Tactical Missile System — Brilliant Anti-Armor Submunition (Army TACMS-BAT) Pro-
Jfect Office, Program Executive Office for Tactical Missiles, Redstone Arsenal, Ala. An Army Acquisition Corps Competitive Development Group member; Grotophorst
started a developmental assignment in the Aircrew Integrated Systems Project Office, PEO Aviation, in October 1998.
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United States, are fully capable of ser-
vicing both Block I and Block IA vari-
ants. In addition, missile reliability in
both missiles has exceeded requirements
by an additional 14 percent and seven
percent respectively. Just recently, the
Army successfully launched an Army
TACMS Block I missile taken from stock-
pile, from a High Mobility Artillery
Rocket Systemns Launcher.

Army TACHMS Block Il

The next evolution of the missile, the
Army TACMS Block II variation, began
as an innovative solicitation package
where Acquisition Reform, specifically
Military Standards and Specifications
Reform, was fully realized.

The solicitation featured a brief yet con-
cise statement of work and weapon sys-
tem performance expectations without
military specifications and standards.
The instructions to the contractors re-
quired that they focus their proposals
on specific areas: program management,
integrated product and process devel-
opment, software development, system
safety, and test and integrated support
in terms of the processes, controls, and
metrics they would use.

In a November 1994 memorandum to
Gilbert F. Decker, Assistant Secretary of
the Army (Research, Development, and
Acquisition), Dr. Kenneth J. Oscar (Prin-
cipal Deputy for Acquisition) stated,
“This is a landmark solicitation for the
missile community. We intend to use it
as an example of a masterful application
of the Army’s Acquisition Streamlining
and Military Specifications/Standards
Reform initiatives.”

BAT Submunition

The Army TACMS Block II missile car-
ries 13 BAT submunitions to kill mov-
ing armored targets out to a range of
approximately 140 km. Alater evolution
of the BAT, the P31 BAT, will kill moving
or stationary, hard or soft targets to the
same range.

The BAT submunition delivered by the
Army TACMS missile is an unpowered,
aerodynamically stable submunition that
uses two types of sensors: acoustic for

Block Il variation] is
alandmark
solicitation for the
- missile community.
We intend to use it
as an example of a
masterful application
of the Army’s
Acquisition
Streamlining and
Military
Specifications/
Standards Reform
initiatives.”

— Dr.Kenneth J. Oscar
Principal DeputyAssistant
Secretary of the Army
(Research, Development
& Acquisition)

“This [Army TACMS

MULTIPL LAUNCH RockeT SysteM (LRS)
FIRING AN ArMY TACMS GUIDED MISSILE.

Photo courtesy Lockheed Martin

acquisition and infrared for terminal at-
tack. The BAT has an extremely large tar-
get acquisition footprint. After dispense,
the submunition autonomously seeks
and destroys moving armored combat
vehicles.

Northrop Grumman successfully com-
pleted a grueling contractor development
flight test series with BAT. The formal
qualification tests for the BAT Central
Electronics Unit Operational Program
and the Initial Production Readiness Re-
views were also successful. Integrating
the BAT into the Army TACMS Block II
missile, the Army TACMS-BAT team
achieved such great success in their en-
gineering development testing and two
of their pre-production tests (PPT) that
the remaining PPT was foregone.

During the Block IT PPT flights, 100 per-
cent of all dispensed BATs achieved tar-
get hits, and the system achieved its
required reliability, enabling Block I and
BAT to begin production qualification
testing (PQT). To date, three of five PQT
flights are scheduled for November and
December 1998.

The project office also successfully dis-
pensed two BAT simulants from an
MLRS rocket, proving that BAT is a vi-
able option for the Army’s MLRS smart
tactical rocket (MSTAR) program.

P31 Improvement to BAT

P31 BAT is an improvement to the BAT
submunition that retains the basic phys-
ical characteristics of BAT while offering
an enhanced acquisition capability and
an improved warhead. Each P31 BAT is
a self-guided submunition that uses
imaging infrared, millimeter-wave, and
acoustic sensors to autonomously locate
and individually attack and destroy both
moving and stationary targets. The en-
hanced dual mode seeker will also en-
sure the P31 BAT is more robust in
adverse weather and against counter-
measures.

The P31 BAT Program also has been off
to a fast start with the extremely suc-
cessful captive flight test No. 2 in the
heart of winter in Grayling, Mich. The
integration and demonstration of P31

PM : NOVEMBER-DECEMBER 1998 19




« CARRIES 300 M74s

« DELIVERIES COMPLETE 7/98

« CARRIES 950 M74s « FUEFY98

* FIELDED 1990 « GPS AIDED INERTIAL

« INERTIAL GUIDANCE (MGS) GUIDANCE (IMGS)

« EMPLOYED DURING DESERT STORM « RANGE MIN: 70 KM

« RANGE MIN: 25 KM MAX: 300 KM
MAX:165 KM

&
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* IMGS-HI
* RANGE MIN: 35KM
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BAT
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(ACOUSTIC &IR)
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* IMGS-II

» RANGE MIN: 100KM
MAX: 300 KM

P3| BAT

« MULTI-SENSOR
(MMW/I2R/ACOUSTIC)

* WARHEAD UPGRADE

* DEEPLY BURIED HARD TARGETS
* LEVERAGE OFF TACMS PENETRATOR DEMO

R&D START FYO5

BAT hardware-in-the-loop, infrared-only
capability was completed six weeks
ahead of schedule.

Budgeting shortfalls have slowed the
progress of the P31 BAT program to in-
corporate pre-planned improvement over
a longer period of time and more incre-
mentally. The Army TACMS-BAT team
will place a greater emphasis on eco-
nomical and performance capabilities as
milestone decisions are determined.

Army TACMS Block lIA

The Army TACMS Block IIA missile is
an extended range variant of the Block
1I system. The Block IIA program mod-
ifies the payload section of the Block II
missile to carry and dispense six P31

20
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BAT submunitions out to a range of ap-
proximately 300 km.

Add Navy to the Mix

The Army TACMS-BAT Project Office
has been working with the Navy to in-
tegrate the current Block IA missile con-
figuration, with minimal modifications,
to be suitable for both submarine and
surface combatant applications. The pro-
ject office, in conjunction with the Navy,
conducted a successful launch from an
MK 41 Vertical Launch System cell in
November 1996.

Earth Penetrator Demonstration
To further strengthen the cooperative
efforts between the Army TACMS-BAT
Project Office and the Navy, the project
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office is currently working on a
demonstration program with the
Navy’s Strategic Systems Program Of-
fice to demonstrate a prototype earth
penetrator.

Army TACMS Block Ill

The Army TACMS-BAT Block III earth
penetrator program will build from the
knowledge gained in the earth penetra-
tor demonstration. Block 11T will develop
an Army TACMS missile variant opti-
mized or the Army user’s requirement
for an M270 launched earth penetrating
weapon. The missile will deliver a con-
ventional earth penetrator that will at-
tack and destroy hard and deeply buried
targets to a range in excess of 450 km.
Block I1T will also be adaptable for Naval
submarine and surface combatant ap-
plications.

All three programs will meet the chal-
lenge of the changing warfare roles and
the evolving force/weapons structures
within the DoD as well as support a joint
vision requirement.

People —

The Primary Equation

Clearly, the significant record of success
compiled by the Army TACMS-BAT Pro-
ject Office would be impossible without
the skills and dedication of its people.
Empowerment to do the right thing, for
the customer and for the organization,
is the business norm. Management fos-
ters an environment such that each em-
ployee is provided the opportunity to
excel. This is evident in the individual
successes of project office personnel.

Two of the last three project managers
were honored by the Secretary of the
Army as the project manager of the year
for excellence and project office of the
year.

Four employees (including one civilian)
were competitively board selected for
other project manager positions, and
three employees were selected for par-
ticipation in the Army Acquisition Corps
Competitive Development Group.

Awards bestowed upon individual mem-
bers of the Army TACMS-BAT Project



Office include the Outstanding Em-
ployee with a Disability Achievement in
Value Engineering; The Exceptional Civil-
ian Service Award (highest possible
award given); The Meritorious Civilian
Service Award; Logistician of the Year;
and numerous other awards and cita-
tions.

In addition, members of the Army
TACMS-BAT Project Office staff were se-
lected to attend the Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology Sloan School of
Management, Management Technology
Program; Vanderbilt Executive MBA pro-
gram; Texas Senior Service College Fel-
lowship Program; and the Advanced
Program Management Course at the De-
fense Systems Management College.

The project office itself has also received
four Army Materiel Command (AMC)
Value Engineering Achievement awards
and Army Missile Command awards for
achievement in value engineering every
year since 1991. Total project office value
engineering savings are in excess of $90
million.

The Vought Systems Army TACMS Block
11 Team was recently selected to receive
the Lockheed Martin Corporation 1998
" NOVA award. Every year, Lockheed Mar-

avy Rear Adm. “Lenn” Vincent, DSMC Cormn-

mandant, hosted two French acquisition pro-

fessionals at the DSMC main campus, Fort
Belvoir, Va., Oct 26-27: Ingenieru General De UArme-
ment Jacques Pechamat, Deputy Commandant,
French Acquisition Corps, Delegation Generale pour
LArmement (DGA); and Dr. Gertrud Humily, Ex-
ecutive Director, International Education, DGA.

Both were visiting DSMC to prepare for the Inter-
national Defense Educational Arrangement (IDEA)
’99 Seminar to be held at DSMC in July 1999. As
part of their visit, they also reviewed the ongoing
research project on Comparative Acquisition and
exchanged educational ideas for the acquisition
workforce. Pictured from left: Pechamat; Humily;

Vincent.

tin Corporation recognizes only 50 in-
dividuals and/or teams from their ap-
proximately 170,000 employees for their
contribution in technical excellence,
leadership, exceptional service, and
teamwork.

In every instance, Army TACMS-BAT
team members met the challenges and
changes in an era of acquisition stream-
lining and shrinking defense dollars. Nu-
merous congressional staffers and
Department of the Army staff members
noted the project office’s success in in-
novative program planning, despite ex-
ternally imposed budgeting challenges.

Perhaps the most revealing indicator of
the project office’s success is its reputa-
tion for cooperative teamwork in a highly
professional environment. Personnel
within and outside the AMCOM com-
munity are seeking to join the project of-
fice team, while other organizations
welcome former Army TACMS-BAT
personnel to their staffs. As a familiar
adage reminds us, “It’s not the job, it’s
the people.”

Our Mission is Success

The Army TACMS-BAT Project Office is
an excellent example of success in pro-
ject management. Production deliveries

that are ahead of schedule, reduced de-
velopmental phase flight testing, relia-
bility requirements that are exceeded,
and combat-proven capabilities —all are
the results of empowerment, teamwork,
and implementation of Acquisition Re-
form business practices and processes.

Army TACMS-BAT personnel, however,
are merely the underlying factor for the
Pproject’s success. Joint Service programs,
Foreign Military Sales customers, the
prime contractors, the subcontractors,
and other support personnel are all part
of the many successes achieved by the
Army TACMS-BAT Project Office.

Through leadership, innovation, team-
work and ownership, management uses
its limited resources to achieve maxi-
mum program success. But teamwork,
undeniably, stands out as the critical
catalyst for program success — govern-
ment and industry working as a team
to achieve the milestones necessary for
successful design, development, pro-
duction and sustainment of multi mis-
sile systems.

Ultimately; individual successes give way
to total team success. And in the final
analysis, isn’t that the way it should be?
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Sucs Means Gbing Out of

Business, Houley Says

RUDI

ASHINGTON —Shrinking defense dol-

lars. Aging warfighting equipment. In-

creasing maintenance costs. Miles of

bureaucratic paperwork. These and a

host of other problems are the pro-
pellers driving Defense Reform Initiative efforts, said
William P. “Bill” Houley.

He has been on the job since mid-May as director
of the newly created Defense Reform Initiative Of-
fice. Houley, who reports to Secretary of Defense
William Cohen through Deputy Secretary John
Hamre, has inherited something he says is simple
to describe, but not simple to do.

Hamre has been DoD’s point man on the reform
initiative since its start in November 1997 and has
regularly emphasized the initiative’s four pillars:

* Re-engineer by adopting the best private-sector
business practices in defense support activities.

* (onsolidate and streamline organizations to remove
redundancy and move program management out
of corporate headquarters and back to the field.

« Compete many more functions now being per-
formed in-house, which will improve quality, cut
costs, and make the Department more responsive.

 Eliminate excess infrastructure.

Based on the initiative’s pillars, Hamre has issued
44 directives. Now DoD will have a full-time direc-
tor in Houley to devote to the reform initiative.

For starters, the retired Navy rear admiral sees two
major objectives. “One,” he said, “is to try to bring
much better business practices into the Department
of Defense.”

About two decades ago, U.S. industry was con-
cerned about being left behind in the international

WILLIAMS

marketplace. U.S. industry reinvented itself and re-
gained global leadership. But, Houley said, DoD
didn’t keep pace —for many reasons, including that
its principal mission is readiness, not business.

Houley said the new Joint Electronic Commerce
Program Office exemplifies the business practice
used by private industry’s best in doing business
in real time without the complicated layers and sep-
arate offices so common in government business
processes. In early June, Cohen said the DRI office
is where miles of paperwork are going to stop. The
secretary noted electronic commerce is a step in
DoD’s efforts to do business better, faster, and
cheaper.

“We'd like to expand similar initiatives to allow us
to do more things from our desks and fewer things
by running pieces of paper around the world,”
Houley said.

“Most defense organizations —whether [we're talk-
ing about] tests, education, procurement, writing
of contracts, using a credit card to buy things from
your desk —are related in the sense we want to do
[those things] electronically —in real time and in far
fewer steps,” Houley said.

“It’s actually one of a series of steps,” he said. “In
order to be consistent with the rest of the world, we
need to have good information and be able to use
it in a real-time basis. A lot of systems we have now
are days and even weeks behind in terms of being
able to use the information.

“We have a lot of processes where we march con-
tracts from Office A to Office B, fill out a procure-
ment request, then we go through a long process
that nobody wants to hear about,” he said. “We
should be able to do it from a keyboard, with a lot
fewer steps and in a lot less time.”




Houley finds general agreement and lack of con-
troversy on the first objective of engaging better
business practices. Getting it done is the difficult
part.

This leads him to the second objective: finding the
money to meet warfighters' needs. Defense dollars
are not expected to increase much in coming years,
Houley noted. Therefore, he said, “were going to
have to figure out a way of transferring some of the
money presently devoted to support activities to
the warfighter — and specifically to pay for force
modernization.”

He said DoD's ability to buy new equipment for the
Services has lagged badly behind requirements.

“The age of the equipment we're using across the

board is increasing, and that means the cost of main-
taining those systems is increased at the rate we can
least afford it,” he said.

Innovative juggling to shift money from support to
warfighting organizations “is something that’s very
easy to understand and perhaps a bit more diffi-
cult to accomplish,” Houley said. And he’s follow-
ing Hamre’s lead in seeing that the Defense Reform
Initiative ensures DoD support elements are agile
and responsive to warfighters, who are rapidly ap-
plying new technologies to change the way they
fight.

To warfighters and the servicemembers who sup-
port them, Houley answers the question, “What
does this mean to me?”

“We hope it’s going to mean two things. First, the
care and feeding of our people has always been our
principal goal, because if we don’t have people, we
. don't need to worry about equipment.

“The second thing is, one of the many reasons kids
" come into the Services is they expect to deal with
the best technology we have in this country,” Houley
said. “We do certainly have some of that, but not
in the quantities we feel we need.” He believes ser-
vicemembers want to be in a force that's equipped
up to par with the United States’ world power role.

He said he welcomes idea$ from anybody. “Ideas
are part of what makes the organization work. A

substantial percentage of ideas, which scratch the
itch, are in direct response to what our constituents
identify,” Houley said. “In the electronic commerce
arena, we're trying to simplify and expedite the job.”

He wants the Defense Reform Initiative to be in-
visible to the forces. “Our goal is to have all of these
initiatives disappear back into the landscape,”
Houley said. “In other words, become part of the
routine way of doing business. So success is going
out of business.

“In a perfect world, when Secretary Cohen finishes
his job, we'll be able to fold this whole thing up,”
Houley said, “not because we will ever get to the
point where no further improvements can be made,
but because we will feel we have made substantive
improvements, that they have become part of the
standard way of doing business in the Defense De-
partment, and that we have made good on our com-
mitment to modernize the force in a difficult budget
climate.”

For more information on the Defense Reform Ini-
tiative, point your Internet browser to: http://www.
defenselink.mil/dodreform/index.html.

Editor’s Note: This information is in the public do-
main at http://www.dtic.mil/afps/news on the
Internet.

WiLtiaM P HouLey
Director, DoD Derense ReForM INmATVE OFFICE
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; hairman Hunter, Chairman Wel-
/ "don and Members of the Sub-
committees: Slightly less than
~one year ago, I was confirmed as
. Under Secretary of Defense for
Acquisition and Technology. These 11
months have been, to say the least, a time
of challenge, as the Department of De-
fense seeks to transform our military in
order to meet the anticipated threats of
the early 21st century and, at the same
time, make up for 10 years of decline in
our military procurement following the
end of the Cold War.

Difficult Choices

They have also been a time of great per-
sonal satisfaction, as representatives of
our Armed Services and I have had the
opportunity to work with you and mem-
bers of your subcommittees as we strug-
gle with the difficult choices that must
be made with the finite resources at our
disposal.

I come to you this morning, grateful for
your past support of our nation’s mili-
tary and for your present and future
commitment to maintaining a national
defense that is the envy of the world. We
have sometimes disagreed on details, but
have never wavered in our common goal
to support our men and women in uni-
form by making them the best equipped
and best sustained fighting force in the
world.

Beginning to Show Some Wear
Unfortunately, the world’s most power-
ful nation is beginning to show some

-
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lenged military power. And our readi-
ness is still high. But this will not last
if we do not act now. This is an era of
rapidly changing threats. The techni-
cal requirements to meet those threats
must keep pace. But there are so many
conflicting demands for defense dol-
lars and so many competing interests
for a dwindling supply of funds that
we are hard pressed to meet even our
most critical needs for items that we
cannot do without.

I suppose that, with hindsight, we can
see why it is that we have not been able
to keep in step with the changing re-
quirements of our military. The answer
lies, in part, with the decision to cut back
on modernization after the end of the
Cold War. We had the best equipment
in the world, and lots of inventory, so we
could coast for awhile. As the defense
budget rapidly declined, however, mod-
ernization was deferred in order to fully
fund current operations and support and
base infrastructure, and thus ensure cur-
rent readiness. This strategy enabled us
to maintain high readiness and opera-
tional tempo during the extremely un-
stable period following the collapse of
the former Soviet Union. In fact, during
the past eight years, we have deployed
forces around the globe 38 times, almost
four times that of the previous 30 years.
Meanwhile, our procurement account
(to fund modernization) has fallen by 56
percent in real terms over the past 10
years!
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wear around its defensive edges. We Reduced Budgets
are undoubtedly the world’s unchal- Have Taken Their Toll

The reduced modernization budgets,
combined with the increased military
deployments, have taken their toll. Our
weapons are overworked and aging By
next year, for example, the average age
of our aircraft fleet will be over 20 years.
Because many of our systems are old
and overworked, they require more fre-
quent and costlier maintenance. This ac-
celerated maintenance is costing us
much more each year: in repair costs,
down time, and maintenance tempo. (As
expected, empirical evidence shows that
reliability decreases, and maintainabil-
ity manhours increase with equipment
aging and wear-out. Increased corrosion
is a simple example.)

Furthermore, because our systems are
so old, we find that the spare parts we
need from third- and fourth-tier sup-
pliers are no longer available. We re-
verse-engineer these obsolete parts,
which requires extensive lead times, in
some cases up to two years — and
much higher spare parts costs. Clearly,
we must keep our equipment in good
repair to maintain readiness. However,
it drains our resources —resources we
should be applying to modernization
or replacement of the existing systems
as they become increasingly obsolete
(relative to the rapidly changing tech-
nology of the information era); and to
the development and deployment of
the required new systems to counter
the anticipated asymmetrical threats
of the early 21st century.

Editor’s Note: This information is in the public domain at https//www.acq.osd.mil/ousda/testimonies/ on the Internet.
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Thus, with constrained resources and
increased costs to maintain readiness,
we continue to stretch out our mod-
ernization schedules and reduce the
quantities of the new equipment and in-
formation systems we purchase —
thereby raising their costs still further,
and adding to the delay in moderniza-
tion. Recently, in reviewing the projected
DoD five-year fiscal plan, in order to
maintain current readiness, we again
added to the operations and support
budget. Over the five-year period, this
amounts to about $4 to $5 billion, or the
loss of the equivalent of a wing of brand
new fighter aircraft.

Logistics of Equal Concern
Of equal concern is the cost of the large
logistics support system associated with
attempting to maintain our readiness
and sustainment. For example, we spend
about $4 billion a year to maintain our
national supply infrastructure (inven-
tory control points and distribution cen-
ters) that were built to Cold War
standards, not to respond rapidly to the
likely threats of the 21st century.

The dilemma we face right now involves
competing —and seemingly unlimited
—demands as we seek to meet even our
current readiness needs. Yet, we know we
must also invest now to meet our long-
term readiness needs: develop the new
systems needed to meet the challenges
of early 21st century warfare and mod-
ernize our current equipment in order
to maintain our military superiority.

The Need to Act Now
President Clinton has responded to our
immediate readiness needs by request-
ing additional funds. But, we must also
respond to an urgent need to act on our
long-range readiness problem —the need
to modernize. It is of the highest pri-
ority and greatest urgency that we act,
now to:

« Make the necessary migration
away from traditional weapons
systems that were designed to
counter a Cold War threat, not &
the asymmetrical threats we face g
from terrorists and rogue na- ®
tions. é

“ Recently, in reviewing

+ Move ahead without delay on those
new weapons which we believe will be
most effective in meeting the unpre-

the projected DoD five- dictable and dangerous threat from
. terrorism, rogue nations, and other
ye€ar fiscal plan, in order asymmetrical sources — programs

such as theater missile defense and
counters for biological, chemical, and
information warfare.

Modernize those legacy systems we
must live with as we engage in long-
range modernization — increasing
their reliability and creating an inte-
grated “digital” battlefield.

Design and build our future systems
to be much more affordable so that
we can buy them in sufficient quanti-
ties.

Make those difficult, but absolutely
essential, cuts in infrastructure and
support that we believe will free up
the funds we need for modernization.

to maintain current

readiness, we again

added to the operations
and support budget.
Over the five-year
period, this amounts
to about $4 to $5

billion, or the loss
of the equivalent of

a wzng of brand The reason for urgency is threefold:

new fighter aircraft. ,’

1. We once were able to talk about
threats that we “anticipated” in the early
21st century. The recent terrorist attacks
on our embassies in Kenya and Tanza-
nia make it all too clear that the antici-
pated threat is here with us now. We face
a true “clear and present danger.” While
the threat of ballistic missile attack on
domestic targets or on our allies may
still be a ways off, recent North Korean
missile tests, for example, may show that
this threat is coming closer. And the
threats of chemical and biological war-
fare —and devastating terrorist attacks
on civilian and military targets —are cur-
rent events.

2. We face an urgent need to reverse the
budget-consuming spiral that is created
by escalating maintenance costs on aging
and overworked systems. We must
improve the reliability of the current
systems we will be using until new
systems are deployed. If not, the costs
of maintaining our current equipment
will drain funds from long-range
™ readiness programs.

= 3. Many of the systems under
& development today — even with
| accelerated development times —

dE E will not become fully operational
=
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until the end of the first decade of the
21st century. The “bow wave” of deferred
modernization makes it even more crit-
ical to begin to shift funds from support
and infrastructure to combat and mod-
ernization now, in order to be able to af-
ford such systems as, for example: the
Joint Strike Fighter, the DD-21, Co-
manche, CVX, AAAV, and the Navy
Upper Tier Missile Defense Systems.

Given the realities of our current geopo-
litical/military situation, the need to de-
velop long-term solutions to our current
readiness problems, and the time it will
require to develop and deploy new
weapon systems to counter the unpre-
dictable and dangerous threats we are
increasingly facing, there are some ad-
ditional considerations to take into ac-
count to achieve long-term readiness.

Balancing Our Focus

While modernizing, we must balance
our traditional focus on weapons plat-
forms (ships, planes, and tanks) with
weapons that will counter future asym-
metric threats —such as defenses against
biological warfare, information warfare,
and ballistic missiles. And, on the of-
fensive side, we must increase our fund-
ing on enhanced and secure C°I and
long-range, all-weather precision
weapons — implementing the full ca-
pability of “reconnaissance/strike war-
fare” (the essence of the “Revolution in
Military Affairs™).

Additionally, since the most likely com-
bat scenarios for the United States in-
volve coalition conflict, on a multinational
scale, we must ensure that the equip-
ment we use is not only interoperable
among our Services, but is also inter-
operable with that of our allies. With the
speed of change of technology, and the
disparity in defense budgets, this is an
increasingly difficult challenge to over-
come, but one that is absolutely essen-
tial if we are to retain worldwide
battlefield dominance.

Also, since we know that we must oper-
ate, in the near future, with legacy sys-
tems as the basis of our force structure,
we cannot simply discard them. It is too
expensive and impractical, given our cur-

“ I have called this
situation a “death
spiral”; and, in fact, we
will come to that...
if we do not act

decisively, now. It will
require significant
cultural change, a sense
of urgency, and difficult
program funding
decisions. The result

may be that we will
have to put some sacred

COws out to pasture —

not just keep trying
to milk them. ”

rent budget constraints. Thus, for the pre-
sent, we must still invest heavily in up-
grading current systems —in terms of
both performance and reliability. All this
we plan to do. But ask anyone, in any of
the Services, and he or she will tell you
that the time is fast approaching when all
our Services must focus on building the
new, rather than “jerry-rigging” the old.

Dealing With

Unanticipated Crises

If this were not bad enough, we must
also deal with the uncertainty of unan-
ticipated crises, such as continued op-
erations in Bosnia and military support
to alleviate suffering around the world.
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Even the Y2K computer problem —al-
though not entirely unanticipated —in
a flat-budget environment further drains
funds from modernization.

To reverse this trend — with current
short-term needs consuming an ever-in-
creasing “share of the pie” at the expense
of longer-term military capability —will
be extremely difficult. I have called this
situation a “death spiral”; and, in fact,
we will come to that...if we do not act de-
cistvely, now. It will require significant
cultural change, a sense of urgency, and
difficult program funding decisions. The
result may be that we will have to put
some sacred cows out to pasture ~—not
just keep trying to milk them. Popular,
but outdated, weapons systems will have
to give way to non-traditional, but effec-
tive, defenses against new threats. Un-
derutilized and/or non-competitive
infrastructure and support must be elim-
inated.

Unpopular, Difficult Choices
Ahead

The required actions are —I admit —both
unpopular and extremely difficult. But,
I believe we have no choice. I have al-
ready mentioned most of them, but let
me summarize specific initiatives we
must take:

- Additional base closures.

» Termination of contracts for a num-
ber of traditional weapons systems in
order to fund the required newer sys-
tems.

« Drastic improvement in cycle times
(from 18-year developments toward
18 months; and from 40 days for
spares order-to-receipt time to four
days).

- Competitive sourcing of all but in-
herently governmental functions;
and a rapid reduction in the civilian
and military workforce made possi-
ble by the increased use of competi-
tive market forces.

« Asignificant increase in investments
for reliability enhancements on the
large number of currently deployed
systems.

- Widespread and full implementation
of the “acquisition reforms” initiated
over the last few years —including cost




as an independent variable, along with
a military requirement and elimina-
tion of the current barriers to civil/mil-
itary industrial integration (such as
the government’s specialized ac-
counting and auditing systems), plus
increased use of performance-based
service contracting. We must remain
totally focused on continued reform
in order to get where we need to be.

Full and rapid transformation of the

complete DoD logistics system into

a much more responsive, significantly

lower-cost system.

- And last, but most important, a full
and rapid transformation of our mil-
itary tactics, doctrine, and structure
to actually realize the strategy of the
Chairman’s “Joint Vision 2010.”

We appreciate the past support we have
received from you in the Congress as we
make the necessary transformation to
ensure long-term readiness. The Con-
gress has responded positively to our
need to cut back on unnecessary infra-
structure and to take positive steps to
reform our acquisition process. This part-
nership has been positive and beneficial.
The representatives of the Services who
are here with me today join me in pledg-
ing our continued best efforts to achiev-
ing modernization and improving our
readiness.

Making the Right Decisions

In closing, Chairman Hunter and Chair-
man Weldon, [ want to assure you that
I'would not be here this morning if T did
not firmly believe that, working together,
the Congress and the Administration
can achieve long-range readiness goals.
[ come, not as an alarmist or as a prophet
of doom —although I do believe we are
headed into quicksand if we do not act
quickly —but rather as a concerned cit-
izen and as a public official in whom you
have placed great responsibility for mak-
ing the difficult transformation in our
defense acquisition process.

What I want, 10 years from now, is for
us to be able to say, “I'm glad we made
those decisions back in’98 and '99.
Where would we be if we hadn’t?” 1 am
confident we'll be able to say that —with
your help and support.

avy Cmdr. Jill Garzone, Director, Human Resources |

and Administration, departed the college on Sept.

30, 1998, to become the Deputy Director, OPNAV
Services and Security Division, Pentagon, Washington,
D.C. Garzone joined the DSMC staff in October 1994,
and remained Director of the Human Resources and Ad-
ministration Department throughout her assignment.

avy Aviation Warfare Systems Operator Master Chief

and Naval Aircrewman Samuel J. Hindman, Senior |

Enlisted Advisor, retires from active duty effective
Jan. 1, 1999. In addition to several assignments within
the continental United States, Hindman’s 30-year career
also included deployments to the Western Pacific in sup-
port of operations in and around North Vietham, South
Vietnam, North Korea, and South Korea; Kadena, Japan;
Deigo Garcia, British Indian Ocean Territory; Bermuda;
and Adak, Alaska.

avy Aviation Warfare Systems Operator, Air War- =~

fare and Naval Aircrewman Senior Chief Scott A.

Russell joined the DSMC staff as Senior Enlisted
Advisor, effective Sept. 30, 1998. Russell comes to the col-
lege from the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations
(N88), Director Naval Aviation, where he served as the
Naval Aircrewman Training Requirements Officer, Wash-
ington, D.C.

ohn T. “Tim” Shannon, Associate Dean of Faculty,
became the Dean of Faculty effective May 8, 1998.
Shannon joined the college in February 1991 after
21 years’ military service with Department of Navy. First
assigned as an instructor in the college’s Funds Man-
agement Department, Shannon assumed increased lev-
els of responsibility as Business Department Scheduler;
Department Chair, Funds Management Department; |

and Associate Dean of Faculty.




OASD PUBLIC AFFAIRS NEWS RELEASE

Defense Department Makes |
Progress with Reform Actions

eputy Secretary of Defense John J. Hamre
today issued an interim status report on Sec-
retary William S. Cohen’s Defense Reform
Initiative, the ongoing reform program to
apply key lessons from business and in-
dustry to make DoD and the Military Services more
efficient and productive. Speaking at a press briefing
at the Pentagon, Hamre said, “We are by no means
finished doing everything we need and want to do
to make us more business-like, but we are making
great progress. We are aggressively applying to the
Department essential business principles that Amer-

ican industry has successfully used to become leaner,

more flexible, and more competitive.”

Hamre praised the Congress for supporting the re-
form initiative. “The bi-partisan support for defense

reform has been very encouraging, and we will con-

tinue to seek support in the future,” Hamre said.

The Department is vigorously pursing savings from
public-private competitions. It will compete about
230,000 positions between Fiscal Year 1997 and 2003,
allowing the marketplace to determine who can do
the job the best and at least cost. This will result in
$6.3 billion in estimated savings. The process of com-
peting these non-core functions makes our opera-
tions more efficient, no matter who wins the work.

- San Diego: A private firm now operates Navy fam-
ily service centers for 35 percent less than when
the Navy did it.

- Redstone Arsenal: Government employees retained
maintenance work by cutting their own staff al-
most in half, saving $1.7 million.

- Savannah: At Hunter Army Airfield, Ga., a single
contractor provides a relocation package that in-
cludes move management services for household

The savings from DoD reforms, estimated to be in
the billions of dollars, are being targeted toward vital
defense programs, Hamre said. He also emphasized
the less quantifiable improvements in customer ser-
vice, organizational flexibility, and quality of life pro-
duced by the ongoing initiatives. “We have begun a
fundamental shift in the way we do business, and
our long-term goals remain the same. We will con-
tinue to reengineer, consolidate, compete, and elim-

inate,” he said.

Hamre said that innovations resulting from DRI will
help support the “Revolution in Military Affairs” to
ensure U.S. military superiority into the future. “The
DRI is also aimed at ensuring that DoD support el-
ements will be agile and responsive enough to sup-
port the warfighters, who are rapidly applying new
technologies that will enable them to dominate the
battlefield of any future conflict.” '

goods and relocation services — customer satis-
faction is 98 percent.

» Patrick AFB: Workers designed a plan that cut the
workforce by 40 percent through cross training of
employees. The plan beat outside contractors for
communications maintenance work and saved mil-
lions. ' :
Kaiserslautern, Germany (6966th Transportation
Truck Terminal): Created an additional 66 truck-
driver positions by cutting management. The
change increased truck-haul missions by 7,000 an-
nually, saving $1.46 million on outside contracting

DoD is moving rapidly into Internet-based electronic
commerce to streamline our purchasing The Joint
Flectronic Commerce Program Office (JECPO)
was established to facilitate the transition to electronic
commerce, which cuts overhead and contracting
costs, eliminates middlemen, and makes DoD more




Deputy SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
JOHN J. HAMRE FIRST ANNOUNCED
THE DereNsE ReFORM INMIATIVE AT
A PENTAGON BRIEFING IN NOVEM-

BER 1997.

DoD photo by Helene C. Stikkel

customer-friendly to ‘businesses large and small —
many of which had previously found it difficult and
expensive to do business with the Department.

“JECPO is moving DoD toward Paperless Contract-
ing. All aspects of the contracting process for major
weapons systems are scheduled to be paperless in
the y&r 2000. : -

, Our new Electronic Mall (the “E-Mall”) allows cus-
‘tomers to search, locate, compare, and order mater-
‘121 based upon quality, price, and availability. The

E-Mallis a “point, click, and ship” Internet-based sys-

tem for locating and ordering commercial items
‘ 'qulckly and easily. It streamlines the traditional pro-
. :curement process —reducing delivery time for com-

nercial items from weeks and months to as quickly
as 24 hours. This flexible system can allow the ad-
dition of unlimited numbers of commercial electronic
catalogs to increase commerc1a1 itern support to the

The IMPAC card is a commermal VISA card issued
to individual offices and organizations for official pur-
~ chases under $2,500. It provides a less costly and
more efficient way for the Department to buy goods
and services directly from vendors instead of pro-
‘cessing requests through procurement offices. Of all

ment’s senior military and civilian 1

the micro-purchases (under $2,500) made by the
DoD acquisition community in Fiscal Year 1998,
about 85 percent were made using the IMPAC card.
Internal costs are often cut by more than half when
an IMPAC card is used instead of a traditional pur-
chase order.

| Deputy Secretary Hamre has directed the IMPAC pro-

gram be expanded to cover:

« All training costs below $25,000.
« All medical services and non-appropriated fund
payments below $2,500.
» Goods and services under $2,500, purchased using
standard contracting instruments.
- All military inter-Departmental purchase
requests below $2,500.

Enpbeins the Best ideas of the
krnmto ectoyr

DoD is taking the best practices of Amer-
ica’s dynamic private sector and applying
them to its operations. Learning from decades of in-
dustry practice, the Department is saving money and
improving operations through competition and im-
proved management.

The Defense Management Council, chaired by the
Deputy Secretary, serves as the board of directors for
the Secretary’s defense reform efforts

DoD is recrumng a panel of top corporate CEOs to
provide advice and examples from the private sector.
Retired Air Force Gen. Walter Kross will chair the
panel Wh]Ch will meet for the first time in January -
1999 ~

DoD has radically altered the way it reimburses
employees for travel, replacing a wasteful nightmare
of forms and office visits with a simple, fast, reliable
system. Feedback from 29 sites indicates a 654-per- -
cent decrease in administrative costs and a 31-per-
cent decrease in the time it takes for people to get

relmbursed for travel.

As part of the Department s efforts t0 adopt best busi-
ness practices, the Defense Agencies were directed
to prepare annual Performance Contracts for review
by the Defense Management Council. (The Defense
Managemem Council includes many of the Depart-
rs.) The




requirement recognizes that Defense Agencies pro-
vide products and services to the Department much
like those of commercial businesses, but do not have
the discipline of the civilian market.

- MEDJOC (Medical Job Order Contracts) are de-
livering results faster than traditional contracting for
medium-size projects in Fort Worth.

 ID/IQ (Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity)
contracts for medium-size projects are cutting deliv-
ery time and costs at Ft. Bragg, N. C.

Navy incorporation of Sustainable Design Princi-
ples in the design and construction of new buildings
- is increasing energy conservation, productivity, and
_ improving health conditions.
Improvemen:: tram Lonsolidation

" Cohen is realigning the Department to better execute
its post-Cold War missions. Agencies and offices that
were designed to operate in a bi-polar world are now
being merged or restructured to meet the realities of
today s threats.

On Oct 1, 1998 Cohen maugurated the Defense
‘Threat Reduction Agency a new, unified defense
agency to counter threats posed by weapons of mass
destruction. This merger of three Cold War Era agen-
‘cies will improve America’s capability to contain chem-
‘ical, biological, and nuclear threats. The new agency

‘will have a budget of $1.9 b11110n and employ over‘

oF . many years the mlhtary has recelved 1mmea—,

le benefit from its focus on education for its of-
ficers and servicemembers. On Oct. 2, 1998, Cohen
. med the Department’s first Chancellor for Ed-
:ucation and Professional Development, who will
de the same focus for DoD'’s 730,000 civilians.
irst chancellor, [Dr.] Jerry Smith, will develop
administer a coordinated pmgram of civilian pro-

nal educanon and tralmng

lining and Downslzing

Y'Department of Defense is makmg real and sub--

* stantial cuts in its headquarters staff. Secretary Cohen

is leading by example, cutting a full one-third of the
_ positions in the Office of the Secretary of Defense
.. (OSD). One thousand of the 3,000 staff positions in

OSD are being eliminated — more than 780 are al-
ready gone.

Eiminzting Buildings and Structures

Eighty million square feet of obsolete and excess
buildings are targeted for demolition and disposal
by Fiscal Year 2003. Approximately 10 million square
feet were eliminated in Fiscal Year 1998. Fifteen mil-
lion more will be gone by the end of Fiscal Year 1999.
When completed, recurring savings should exceed
$160 million annually.”

Other Activities

The Defense Reform Initiative has spawned an array
of innovative and exciting changes in DoD business
practices. A few examples:

In August 1998, a Defense Working Capital Fund
Task Force was formed to improve the Department’s
ability to request and account for funds in a manner
that meets the needs of the Armed Forces and is ac-
ceptable to Congress. - ‘

The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) has developed
a Prime Vendor Program designed to permit offices
that handle maintenance for DoD facilities to order
maintenance, repair, and operations supplies directly
from integrated supply chain contractors. The pro-
gram goal is to provide items quickly to meet cus-
tomer needs at discounted commercial prices. DLA
has completed its award of regional contracts pro-
viding nauonw1de coverage

The Depamnent s initial reengmeenng of temporary
duty travel (travel on official business) converted what
was essentially a paper-based, personnel-intensive
process, into an electronic, user-friendly, state-of-the-

~ art travel management process rivaling the best in-
 dustry practices. In August 1997, the Department -

extended the travel reengineering effort to study im-
proving the current Ready Reserve Travel for re- .
servists and guardsmen, and Permanent Duty Travel -
for employees assigned to work in new, locations. -
About 775,000 mﬂltary and 25 000 c1v1hans relocate

annually

Editor’s Note This mformauon isin the pubhc do-
main at http: //www defenselmk.mﬂ/news/ on the

Internet.




DEFENSE REFORM INITIATIVE

Secretary of Defense William S. Cohen
At the Swearing In Ceremony of the DoD

Chancellor for Education and Professional Development
PENTAGON, OCT. 1, 1998

/" e e [T e

\ "I'm delighted to be here to cele-

brate the investiture of Dr. [Jerome

\B F] Smith and the beginning of a

. mnew era in this Department’s ed-
ucation of its civilian workforce.

President Kennedy once said that “Our
progress as a nation can be no swifter
than our progress in education.” That’s
equally true of this Department.

Over the years we have put a lot of focus
on training our service members and of-
ficers, and the rewards 1 think, have been
immeasurable. We now have to put the
same emphasis on developing the skills
of our vital civilian workforce.

The 730,000 civilians who serve DoD
form a cadre of unsurpassed talent, ex-
pertise, and promise, and the strength
of this Department and the security of
this nation hinge in no small measure
on their ability to realize their full po-
tential, and therefore it’s critically im-
portant that we provide world-class
professional development education for
our employees.

So it’s with great pleasure that I welcome
“Jerry” Smith as the first Chancellor for
Education and Professional Develop-
ment. He is uniquely qualified and suited

DR. JErROME F. “JERRY” SMITH, JR.
FirsT DoD CHANCELLOR FOR EDUCATION AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

to lead our civilian education effort. The “I've been in the military education system since |
Department of Education system is
in his blood from his first days as a signed up in 1957 as a midshipman, and that’s one

of the [best] things about the professional military
education system. It’s a lifelong process.”

Editor’s Note: This information, published by th R

American Forces /nformationlggrﬁlcje, Ifs i: thg ) —Dr. Jerome F. Smlth, J,

public domain at httpe//www.defenselink.mil
on the Internet.
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midshipman at Annapolis to his most
recent post as Dean of the Information
Resources Management College.

I have full confidence in his ability to es-
tablish this position as a vigorous, vi-
sionary guiding hand on matters
involving civilian education. I know he
has the support of the entire Depart-
ment, particularly those in our educa-
tion community who support him in his
new role.

This appointment is also another mile-
stone in our Defense Reform Initiative,
which has had a very successful first year
thanks to Dr. Hamre. Credit really does
belong to John [Hamre] and Bill Houley
and the thousands of employees
throughout this Department who have
contributed their energy and creativity
to making DoD a better, more efficient
organization. And I'd like to offer spe-
cial thanks to Vice Admiral Jack Bald-
win who has done a fantastic job in
creating the blueprint for this chancel-
lorship. All of you —1 want to express
my thanks for your great contribution.

(Chancellor sworn in by Deputy Secre-
tary Hamre)

Thank you Secretary Cohen and Dr.
Hamre. It is indeed an honor for me to
have your support in undertaking this
new challenge. As the Secretary men-
tioned, I have personally benefited from
the emphasis the U.S. military has placed
on education and lifelong learning for
career development.

For the past six years I have been privi-
leged to be a part of the professional mil-
itary education system at its flagship
organization, the National Defense Uni-
versity. Both the Industrial College of the
Armed Forces and the Information Re-
sources Management College include
civilian members of the Department of
Defense as well as other Federal Gov-
ernment civilians as members of their
student body.

I know just how much these folks ben-
efit from and value their opportunity for
education experience, but I also know
that few of our civilians get such a chance.

Therefore, I am delighted to be given
the task of working with the educa-
tional and career development re-
sources which the Department
supports to ensure our civilian work-
force has systematic access to quality
educational programs.

1 must be able to assure Departmen-
tal leadership that the significant fund-
ing invested in education and in
education resources is receiving the
highest quality return possible.

I look forward to organizing this new
office and developing close working
relationships with the leaders of our
many educational institutions and pro-
grams carrying out this work today.

I want to thank Dr. Diane Disney and
Vice Admiral Jack Baldwin for their pi-
oneering work in identifying the ele-
ments of this challenge. Secretary
Cohen, Dr. Hamre, I appreciate your
confidence in my ability to pull this
together, and I pledge my full energies
to carry out the mission assigned.

* reg Caruth, Director of the Defense Systems Management College Visual Arts and Press Department, has added
‘ another bronze sculpture to the DSMC main campus at Fort Belvoir, Va. Two years ago he created a bust of

 DSMC's first commandant, Army Brig. Gen. Win-
. field Scott, which resides in Scott Hall. Now, he has
. added a bust of David Packard, Deputy Secretary of De-

. fense in the early 1970s.

The bust will reside permanently in the lobby of the
. DSMC headquarters building, Caruth decided to por-
i tray Packard in his later years, which is the way he
. [Caruth] remembered him from his return visits to the

campus.

Says Caruth, “Scott and Packard are two people to
whom 1 feel the College owes great respect and re-
membrance. I'm very proud the College has welcomed
my efforts to capture them for future generations to
enjoy. This way their contributions won't be forgotten.”

Caruth is one of the few original DSMC employees
still at the College, having served as an enlisted graphic
artist on the staff of the original Defense Systems Man-

agement School back in 1971.

The clay original, which took about 35 hours to create at his home, was molded and cast at Equestrian Forge
foundry in Leesburg, Va. The pedestal was created for DSMC by Tim Lavelle in the Carpentry Shop on post.

PM : NOVEMBER-DECEMBER 1998
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B Fixing the Fiscal 2000 Defense

Budget

¥ ASHINGTON — Modernization and
F" readiness are two areas of concern to
£’ DoD, and the president has directed
the Department to “fix” those areas in

g the fiscal 2000 budget, Defense Sec-
retary William S. Cohen told the Senate Armed Ser-
vices Committee Oct. 6.

Cohen told lawmakers the president directed
him to work with the Office of Management and
Budget, the National Security Council and Con-
gress to fix readiness and modernization problems
in the fiscal 2000 budget request.

“The temporary measures that we took were not
adequate,” he said. “It's important we send the sig-
nal to the men and women in uniform that we care
about them, that we have indeed identified the na-
ture of the problems, and now we've got to take
constructive actions to deal with them.”

Procurement is key to future readiness, Cohen
said, and while the fiscal 1999 budget has more
funding for procurement, the Department cannot
reach its $60 billion spending target unless it is al-
lowed to close more bases or bust its budget.

“Without additional [base] closures, we will not
achieve the $20 billion in projected savings in the
years where some major systems are scheduled to
come on line,” Cohen said. “If we don’t achieve the

 savings, something has to give.”

Under the current fiscal environment, this means
DoD will have to cancel or scale back new systems.
“There are no easy decisions,” he said. “We can keep

*the status quo, but if we do, we are going to deprive

the future and deprive our men and women who
are serving in the military —from having the kind
of systems they require.”

Short-term readiness also needs Congress’ at-
tention, Cohen said. Four aspects affect readiness:
the economy, pay, retirement, and operations tempo.

The U.S. economy is strong and going after the
same quality young people the military needs,
Cohen said. The propensity for young people to
enlist is down, but, Cohen said, increased money
to advertise may turn that around.

RELEASED

JIM GARAMONE

Cohen said the disparity between military and
civilian pay comes up most often in his travels
around the U.S. military. Servicemembers are con-
cerned about this disparity, which, Cohen said, is
between 13 and 14 percent.

Retirement is second only to pay as a source of
concern to servicemembers, Cohen said. He said
the Pentagon will work with Congress to change
the system.

Finally, he said, the increased operations tempo
of the post-Cold War world is hurting readiness.
“Mechanisms have been put in place to try to deal
with this,” Cohen said. “We have been sending those
that are called low-density, high-demand forces too
often out in the field. We are wearing them down.
And so, a better mechanism for finding out which
units and which individuals in those units are being
overused has been put in place.”

During earlier testimony, senators castigated the
Joint Chiefs of Staff for taking so long to bring readi-
ness and modernization problems to their atten-
tion. Cohen told the senators to blame him. He said
he made a political judgment that legislators would
not give DoD more money, considering the bal-
anced budget agreement between Congress and
the executive branch.

Cohen said he tried to get as much money from
efficiencies within the Department before going to
Congress. “I believe [my judgment] was the right
one at the time,” he said. “I believe it was right for
me to try to get as many efficiencies as possible
from the [contracting out] competitions, from the
base closures —which we didn’t get —and from the
reforming of the way in which we do business. 1
had to do that before I could justifiably come to you
and say, ‘Now we have to do more.”

Editor’s Note: This information is in the public
domain at http://www.defenselink.mil/news/ on
the Internet.

Oct 8, 199¢




JOINT-COMBINED OPERATIONS

Impact of Joint Technical Architecture
On Navy Acqulsmon
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oday’s battlespace is a complex

and dynamic environment re-

quiring increased levels of data

and information processing in

order to make timely and accu-
rate operations planning and combat de-
cisions.

To improve and facilitate the ability of
Department of Defense (DoD) systems
to support joint and combined opera-
tions, in August 1996 the Under Secre-
tary of Defense for Acquisition and
Technology (USD[A&T]) and the Assis-
tant Secretary of Defense for Command,
Control, Communications, and Intelli-
gence (ASD[C?1]) mandated Joint Tech-
nical Architecture (JTA) — a minimum
set of standards and guidelines for the
acquisition of all DoD Command, Con-
trol, Communications, Computer, and
Intelligence (C*I) systems and their in-
terfaces.!

Commonality

Although commonality among programs
is hardly a new concept, it is difficult to
achieve, especially from a joint perspec-
tive. Project designers with no knowl-
edge of other systems with similar
capabilities tend to “reinvent the wheel,”
which is not only expensive but poten-
tially detrimental to operational com-
monality. (In other words, “my radio
can’t talk to your radio.”)

U.S. NAVAL RESERVE

The JTA attempts to apply sound tech-
nical and business practices in an area
that continues to experience exponen-
tial growth. It is critical that you, the Navy
program manager (PM), be aware that
the JTA exists, and how it will affect your
program, large or small. Ultimately, you
are responsible for ensuring your pro-
gram complies with JTA requirements.

Where Did JTA Come From?

The JTA resulted from the ASD(C3]) task-
ing Service and Agency principals in-
volved in developing C*I systems to
establish a unifying technical architec-
ture for all future DoD C*I acquisitions

FIGURE 1. JU7 [Trrealr

JTA Core
Elements

so that new systems would be joint and
interoperable, and existing systems
would have a baseline to move toward
interoperability.?

A Joint Technical Architecture Working
Group, chaired by ASD(C31)/C* Inte-
gration Support Activity (CISA) was
formed, and subsequently enhanced in
1997 under the direction of a Technical
Architecture Steering Group, co-chaired
by the ASD CISA and USD(A&T) Open
Systems Joint Task Force.

Department of the Navy interests are
represented by Space and Naval Warfare
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Bold subdomain names indicate Subdomain Annexes present in this version of the JTA.
Italicized subdomain names are candidates for Subdomain Annexes in future versions.

Authors are Naval Reserve Officers in Naval Air Systems Command 1187, attached to Naval Air Reserve Santa Clara, located at Moffett Federal Air Field, Mountain
View, Calif Employed as engineers in various companies throughout the San Francisco Bay area, they are Aeronautical Engineering Duty Officers, Aeronautical
Maintenance Duty Officers, or Aviators in the Naval Reserves.
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Fixing the Fiscal 2000

Budget

Defense

JIM GARAMONE

ASHINGTON — Modernization and

readiness are two areas of concern to

DoD, and the president has directed

the Department to “fix” those areas in

the fiscal 2000 budget, Defense Sec-
retary William S. Cohen told the Senate Armed Ser-
vices Committee Oct. 6.

Cohen told lawmakers the president directed
him to work with the Office of Management and
Budget, the National Security Council and Con-
gress to fix readiness and modernization problems
in the fiscal 2000 budget request.

“The temporary measures that we took were not
adequate,” he said. “I’'s important we send the sig-
nal to the men and women in uniform that we care
about them, that we have indeed identified the na-
ture of the problems, and now we've got to take
constructive actions to deal with them.”

Procurement is key to future readiness, Cohen
said, and while the fiscal 1999 budget has more
funding for procurement, the Department cannot
reach its $60 billion spending target unless it is al-
lowed to close more bases or bust its budget.

“Without additional [base] closures, we will not
achieve the $20 billion in projected savings in the
years where some major systems are scheduled to
come on line,” Cohen said. “If we don’t achieve the
savings, something has to give.”

Under the current fiscal environment, this means
DoD will have to cancel or scale back new systems.
“There are no easy decisions,” he said. “We can keep
the status quo, but if we do, we are going to deprive
the future and deprive our men and women who
are serving in the milita